
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐸᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ 
ᖃᐃᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ 340-ᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 107-ᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᖀᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᖕᓃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑰᑕᑰᖓᓂᐊᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 1 

ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᓪᓗ 2 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ-ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ: 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ/ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᑰᖓᖏᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓱᖃᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 3 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 2018-ᒥ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 4 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 2018-ᒥ ᓄᕐᕆᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 5 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 6 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 2018-ᒥ ᓄᕐᕆᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ 7 

ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓐᓇᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖐᑦ 8 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 9 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 10 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ 11 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ 12 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᑮᓯᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 13 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᓵᑑᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 14 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑎᐊᓕᓇᐃ-ᒎᑏᓐᒥᐅᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ 15 



ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᑕᖏᑦ ᑎᐊᓕᓇᐃᑉ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ 16 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᑕᖏᑦ ᔭᓕᓇᐃᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 17 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ: 

ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ/ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᑰᖓᖏᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓱᖃᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 18 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ/ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᑰᖓᖏᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᖃᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 19 

ᓄᑖᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ 20 

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᓵᑑᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ 21 

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦ 2016-ᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ 
ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 22 

 

 



 
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 340 ᐅᕗᖓ 

107 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ 1:  ᒫᑦᓯ 02, 2020  
   

ᖃᑦᓯᒨᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖅ 

9:00 – 9:20 a.m. 
ᒪᑐᐃᕐᓯᒍᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᑐᐃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ 

20 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

9:20 – 9:35 a.m. 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᑉ ᕿᒥᒡᕈᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᐅᑉ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

9:35 – 10:05 a.m. 
ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ−ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 
ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᒻᒥᒃ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

10:05 – 10:20 a.m. ᓂᐅᖃᕐᓇᖅ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

10:20 – 12:00 p.m. 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᒻᒥᒃ 

1 ᐃᑲᒡᕋᖅ: 40 
ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

12:00 – 1:15 p.m. ᐅᓪᓗᕈᕐᒥᓴᕐᓇᖅ 
1 ᐃᑲᒡᕋᖅ: 15 
ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

1:15 – 2:15 p.m. 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᒻᒥᒃ 1 ᐃᑲᒡᕋᖅ 

2:15 – 2:45 p.m. ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

2:45 – 3:00 p.m. 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑎᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

3:15 – 3:30 p.m. ᓂᐅᖃᕐᓇᖅ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 
3:30 – 4:00 p.m. ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

4:00 – 4:15 p.m. 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

4:15 – 4:45 p.m. ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

4:45 – 5:00 p.m. 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

5:00 – 5:30 p.m. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

5:30 – 5:45 p.m. 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖏᑕ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

   
ᐅᓪᓗᖅ 2:  ᒫᑦᓯ 03, 2020  

   
ᖃᑦᓯᒨᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖅ 

9:00 – 9:20 a.m. 
ᒪᑐᐃᕐᓯᒍᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᐅᑦ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᑐᐃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᕿᒥᒡᕈᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖅ 2 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ 

20 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

9:20 – 9:50 a.m. ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 



9:50 – 10:05 a.m. ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᒥ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 

15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

10:05 – 10:20 a.m. ᓂᐅᖃᕐᓇᖅ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

10:20 – 10:50 a.m. 
Wek’èezhìı ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 

30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

10:50 – 11:05 a.m. ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ Wek’èezhìı 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 

15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

11:05 – 11:35 a.m. 
 
Délı ̨nę Got'ı ̨nę ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

 
11:35 – 11:50 a.m. 

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ Délı ̨nę Got'ı ̨nę 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 

 
15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

11:50 – 1:05 p.m. ᐅᓪᓗᕈᕐᒥᓴᕐᓇᖅ 
1 ᐃᑲᒡᕋᖅ: 15 
ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

1:05 – 1:35 p.m. 
 
Délı ̨nę Ɂehdzo Got'ı ̨nę's (SRRB) ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

1:35 – 1:50 p.m. ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ Délı ̨nę Ɂehdzo 
Got'ı ̨nę's (SRRB) ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 

15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ 

1:50 – 2:50 p.m. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ/ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

1 ᐃᑲᒡᕋᖅ 

2:50 – 4:50 p.m. ᒪᑐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ 
ᑲᒪᖃᑕᓂᒃ 

2 ᐃᑲᒡᕌᒃ 

 



ᐊᑑᑎᒋᔭᖓ o 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ) ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ 
ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥᒻ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᒻᒥᒃ (ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑦ) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 
340 ᐅᕗᖓ 107 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ.  ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑦ, 
ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᒍ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᓂᕐᐹᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ, 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕗᑦ ᕿᒥᒡᕈᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑎᒃ  ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐃᑭᐊᒡᕆᕕᖓᑦ (www.nwmb.com). 

 

ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ: 

1. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ) ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᕐᐳᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᓯᒍᒻᒥᒃ 
ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᖔᓂᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓪᓗ ᖁᓕᓪᓗ (30) ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᒡᕕᐅᒋᐊᓕᐅᑉ 
ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ. 

2. ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᒍᓐᓇᕐᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ[1] ᑭᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ - ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ - ᑎᑭᖖᒋᓐᓂᖓᓂ 5:00 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ (ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ/ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᖅ 
ᓯᕿᖖᒍᔭᖓᑐᑦ) ᐅᓇ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 14, 2020. 

3. ᐃᓛᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ 
ᑭᖑᕙᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᓛᙱᑕᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓐᓂᖏᑉᐸᑕ 
ᑭᖑᕙᕋᑎᒃ. 

4. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᑐᐊᓄᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ. 

5. ᐊᓯᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ 10 ᒪᑉᐱᕐᑐᒐᓕᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᑕ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᓂᒃ (ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ) ᒪᒡᕉᓐᓂᒃ (2) ᒪᑉᐱᕐᑐᒑᓐᓂᒃ. 

6. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᓐᓂᐊᕐᐳᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᐅᖓᑐᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᖃᖖᒋᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᖖᒍᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑏ.  

7. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᐃᓂᐊᕐᐳᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᑐᓵᔨᖃᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖓ. 

http://www.nwmb.com/


8. ᓈᒻᒪᑦᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐅᐸᑦᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᐳᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ. 

9. ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖓᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖓᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᑎᒥᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓄᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᐳᖅ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ. 

10. ᐃᓛᒃ ᖃᐃᖅᑯᔭᐅᒪᙱᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᓯᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ. 

11. ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᑦᓯᐊᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᐊᓖᖅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

12. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᐃᓂᐊᕐᐳᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓂᑦ 
ᑲᒪᖃᑕᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ. 

13. ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓂ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᒋᔨᖓᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᒥᒃ 
ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ. 

14. ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᒥᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ. 

15. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᒧᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᐃᓂᐊᕐᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᑦᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ 
ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓂᒥᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ. 

16. ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓵᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᓕᕐᒥᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᓕᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᑕ ᑕᐃᑉᐸᒍ ᐊᖑᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᖅ. 

17. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᒧᐊᑦ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᐳᖅ ᐊᔪᖖᒋᒍᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐅᖃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

18. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ. 

[1] “ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ” ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᒃ, 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᑉ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ, ᑐᓂᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᐃᕙᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᑖᑦᓱᒪ ᐃᓅᑉ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ:         ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎ: X 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ:  ᕗᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2018 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕕᑏᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ:  

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᓱᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᓯ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ.  

• ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2000 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓ, ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2010-ᓗ 2015-ᓗ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 120,000-ᒥᑦ 38,500-ᒧᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ (2015). 

• ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᔭᓐᓄᐊᕆ 20, 2016−ᓂ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ, 

ᖃᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 35%−ᖑᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

36%−ᖑᙱᖔᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2% ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕐᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ.  

• ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 340-ᖑᓗᒋᑦ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2016−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᓱᓂᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᒍᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. 

• ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐸᓖᓯᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᑦᓵᓃᑦᑐᑦ 170 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ 2015/2016−ᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 265-

ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ), 2016/2017−ᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 

232−ᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 2017/2018−ᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 174−ᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2018/2019−ᒥ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 93−ᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ).  
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ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ: 

• ᔫᓂ 2018−ᒥ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

19,249-ᖏᓐᓃᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ 2015−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 38,592−ᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.  

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᖓᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ: 

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒍᓐᓇᓗᐊᖅᐸᙱᑦᑐᑦ (0.72) ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

(0.19). 

• ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (AACCWM) 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2018−ᒥ, 2018−ᒥ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖓ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.   

• ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒍᒫᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ. ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2016−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ: 

o ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

o ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 

ᓂᕿᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᑎᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ 

o ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᖔᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᓐᓂᒃ 

o ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᒋᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑦᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᔪᓐᓇᐊᕆ 14, 2019, ᑎᓕᑦᓲ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ, 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᒍᐃᒃᑮᔨ 

ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ 1.5% 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᕿᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 300 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ. 

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᔪᓂ 26, 2019, ᒍᐃᒃᑮᔨ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 193 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ 2019-ᒥ 2021−ᒧᓄᑦ (ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 1%−ᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ). ᒍᐃᒃᑮᔨ 

ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒍᐃᒃᑮᔨᐅᑉ 

ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ. 

• ᒍᐃᒃᑮᔨ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ “ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᓕᒃ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅᑕᖃᕆᐊᖓ” ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
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• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᒃ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᑎᑦ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ:  

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕿᕆ 20, 2019, 2018−ᒥ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

 

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 12, 2019, ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 107−ᖑᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 2016−ᒥ, ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑖᓃᖃᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ 340 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.  

 

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ 29, 2019,  ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ, ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᖅᓱᑎᑦ 

250 ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᒋᐊᖓ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕆᐊᖏᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓗᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖅ. 

 

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2, 2019, ᑐᖏᓕᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᕈᓐᓇᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ; ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 250 ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 150 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓗ 

ᐱᒍᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᑐᑦᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕈᒪᓂᒃᑯᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᓂᕿᑭᑦᓴᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑯᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒪ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ 

ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋ ᐊᒥᖏᑦ, ᐊᓐᓇᕌᑦᓴᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᓂᕿᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᒪᖅᓴᕐᓃᓪᓗ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕿᑭᑦᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.   
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ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ:  

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 107−ᖑᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 



2018 ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ

1

(Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus)

ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓕᒃᑯᓘᒃ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ



2

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ 2018 

ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ



3

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ
• ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ

• 2018 ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ

• ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ

• ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ

• ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ (ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕕᖏᑦ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ)

• 2018 ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ

• ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑏᑦ

• ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ

• ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ

• Management 
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ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒪᐅᖅᑐᑦ

2010−ᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᑎᑦ.

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 2010 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 2015, ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ120,000−ᓂᒃ
38,000−ᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᐸᓪᓕ

ᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ

20% ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ.
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ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ ᔫᓂ, 2018
(ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕗᓛᓐᔪ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ, 2019)



6

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ − ᓇᒦᓕᖅᑲᑦ
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ?

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ; ᔫᓂ 1, 6, 7, 2019.
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ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ
ᖃᖓᑕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ (ᑕᖅᓴᓕᓐᓂ), 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᑦ

ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐅᔭᒥᑦᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ. 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ

3−ᓗ 4−ᓗ ᓈᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᖓᑦ

ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2018−ᒥ

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 8, 2019
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ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ (ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ), 

ᑎᒻᒥᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᒧᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᓈᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓯᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᒃ

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓯᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
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ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ, 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ, 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖅᑖᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ.

ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖏᓪᓗ

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
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2018 ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ

ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 19,294,  (CV 7.6% )
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑭᖏᓪᓕᕐᒥ, ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2015−ᒥ. 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖏᑦ (0.83)
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ᐅᓄᖅᑑᑲᑕᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ

2018 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᖢᒋ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖕᓄᑦ: 38%, ᒫᓃᒡᒍᓪᓗᓂ 50%.

ᑲᑎᓯᒪᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓃᑦᑐᑦ

72%.

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 19%, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑉᐳᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ

ᐆᒪᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ.
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ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ 232 174 93

ᐊᑕᖏᑦᓗᒋᑦ

ᐱᖃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

373 323 ?

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖓᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 35.8%

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᐸᑦᓱᑎᑦ. ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᐃᑦ

ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᒍᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᒻᒪᑕ.
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• ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓕᑦᓲ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 300 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2018−ᒥ

ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ.

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 16, 2019, ᒍᐃᒃᐄᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᑦᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓕᑦᓲ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

• ᒍᐃᒃᐄᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ “ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕆᑦᑐᒥ

ᐱᐅᖅᓱᕐᐊᕐᓂᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖓ” ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᓱᑎᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 193 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ
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ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐊᕆᔭᖏᑦ

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 300 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᕿᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 107 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ (35.8%) ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ). 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ 1.55% 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ : 

• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᐹᓪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᖅᑭᓪᓗᑎᑦ

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ;
• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓪᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓈᒐᐃᑉᐸᑕ, 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. 



ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ

THANK YOU

QUANAQUTIN

MERCI 
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ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 2018 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔪᑎᑦ 

 

 

ᐅᓇ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖓ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᓂᐅᕗᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᐃᔪᒥ: 

“ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓪᓚᕆᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ: 

2018 ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ.”  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᖃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

(ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ) ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. 
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 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓇ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒥ ᐃᓕᓯᕗᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖓᓂ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ. ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ. 

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ (BNE) 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥᑦ.  

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓅᖃᑦᑕᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ (GNWT) ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ (2000-

2010) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 2010-ᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓐᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋ ᓯᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑭᑦᑐᐊᕆᐊᓄᑦ ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᓂᓪᓗᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 2010 ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 120,000 

ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖓ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᐊᓂ 20 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ, 

ᑎᑭᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 38,000 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 2015-ᒥᑦ.  

ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᕿᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ.  

ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ, 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓄᑖᒥ 2018 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2010 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2015 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 32 ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ 

ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 10 

ᑭᓚᒦᑕᐃᑦ (km) ᐅᖓᓕᕆᓂᑦ ᔫᓂ 1, 6, ᐊᒻᒪ 7 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᓯᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1). 
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ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ  

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ (ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᖅ) ᑐᑦᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐅᕕᓂᐊᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓗᑎ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒥᑦ (ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓕᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2). 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ 8, ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓅᖃᑦᑕᓗᐊᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓕᒫᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 160 ᑭᓚᒦᑕ/ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖅ, 

ᐊᑉᐸᓯᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᐊᓂ 120 ᒦᑕᐃᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᑐᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑐᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓯᕕᑐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 800 ᒦᑕᐃᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  

 

 

 

ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 8, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᓛᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᑎ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, 2018 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 2018-ᒥᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 19,294 

ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3). 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

2015 ᐊᒻᒪ 2018 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ 49% ᐃᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ 33% ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᔪᖅ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᒥᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ (ᐅᕕᓂᐊᔭᖅ, ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ, ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ) 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2: ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ ᑕᓯᖓᓂ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᒋᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ.  
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ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 19% 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2018-ᒥᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ 72% 

(CI = 0.60-0.83), ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 92% ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᒪᑭᑕᓪᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎ, ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᖏᓐᓇᕈᓂ.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐅᑎᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᔪᒥᑦ.  

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᑲᑕᓐᓂᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

2015-ᒥᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

2010-ᒥᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᐊᓂ 20%. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐆᒧᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᒥ  ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕋᐃᑦ:ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕋᔪᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᖏᒧᒥᑦ 

ᓯᓚᖑᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᓂᖅᑐᓂ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎ ᐃᒍᑦᑕᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒻᒥᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓱᓖᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3: ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ 

(ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 

2010-2018.  
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 ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ−ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 



i  

ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑲᐅᑎᓅᖓᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᒃ (DOE) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ (HTO) ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥ, ᔫᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑐᐱᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑐᖏᓕᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᐅᔪᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

(TAH) ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ 2018−ᒥ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑎᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.  
 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ (BNE) ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᐅᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦᑕᓗ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᑭᑦᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ 

ᑲᑐᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 340 ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2018−ᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦᑯᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᔪᑦ ᓴᙱᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐸᖅᑭᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ−ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᓐᓂ ᓄᖑᑎᑦᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ.   

 
 



ii  

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎ 
 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ.  

 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ.   
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1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᒪᓂᖓᓗ 
 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᒐᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (BNE). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ. 

 

 

2.1 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ 
 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 20, 2019, ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒃᑯᑦ (GNWT) ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᖓᓪᓗ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 2018−ᒥ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᓯᕌᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᓐᓈᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

(HTO) ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑖᓂ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᑕ.   

 

 

2.2  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖃᓪᓛᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ, ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓗᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐃᖅᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕆᐊᖅᑐᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ, 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓ 

ᓯᕗᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ.  

 

3.0 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᓪᓗ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒻᒪᕆᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑦᑕ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒐᔭᖅᓱᓂᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᖏᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᓯᐅᕐᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᔭᐃᑦ. ᒪᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 
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3.1. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ − ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ 2018−ᒥ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᐸᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 20, 2019. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᓂ 2018 ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᒥᑦᓵᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ.  
 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 20, 2019 ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓱᓂ 3:10 pm ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 6:30 pm 
 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ: 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᕚᕕ, ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ ᑭᐊᕙᓐ ᑲᓚᓐᕘᒃ (ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ), ᔭᐃᑯᐱ, ᒪᐃᔪᓪᔅ ᐲᑐᓴᓐ, ᐊᓛᓇ, ᓯᑖᓐᓕ 

ᑲᐅᐸᓐᑐ, ᔭᐃᑯ ᐸᓗᖓᔭᒃ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ: ᔮᓐ ᐋᑕᒻᔨᐅᔅᑭ (Jan Adamczewski) 

ᑎᐅᓪᕼᐊᐅᓯ (Dalhousie): ᓘᓯᐊ ᕚᓂᖕ (Lucia Fanning), ᔭᐃᑦ ᐆᐊᓐ (Jade Owen) 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ: ᓯᑏᕝ ᕙᐅᓛᒃ (Steve Barlock) 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: ᑎᐅᕆ ᒥᐅᓪᑕᓐ (Terry Milton),  ᕋᓱᓪ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ (Russell Akeaagok), ᐋᓚᓐ 

ᓂᑉᑕᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ (Allen Niptinatiak), ᑭᐊᕙᓐ ᒥᑑᐃᓐ (Kevin Methuen), ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓕᒃᑯᓘᒃ (Lisa-Marie Leclerc) 
 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᔮᓐ ᐋᑕᒻᔨᐅᔅᑭ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓪᓕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2018−ᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦᑕ 

ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᐃᒫᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2010, 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐱᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᓄᓇ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᑦᓵᓃᑦᑐᑦ 19,249 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ. 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᑦ, 83%, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖓᖏᑦ ᐊᓈᓇᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᑦᑐᑦ, 

0.25, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓈᓇᖏᑦᑕ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑉᐸᓯᑦᑐᑦ, 0.72. ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᕿᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ (ACCWM) 

ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᔮᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᑎᓕᑦᓱ (Tlicho) ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 750−ᖑᔪᓂᒃ (2016 ᒍᐃᒃᐄᔨ (Wek’èezhìi) ᓄᑖᙳᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖓᑦ) ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 300 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕆᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓪᓕᕕᖏᓐᓂ, ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ 

ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᐅᓗᑎᑦ.  
 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᓪᓚᕆᑦᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓪᓚᓐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓈᒐᐃᑉᐸᑕ, 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᔫᓂ/ᐆᑦᑑᐱᕆ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᑦᓯᐅᓕᕈᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 50−ᒥᑦ 75−ᒧᑦ.  
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ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᓯᓈᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ 2015−ᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᑎᑦ 2018−ᒥ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᕕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᕕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᑕᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 2015−ᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖏᑦ 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
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3.2. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: 

 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 12, 2019. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑦᓵᓅᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᓴᑎᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ 

ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 107−ᖑᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 

ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ. 
 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᔫᓂ 12, 2019  
 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ: 

ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: ᔮᓐ (ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ), ᑯᐊᕈ ᓂᐅᒪᓐ (Coral Newman) (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᖅ), ᔭᕝ ᑲᓚᐅᒃ (Geoff Clark) (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ), ᓯᐅᕈᓪ (Cheryl) (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ), ᑎᐅᕆ (Terry) (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), ᐋᓚᓐ (Allen) 

(ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) ᕗᐃᐅᓪ (Breale) (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᖅ), ᓖᓴ (Lisa) 

(ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), ᑭᐊᕙᓐ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), ᐊᒫᓐᑕ (Amanda) (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖓᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕚᕕ 

(Bobby) (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎᖓᑦ).  

ᓕᐅᕆ ᐋᑦᔪᓐ (Larry Adjun) (ᐊᓚᒃᑲᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᖃᕋᒥ)  

 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ: 
 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᑎᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

19,149−ᖏᓐᓃᒋᐊᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 50%-ᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2015−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑑᔮᙱᑦᑐᑦ (ᕿᑐᕐᖓᑦᓴᑖᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑦ 83% ᐱᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ, 

ᓄᕐᕋᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᑦᑑᓪᓗᑎᑦ: ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ 25%−ᖑᔪᑦ, ᐱᕈᕇᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦᑕ 

ᐊᑉᐸᓯᑦᑑᓪᓗᓂ 72%−ᒥ). ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑑᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐱᐅᓯᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ; ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓗᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.  

 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑕ (KIA) ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᕐᓂᕋᖅᓱᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᖃᓚᐅᕋᓂᓗ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ. ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 

ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᓚᐅᖅᑑᒃ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑑᒃ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᒋᐊᖓ. ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᙱᒋᐊᖓ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖏᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒋᐊᖃᖅᓱᓂ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ 

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ 340 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ, ᑭᓪᓕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᑐᙱᒋᐊᖓ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ “ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ” 

340-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᓯᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒋᐊᖓ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
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ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑦᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒌᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 

ᐊᑑᑎᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ: ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖃᙱᓂᖅ/ᓂᐅᕕᐊᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᕕᐅᒋᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᕕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᑦᓴᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᓂᕿᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ (ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕿᒡᒋᕐᓂᒃ).  

 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕇᕐᓂᖓᑕ 

ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, 

ᐱᑕᖃᕇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᖅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓪᓗ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 107 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑐᐊᖅ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᔪᑦ.  

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ.  

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ. ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓪᓚᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐱᒋᐊᖃᖅᐸᑕ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ. ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒐᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑎᓂ ᐊᒪᕈᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᓇ ᓱᓕᔪᖅ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓴᙱᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᓗᐊᖅᓴᖅᓱᑎᑦ $300−ᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑭᓖᒍᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦ $300−ᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᐊᒥᖏᑦᑕ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓃᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ. ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓃᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 100 ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᓈᓴᐅᑎ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᕆᐊᖓ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐱᑎᑕᐅᒍᒪᙱᑦᑐᓪᓕ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᓐᓂ 

ᓂᕿᑖᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑐᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᓗ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓯᑕᒪᐃᓪᓗ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᒐᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒃᖤᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ 15−ᖑᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ.  

 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ: 

 

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖓᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᒻᒥᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᑕᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᕈᑎᑦᓴᒥᒃ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᐅᖃᓕᒫᓚᐅᕐᓇᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᒪᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᓴᑎᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᐃᓪᓕ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᖓ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑉᐸᑕ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐊᑲᕆᔭᖃᙱᒋᐊᖅ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓᓕᖓᔪᓂ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ). ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᑎᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ: 

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.3. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖓᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂ. 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ 28, 2019 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᑐᐃᔪᑦ: ᑭᐊᕙᓐ ᒪᑐᐃᓐ (Kevin Methuen) (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), ᕋᓱ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ (Russell Akeeagok) 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᑎᐅᕆ ᒥᐅᓪᑕᓐ (Terry Milton) (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᑦᔪᓐ (Larry Adjun) (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᑦ), ᕚᕕ ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ (Bobby Anavilok) (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᑦ), ᔭᐃᑯ ᐸᓗᖓᔭᒃ (Jayko Palongayak) (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᑦ), ᔪᐊᒐᓐ ᕗᓪᑦ (Jorgen 

Bolt) (ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) 

 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ: 

 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓄᑦ 35 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓗ ᐃᑲᕐᕌᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᕋᓱ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ (COII) 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᑦᓯᓪᓚᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕋᓂ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᕈᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖏᑦ. ᑭᐊᕙᓐ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᑦ 
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ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᒋᐊᖓ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1.5%-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᑖᖑᓂᖅᐹᓄᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ (340). ᑭᐊᕙᓐ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒐᓛᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ  ᒍᐃᒃᐄᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖓᓐᓂ 1% ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓱᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᑦ 

ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᓯᓐᓈᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.   

 

ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᑦᔪᓐ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕋᑖᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᖏᑦᓱᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᒃᖤᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ 

ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᓘᓐᓈᒍᑦ, ᐊᑐᕈᒪᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᖁᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕋᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ, ᐱᒐᓱᐊᓗᐊᖅᐸᑦᓱᑎᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᓪᓗ, ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓂᕿᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒥᖏᑦᑕᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐸᑦᓱᓂ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ.  

 

ᐃᓱᓕᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ, ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᖃᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔫᒃ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᑦ 250 ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᖓᒍᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᓱᑎᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᑲᑦᓯᓂᐊᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᕙᖏᓐᓂ. ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᒃ. ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖃᓚᐅᕋᓂᓪᓗ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  

 
 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ: ᑭᒃᑯᔨᒫᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 250 ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ.  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ: ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

 

 

3.4. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 107 ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ (NQL)  ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB). 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᐆᑦᑑᐱᕆ 2, 2019 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ: ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓕᒃᑯᓘᒃ (Lisa-Marie Leclerc), ᑮᑦ ᐃᖕᒐᓚᓐ (Kate England), ᑭᐊᕙᓐ 

ᒥᑎᐅᓐ (Kevin Methuen), ᑎᐅᕆ ᒥᐅᓪᑕᓐ (Terry Milton), ᐋᓚᓐ ᓂᑉᑕᓈᑦᑎᐊᖅ (Allen Niptanatiak); ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᔪᐊᒐᓐ ᕘᓪᑦ (Jorgen Bolt), ᑲᐃᐅᓪ ᕆᑦᓯ (Kyle Ritchie); ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ) 

 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ: 

  

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᐹᓘᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ 
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ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ 

28, 2019, ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 250 

ᓇᓪᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.  

 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᒐᔭᕆᐊᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯᒥ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥᓗ, ᐊᑕᐅᑦᓯᒃᑯᐊᓗᒃ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕋᓱᐊᓯᒐᔭᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᑦᓯᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥ. ᓇᓪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ (ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᕐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔭᐅᓚᕿᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ). ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᓲᕐᓗ “ᐱᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᒃ” ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᒃ ᓇᑉᐸᑲᓴᖏᑦ 60:40-ᖑᓗᑎᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ.  

 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 600 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᑭᖔᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᙱᒋᐊᖅ 

ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕙᕗᓕ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᙱᑉᐸᑕ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᕐᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᑭᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᓕᕇᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᕙᓐᓂᓪᓗ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑦ 107 ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ, 

ᓯᖁᒥᑦᓯᓂᒃᑯᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᖓ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐊᕕᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᓱᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ.  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒋᐊᓪᓚᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒪᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᐅᑦᓴᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓃᖔᖏᑦᓱᑎᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᕘᑉ ᑕᓯᖓᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᕚᑑᔅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕙᕗᓕ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᒻᒪᑕ, ᑕᐃᒫᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᒍᕇᑦ ᕕᐅ ᑕᓯᖓᓂ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ “ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ”. 

 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ 

 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ: 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᑦᑕ ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐊᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 250 

ᓇᓪᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ: ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
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4.0 ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓯᖅ - ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ 
 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2016, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᖅᓱᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᐅᓴᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᒧᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᑦᓯᐊᕙᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᑎᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
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ABSTRACT 

	

This	 report	describes	 the	 results	of	 a	 calving	ground	photo	 survey	of	 the	Bluenose-East	 caribou	

herd	 conducted	 in	 June	 of	2018	west	 of	 Kugluktuk,	Nunavut	 (NU).	 The	 survey	 objective	was	 to	

estimate	abundance	of	breeding	females	and	overall	herd	size	that	could	be	compared	to	results	of	

previous	calving	ground	surveys	done	in	2010,	2013	and	2015.			

	

We	 used	 collared	 caribou	 locations	 and	 flew	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 survey	 transects	 at	 10	

kilometer	 (km)	 intervals	 over	 the	 calving	 ground	 and	 adjacent	 areas	 to	 delineate	 the	 annual	

concentrated	 calving	 area,	 assess	 calving	 status,	 allocate	 survey	 effort	 to	 geographic	 strata	 of	

similar	 caribou	 density,	 and	 time	 the	 aerial	 photography	 to	 coincide	 with	 the	 peak	 of	 calving.	

Based	 on	 collar	 movements	 and	 observed	 proportions	 of	 calves,	 it	 appeared	 that	 the	 peak	 of	

calving	would	occur	soon	after	June	8	and	the	photo	plane	survey	was	flown	with	excellent	field	

conditions	 (blue	 skies)	on	 June	8.	We	delineated	 two	 relatively	 large	photographic	 strata	 in	 the	

higher	 density	 areas,	 in	 part	 because	 we	 were	 concerned	 that	 patchy	 snow	 would	 reduce	

sightability	of	caribou	and	we	thought	that	aerial	photography	would	provide	better	accuracy	and	

precision	compared	to	visual	counts	under	these	conditions.	On	June	8	we	also	conducted	visual	

surveys	of	 two	other	strata	with	 lower	densities	of	breeding	caribou.	For	the	visual	surveys,	we	

used	 a	 double	 observer	 method	 to	 estimate	 and	 correct	 for	 sightability	 of	 caribou.	 A	 double	

observer	method	was	also	used	 to	estimate	 sightability	of	 caribou	on	 the	aerial	photographs	as	

some	caribou	(on	or	on	the	edges	of	snow	patches)	required	extra	effort	to	identify.		

	

The	estimate	of	1+year	old	caribou	on	the	core	calving	ground	was	19,161	(95	percent	Confidence	

Interval	 (CI)	 =16,512-22,233)	 caribou.	 Combining	 these	 numbers	 with	 the	 results	 of	 the	

composition	 survey,	 the	 estimate	 of	 breeding	 females	 was	 11,675	 (CI=9,971-13,670).	 This	

estimate	 was	 precise	 with	 a	 coefficient	 of	 variation	 (CV)	 of	 7.7	 percent.	 The	 estimate	 of	 adult	

females	 in	 the	 survey	 area	 was	 13,988	 (CI=12,042-16,249).	 The	 proportion	 of	 adult	 females	

classified	as	breeding	was	higher	in	2018	(83	percent)	than	in	2015	(63	percent).	Herd	size	was	

estimated	as	the	number	of	adult	females	on	the	survey	area	divided	by	the	proportion	of	females	

in	the	herd	from	a	2018	fall	composition	survey.	The	resulting	estimate	of	Bluenose-East	herd	size	

in	2018	was	19,294	caribou	at	 least	 two	years	old	(CI=16,527-22,524).	Comparison	of	2015	and	

2018	adult	female	numbers	and	overall	trend	2010-2018	indicated	an	annual	rate	of	decline	of	20	

percent	 (CI=13-27	 percent)	 and	 a	 herd	 reduction	 of	 50	 percent	 between	 2015	 and	 2018.	 This	

decline	 could	 not	 be	 attributed	 to	 issues	 with	 survey	 methods.	 Assessment	 of	 movement	 of	

collared	 females	 between	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 neighbouring	 Bluenose-West	 and	 Bathurst	

calving	 grounds	 from	 2010-2018	 showed	minimal	movement	 of	 cows	 to	 or	 from	 neighbouring	

herds.	Demographic	modeling	that	used	composition,	collared	caribou,	and	survey	data	estimated	

that	 the	 cow	 survival	 rate	was	 low	 in	 2018	 (0.72,	 CI=0.60-0.83)	 and	 calf	 survival	 has	 declined	



iv 

since	 2010.	 We	 suggest	 population	 surveys	 every	 two	 years,	 and	 annual	 monitoring	 of	 cow	

survival,	calf	productivity	and	calf	survival	for	this	herd	in	the	future.		
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INTRODUCTION 

This	report	describes	results	of	a	calving	ground	photo-survey	of	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	

conducted	during	 June	of	2018.	This	herd’s	extent	of	calving	area	(Russell	et	al.	2002) has	been	

found	 in	 recent	years	west	of	Kugluktuk,	 and	 the	 summer	 range	 includes	 the	 calving	ground	as	

well	as	areas	south	and	east	of	it.	The	winter	range	is	primarily	south,	southeast	and	east	of	Great	

Bear	Lake	(Figure	1).	

	

 
Figure 1:	 Annual	 range	 and	 extent	 of	 calving	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	 herd,	 1996-2009,	 based	 on	

accumulated	radio	collar	locations	of	cows	(Nagy	et	al.	2011).	The	calving	area	and	a	portion	of	the	

summer	 range	 are	 in	 Nunavut	 (NU)	 and	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 range	 is	 in	 the	 Northwest	 Territories	

(NWT).	
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The	 Bluenose-East	 survey	 was	 conducted	 concurrently	 with	 a	 survey	 of	 the	 Bathurst	 calving	

ground;	results	of	 the	Bathurst	caribou	survey	are	reported	separately.	Figure	2	shows	paths	of	

collared	 caribou	 cows	 between	 May	 15	 and	 June	 8	 to	 the	 Bluenose-West,	 Bluenose-East,	 and	

Bathurst	calving	grounds.	

	
Figure 2:	Spring	migration	paths	of	satellite	collared	Bluenose-West	(blue),	Bluenose-East	(red)	

and	Bathurst	(orange)	cows	from	May	15	-	June	8,	2018.	

	

In	earlier	years	(2000-2010),	post-calving	surveys	were	used	for	this	herd	(Patterson	et	al.	2004,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2009)	but	surveys	were	challenged	by	the	lack	of	consistent	formation	of	the	

tightly	 packed	 caribou	 groups	 this	 survey	 depends	 on.	 Since	 aggregation	 of	 caribou	 into	 large,	

compact	 groups	 is	 a	 behavioural	 response	 to	 reduce	 harassment	 by	 blood-sucking	 insects,	 the	

observed	 pattern	 of	 aggregation	 varies	 with	 insect	 abundance	 and	 environmental	 conditions.		

Insect	harassment	generally	increases	with	temperature	and	decreases	with	wind	(Patterson	et	al.	

2004).	 Thus,	 success	 of	 post-calving	 surveys	 is	 contingent	 on	 suitable	 summer	 weather	 and	

aggregation	patterns	of	caribou,	which	are	highly	variable	within	and	between	post-calving	survey	

windows.			
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The	Bluenose-East	herd	was	 surveyed	 in	2010	using	both	a	 calving	ground	photo-survey	and	a	

post-calving	survey	(Adamczewski	et	al.	2017,	Boulanger	et	al.	2018).	Both	the	calving	and	post-

calving	surveys	in	2010	indicated	that	the	herd	was	over	120,000	adult	caribou.	Additional	calving	

photo	surveys	followed	in	2013	(Boulanger	et	al.	2014b)	and	2015	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016).	Based	

on	 these	 surveys,	 the	 herd	was	 declining	 at	 an	 approximate	 rate	 of	 20	 percent	 per	 year	 2010-

2015,	based	on	adult	female	estimates	(Figure	3).	

	

	 	

Figure 3:	Estimates	of	adult	females	(subdivided	by	breeding	status)	on	the	left	and	extrapolated	

herd	 size	on	 the	 right,	 from	2010,	2013,	 and	2015	calving	ground	surveys	of	 the	Bluenose-East	

caribou	herd.	
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METHODS 

The	calving	ground	photographic	survey	was	conducted	as	a	sequence	of	steps	described	briefly	

below,	then	in	greater	detail	in	following	text.		

	

1. Locations	 from	 collared	 caribou,	 historic	 records	 of	 calving	 ground	 use,	 and	 systematic	

aerial	reconnaissance	surveys	of	 the	Bluenose-East	calving	area	were	used	to	 identify	 the	

extent	of	calving	between	Kugluktuk	and	Bluenose	Lake	in	NU	in	June	2018.			

2. The	 systematic	 aerial	 reconnaissance	 survey	 was	 conducted	 before	 the	 peak	 of	 calving,	

where	 800	m	 strip	 transects	 were	 flown	 at	 10	 km	 intervals	 to	 determine	 areas	 where	

breeding	 females	were	 concentrated	 on	 the	 calving	 ground,	 as	well	 as	 locations	 of	 bulls,	

yearlings,	 and	 non-breeding	 cows	 on	 or	 near	 the	 calving	 ground.	 Timing	 of	 the	 peak	 of	

calving	was	assessed	by	(a)	observers	who	estimated	the	proportion	of	cows	with	newborn	

calves	 from	survey	 flying,	 and	 (b)	 from	a	pattern	of	 reduced	movement	 rates	of	 collared	

cows	which	was	used	as	an	indication	of	calving	when	average	daily	movement	declined	to	

<5	km/day.	

3. Using	 data	 from	 the	 reconnaissance	 survey,	 geographic	 areas	 called	 strata	 (or	 survey	

blocks)	 were	 delineated	 for	 the	 more	 intensive	 survey,	 either	 by	 the	 photo	 plane	 or	

visually.	We	allocated	photographic	sampling	effort	 to	areas	with	the	highest	densities	of	

breeding	 cows.	 Two	 photo	 blocks	 were	 delineated	 based	 on	 higher	 relative	 densities	 of	

breeding	 cows	and	were	 surveyed	with	photo-planes.	Two	visual	blocks	were	delineated	

based	 on	 lower	 relative	 densities	 of	 adult	 female	 caribou	 and	were	 surveyed	 by	 human	

observers	in	fixed-wing	aircraft.	The	aerial	survey	was	conducted	with	the	photo-plane	and	

by	visual	survey.			

4. We	initiated	the	helicopter-based	composition	survey	at	the	same	time	of	the	photographic	

and	 visual	 surveys	 of	 the	 calving	 area.	 The	 composition	 survey	 crew	 classified	 larger	

groups	(i.e.	>~50-100	caribou)	on	the	ground	and	classified	smaller	groups	primarily	from	

the	air.	Groups	of	caribou	in	each	stratum	were	classified	to	determine	the	proportions	of	

breeding	and	non-breeding	cows,	as	well	as	bulls,	yearlings,	and	newborn	calves.	

5. The	 estimate	 of	 breeding	 females	 was	 derived	 using	 the	 estimates	 of	 total	 1+year	 old	

caribou	within	each	stratum,	and	the	proportion	of	breeding	females	within	that	stratum.	

The	total	number	of	adult	 females	was	estimated	from	the	proportion	of	 females	and	the	

estimate	of	1+year-old	caribou	in	the	survey	area.	

6. The	adult	female	estimate	was	then	used	to	extrapolate	the	total	size	of	the	Bluenose-East	

herd	 (caribou	 at	 least	 two	 years	 old)	 by	 accounting	 for	 males	 using	 an	 estimate	 of	 the	

bull:cow	ratio	from	a	fall	composition	survey	flown	in	October	2018.		

7. Demographic	 data	 for	 the	 herd	 and	 the	 new	 estimates	were	 used	 in	 trend	 analyses	 and	

population	 modeling	 to	 further	 evaluate	 population	 changes	 from	 2015-2018	 and	 their	

likely	causes.	
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Analysis of Collared Caribou Data  

Locations	of	32	collared	female	caribou	were	monitored	to	assess	movement	rates	and	pathways	

and	serve	as	a	geographic	guide	for	overall	survey	coverage.	Of	these,	17	were	known	Bluenose-

East	 cows	 that	 had	 occurred	 on	 the	 Bluenose-East	 calving	 ground	 in	 June	 2017	 and	 15	 were	

collared	 during	 the	winter	 of	 2017-2018.	 Four	were	most	 likely	Bluenose-West	 cows	 based	 on	

collaring	 locations	 in	 winter	 and	 June	 locations	 during	 calving.	 In	 addition,	 changes	 in	 daily	

movement	 rates	 of	 collared	 cows	 were	 assessed	 to	 determine	 the	 timing	 of	 calving.	 Usually,	

movement	rates	of	parturient	female	caribou	are	reduced	to	<5	km/day	during	the	peak	of	calving	

and	for	a	 few	days	after	calving	(Gunn	et	al.	1997,	Nishi	et	al.	2007,	Gunn	et	al.	2008,	Gunn	and	

Russell	2008,	Nishi	et	al.	2010).	

	

Reconnaissance Surveys to delineate Strata 

Reconnaissance	 transect	 lines	were	 systematically	 spaced	 at	 10	 km	 intervals	 (i.e.	 eight	 percent	

coverage)	across	the	extent	of	calving	and	in	adjacent	areas.	The	initial	focus	was	on	delineating	

the	annual	concentrated	calving	area	based	on	observations	of	caribou	density	and	composition	

and	 the	 distribution	 of	 collared	 caribou	 cows.	 Once	 the	 extent	 of	 the	 calving	 area	 had	 been	

covered,	additional	survey	transects	were	flown	adjacent	to	the	annual	concentrated	calving	area	

to	 make	 sure	 that	 no	 large	 aggregations	 of	 female	 caribou	 were	 missed.	 Transect	 lines	 were	

generally	extended	at	 least	10	km	past	 the	 last	caribou	seen,	with	the	exception	of	 the	southern	

trailing	edge	where	composition	was	increasingly	comprised	of	bulls,	yearlings	and	non-breeding	

females.	

	

Kugluktuk	 was	 the	 base	 of	 operations	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 survey	 (Figure	 1).	 Two	 Cessna	

Caravans	were	 used	 for	 the	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 surveys	 and	 visual	 blocks.	During	 visual	

surveys,	caribou	were	counted	within	a	400	meter	(m)	strip	on	each	side	of	the	survey	plane	(800	

m	total,	Gunn	and	Russell	2008).	For	each	side	of	the	plane,	strip	width	was	defined	by	the	wheel	

of	 the	 airplane	 on	 the	 inside,	 and	 a	 single	 thin	 rope	 attached	 to	 the	 wing	 strut,	 that	 became	

horizontal	 during	 flight,	 served	 as	 the	 outside	 strip	 marker.	 Planes	 were	 flown	 at	 an	 average	

survey	 speed	 of	 160	 km/hr.	 at	 an	 average	 altitude	 of	 120	m	 (by	monitoring	 a	 radar	 altimeter)	

above	the	ground	to	ensure	that	the	strip	width	of	the	plane	remained	relatively	constant.	

	

Two	observers	 (one	 seated	 in	 front	of	 the	other)	and	a	 recorder	were	used	on	 each	 side	of	 the	

airplane	 to	minimize	 the	 chance	 of	missing	 caribou.	 Previous	 research	 (Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2010)	

demonstrated	 that	 this	 method	 increases	 sightability	 compared	 to	 single	 observers.	 The	 two	

observers	 on	 the	 same	 side	 communicated	 to	 ensure	 that	 groups	 of	 caribou	 were	 not	 double	

counted.			

	

Caribou	 groups	were	 classified	 by	 whether	 they	 contained	 breeding	 females.	 Breeding	 caribou	

were	defined	as	female	caribou	with	hard	antlers	or	a	newborn	calf	at	heel.	A	mature	female	with	

hard	antlers	is	a	general	indicator	that	the	caribou	had	yet	to	give	birth,	as	cows	usually	shed	their	
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antlers	within	a	week	after	birth	(Whitten	1995).	Caribou	groups	were	classified	as	non-breeders	

based	on	the	absence	of	breeding	females	and	newborn	calves,	and	the	predominance	of	yearlings	

(as	indicated	by	a	short	face	and	a	small	body),	bulls	(as	indicated	by	thick,	dark	antlers	in	velvet	

and	a	large	body),	and	non-antlered	females	or	females	with	short	antlers	in	velvet.	The	speed	of	

the	aircraft	did	not	allow	all	caribou	to	be	classified;	the	focus	was	on	identifying	breeding	cows	if	

they	were	present,	 and	otherwise	on	the	most	common	types	of	caribou	present.	 In	most	cases,	

each	group	was	recorded	 individually,	but	 in	some	cases,	groups	were	combined	 if	 the	numbers	

were	 larger	 and	 distribution	 was	 more	 continuous.	 Data	 were	 recorded	 on	 Trimble	 YUMA	 2	

tablets	 (Figure	 4).	 As	 each	 data	 point	 was	 entered,	 a	 real-time	 GPS	 waypoint	 was	 generated,	

allowing	geo-referencing	of	 the	 survey	observations.	Other	 large	animals	 like	moose,	muskoxen	

and	carnivores	were	also	recorded	with	a	GPS	location.	

	

North-south	oriented	transects	were	divided	into	10	km	segments	to	summarize	the	density	and	

distribution	 of	 geo-referenced	 caribou	 counts.	 The	 density	 of	 each	 segment	 was	 estimated	 by	

dividing	the	count	of	caribou	by	the	survey	area	of	the	segment	(0.8	km	strip	width	x	10	km	=	8	

km2).	The	segment	was	classified	as	a	“breeder”	segment	 if	at	least	one	breeding	 female	caribou	

(or	newborn	calf)	was	 identified.	 Segments	were	 then	displayed	 spatially	and	used	 to	delineate	

strata	within	 the	annual	 concentrated	calving	area	based	on	 the	 composition	and	density	of	 the	

segments.	 During	 the	 survey,	 daily	 weather	 briefings	 were	 provided	 by	 Dr.	 Max	 Dupilka	

(Beaumont,	AB)	to	assess	current	and	future	survey	conditions.				
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Figure 4:	The	 tablet	 data	 entry	 screen	 used	 during	 reconnaissance	 and	 visual	 survey	 flying	 on	

Bathurst	 and	 Bluenose-East	 June	 surveys	 in	 2018.	 A	 GPS	 waypoint	 was	 obtained	 for	 each	

observation,	 allowing	 efficient	 entry	 and	 management	 of	 survey	 data.	 In	 addition,	 the	 unique	

segment	 unit	 number	 was	 also	 assigned	 by	 the	 software	 for	 each	 observation	 to	 summarize	

caribou	density	and	composition	along	the	transect	lines.	

	

Stratification and Allocation of Survey Effort 

The	main	objective	of	the	survey	was	to	obtain	a	precise	and	accurate	estimate	of	breeding	female	

caribou	on	the	calving	ground.	To	achieve	this,	the	survey	area	was	stratified	using	the	results	of	

the	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 survey,	 a	procedure	of	 grouping	areas	with	 similar	densities	 into	

contiguous	 blocks.	 Areas	 of	 higher	 caribou	 densities	 were	 considered	 for	 survey	 by	 the	 photo	

plane,	with	lower-density	areas	designated	for	visual	surveys	with	two	observers	on	each	side.	In	

this	survey,	two	relatively	large	photo	blocks	were	defined.	We	delineated	the	large	photo	strata	

because	 we	 were	 concerned	 that	 patchy	 snow	 conditions	 would	 reduce	 visual	 sightability	 of	

caribou	(particularly	single	animals	or	small	groups)	and	that	aerial	photography	would	provide	a	

more	consistent	and	reliable	method	for	detecting	and	counting	caribou	 in	the	area	where	most	

breeding	 females	 occurred.	We	 thought	 that	 caribou	would	 still	 be	 found	 reliably	 on	 the	 high-

resolution	aerial	photos,	which	could	be	searched	slowly	and	repeatedly	using	multiple	counters.	

Two	other	relatively	small	strata	were	designated	for	visual	survey,	one	north	of	the	photo	blocks	

and	one	south	of	them.	Given	that	a	key	objective	of	the	survey	was	to	estimate	breeding	females,	

areas	 that	 contained	 breeding	 females	 were	 given	 priority,	 but	 all	 areas	 with	 collared	 female	

caribou	were	also	surveyed.		

	



8 

Once	the	survey	strata	were	delineated,	an	estimate	of	caribou	numbers	(animals	at	least	1+year-

old)	was	derived	from	the	reconnaissance	data	(Jolly	1969).	The	relative	population	size	of	each	

stratum	and	the	degree	of	variation	in	caribou	numbers	of	each	block	were	used	to	allocate	survey	

effort	and	a	suitable	number	of	transects	to	each	stratum.		

	

We	used	two	approaches	for	allocating	survey	effort.	First,	optimal	allocation	of	survey	effort	was	

considered	 based	 on	 sampling	 theory	 (Heard	 1987,	 Thompson	 1992,	 Krebs	 1998).	 Optimal	

allocation	basically	assigned	more	effort	to	strata	with	higher	densities,	given	that	the	amount	of	

variation	 in	counts	 is	proportional	 to	 the	relative	density	of	caribou	within	the	stratum.	Optimal	

allocation	was	estimated	using	estimates	of	population	size	for	each	stratum	and	survey	variance.				

	

Secondly,	based	on	relative	sizes	of	delineated	strata,	we	adjusted	optimal	allocation	estimates	to	

ensure	an	adequate	number	of	transects.	Based	on	previous	surveys,	we	considered	10	transects	

per	 stratum	 to	 be	 a	 minimum	 level	 of	 coverage,	 with	 closer	 to	 20	 transects	 being	 optimal	 for	

higher	 density	 areas.	 In	 general,	 we	 considered	 15	 percent	 coverage	 as	 a	minimum	 to	 achieve	

adequate	precision,	and	allocated	higher	levels	of	coverage	for	higher	density	strata.	In	the	context	

of	sampling,	increasing	the	number	of	transects	in	a	stratum	is	“insurance”	because	it	minimizes	

the	influence	of	any	one	transect	on	estimate	precision.	As	populations	become	more	clustered,	a	

higher	 number	 of	 transects	 is	 required	 to	 achieve	 adequate	 precision	 (Thompson	 1992,	 Krebs	

1998).			

	

Estimation of Caribou on the Calving Ground 

Photo Surveys of High-density Strata 

GeodesyGroup	Inc.	aerial	survey	company	(Calgary,	AB)	was	contracted	for	the	aerial	photography	

in	the	2018	June	surveys.	They	used	two	survey	aircraft,	a	Piper	PA46-310P	Jet-prop	and	a	Piper	

PA31	Panther,	each	with	a	digital	camera	mounted	in	the	belly	of	the	aircraft.	Survey	height	to	be	

flown	for	photos	was	determined	at	the	time	of	stratification	based	on	cloud	ceilings	and	desired	

ground	 coverage.	 Both	 aircraft	were	 used	 for	 the	 two	Bluenose-East	 photo	 blocks.	 Coverage	 on	

each	 photo	 transect	 was	 continuous	 and	 overlapping	 so	 that	 stereoscopic	 viewing	 of	 the	

photographed	areas	was	possible.	

	

Caribou	 on	 the	 aerial	 photos	were	 counted	 by	 a	 team	 of	 photo	 interpreters	 and	 supervised	 by	

Derek	Fisher,	president	of	GreenLink	Forestry	Inc.,	(Edmonton,	AB)	using	specialized	software	and	

3D	glasses	that	allowed	three-dimensional	viewing	of	photographic	images.	Two	of	the	authors	(J.	

Boulanger	and	 J.	Adamczewski)	visited	 the	GreenLink	office	 in	Edmonton	and	 tested	 the	photo-

counting	 equipment	 to	 gain	 greater	 familiarity	 with	 this	 process	 in	 fall	 2018.	 The	 number	 of	

caribou	counted	was	tallied	by	stratum	and	transect.			

	

The	exact	survey	strip	width	of	photo	transects	was	determined	using	the	geo-referenced	digital	

photos	 by	 GreenLink	 Forestry.	 Due	 to	 differences	 in	 topography	 the	 actual	 strip	 width	 varied	
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slightly	 for	 each	 transect	 flown.	 Population	 size	 (��:	number	 of	 caribou	 at	 least	 one	 year	 old)	

within	a	stratum	is	usually	estimated	as	 the	product	of	 the	total	area	of	 the	stratum	(A)	and	the	

mean	density	����	of	caribou	observed	within	the	strata	(�� = ��
)	where	density	 is	estimated	as	

the	 sum	 of	 all	 caribou	 counted	 on	 transect	 divided	 by	 the	 total	 area	 of	 transect	 sampling	

(��=caribou	counted/total	transect	area).	An	equivalent	estimate	of	mean	density	can	be	derived	

by	first	estimating	transect-specific	densities	of	caribou	(��� =	�
������ 
��
��⁄ 	where	cariboui is	

the	 number	 of	 caribou	 counted	 in	 each	 transect	 and	areai is	 the	 transect	 area	 (as	 estimated	 by	

transect	length	X	strip	width).	Each	transect	density	is	then	weighted	by	the	relative	length	of	each	

transect	line	(wi)	to	estimate	mean	density	���	)	for	the	stratum.	More	exactly,	�� = ∑ ��
���

�
� ∑ ��

�
�⁄ 	

where	the	weight	(wi)	is	the	ratio	of	the	length	of	each	transect	line	(li)	i	to	the	mean	length	of	all	

transect	 lines��� =	 �� ���⁄ .)	 and	n	 is	 the	 total	 number	 of	 transects	 sampled.	Using	 this	weighting	

term	accommodates	for	different	lengths	of	transect	lines	within	the	stratum,	ensuring	that	each	

transect	 line	 contributed	 to	 the	 estimate	 in	 proportion	 to	 its	 length.	 Population	 size	 is	 then	

estimated	using	the	standard	formula	(�� = ��
)	(Norton-Griffiths	1978).	

	

When	survey	aircraft	first	flew	north	to	Kugluktuk	on	June	1,	snow	cover	on	the	survey	area	was	

90	percent	or	greater,	and	in	some	areas	100	percent.	Over	the	following	10	days,	however,	snow	

melted	 rapidly	 and	 in	many	 areas	 on	 June	 8,	 snow	 cover	was	 highly	 variable	 and	 patchy.	 This	

made	spotting	caribou	by	observers	in	the	Caravans	challenging,	and	also	made	complete	counting	

of	caribou	on	the	aerial	photos	more	difficult	than	usual.	Caribou	on	snow-free	ground	were	easy	

to	 see,	 but	 caribou	 on	 small	 snow	patches	 or	 on	 their	 edges	 required	 extra	 effort	 to	 find.	 Two	

approaches	were	used	to	address	this:	(1)	observers	took	extra	time	to	search	all	photos	carefully,	

approximately	doubling	the	time	these	counts	usually	take,	and	(2)	a	double	observer	method	was	

used	to	estimate	sightability	of	the	caribou	on	photos	for	a	subset	of	photos.		

		

For	 the	 double	 observer	 method,	 we	 systematically	 resampled	 a	 subset	 of	 photos	 to	 estimate	

overall	 sightability	 for	 each	 stratum.	 For	 these	 photos,	 a	 second	 photo	 interpreter	 provided	 an	

independent	count	of	caribou.	This	two-stage	approach	to	estimation,	where	one	stage	is	used	to	

estimate	 detection	 rates	 that	 are	 then	 used	 to	 correct	 estimates	 in	 the	 second	 stage,	 has	 been	

applied	 to	 a	 variety	 of	wildlife	 species	 (Thompson	 1992,	 Barker	 2008,	 Peters	 et	 al.	 2014).	 The	

basic	principle	was	to	systematically	resample	the	photo	transects	to	allow	an	unbiased	estimate	

of	 sightability	 from	 a	 subset	 of	 photos	 that	 were	 sampled	 by	 two	 independent	 observers.	

Systematic	samples	were	taken	by	overlaying	a	grid	over	the	photo	transects	and	sampling	photos	

that	intersected	the	grid	points.				

	

This	cross-validation	process	was	modeled	as	a	two-sample	mark-recapture	sample	with	caribou	

being	 “marked”	 in	 the	 original	 count	 and	 then	 “re-marked”	 in	 the	 2nd	 count	 for	 each	 photo	

resampled.	Using	this	approach	avoids	the	assumption	that	the	2nd	counter	detects	all	the	caribou	

on	the	photo.	The	Huggins	closed	N	model	(Huggins	1991)	in	program	MARK	(White	and	Burnham	
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1999)	was	 then	 used	 to	 estimate	 sightability.	 A	 session-specific	 sighting	 probability	model	was	

used,	 allowing	 unique	 sighting	 probabilities	 for	 the	 first	 and	 second	 photo	 interpreter	 to	 be	

estimated.	Model	selection	methods	were	then	used	to	assess	whether	there	were	differences	 in	

sightability	 for	different	 strata	 sampled.	The	 fit	 of	models	was	evaluated	using	 the	AIC	 index	of	

model	 fit.	 The	 model	 with	 the	 lowest	 AICc	 score	 was	 considered	 the	 most	 parsimonious,	 thus	

minimizing	estimate	bias	and	optimizing	precision	(Burnham	and	Anderson	1998).	

	

Non-independence	of	 caribou	counted	 in	photos	most	 likely	 caused	over-dispersion	of	binomial	

variances.	The	over-dispersion	parameter	(c-hat)	was	estimated	as	the	ratio	of	the	bootstrapped	

(photo-based)	and	simple	binomial	variance.	Sightability-corrected	estimates	of	caribou	were	then	

generated	 as	 the	 original	 estimate	 of	 caribou	on	 each	 stratum	divided	 by	 the	 photo	 sightability	

estimate	for	the	stratum.	The	delta	method	(Buckland	et	al.	1993)	was	used	to	estimate	variance	

for	 the	 final	 estimate,	 thus	 accounting	 for	 variance	 in	 the	 original	 stratum	 estimate	 and	 in	 the	

sightability	estimate.	

	

Visual Surveys in Low-density Strata 

Visual	surveys	were	conducted	in	two	low	density	strata,	one	north	of	the	photo	blocks	and	one	

south	of	them.	For	visual	surveys,	the	Caravans	were	used	with	double	observers	and	a	recorder	

on	each	side	of	the	aircraft.	The	numbers	of	caribou	sighted	by	observers	were	then	entered	into	

the	Trimble	YUMA	2	tablet	computers	and	summarized	by	transect	and	stratum.	

	

A	double	observer	method	was	used	to	estimate	the	sighting	probability	of	caribou	during	visual	

surveys.	The	double	observer	method	involves	one	primary	observer	who	sits	in	the	front	seat	of	

the	plane	and	a	secondary	observer	who	sits	behind	the	primary	observer	on	the	same	side	of	the	

plane	(Figure	5).	The	method	followed	five	basic	steps:	

	

1. The	 primary	 observer	 called	 out	 all	 groups	 of	 caribou	 (number	 of	 caribou	 and	 location)	

he/she	saw	within	the	400	m-wide	strip	transect	before	they	passed	halfway	between	the	

primary	 and	 secondary	 observer.	 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	requirement	was	that	the	primary	observer	be	given	time	to	call	out	

all	caribou	seen	before	the	secondary	observer	called	them	out.	

2. The	secondary	observer	called	out	whether	he/she	saw	the	caribou	that	the	first	observer	

saw	and	observations	of	any	additional	caribou	groups.	The	secondary	observer	waited	to	

call	out	caribou	until	 the	group	observed	passed	half	way	between	observers	(between	3	

and	6	o’clock	for	right	side	observers	and	6	and	9	o’clock	for	left	side	observer).		

3. The	observers	discussed	any	differences	 in	group	counts	 to	ensure	that	 they	were	calling	

out	the	same	groups	or	different	groups	and	to	ensure	accurate	counts	of	larger	groups.	

4. The	data	recorder	categorized	and	recorded	counts	of	caribou	groups	into	primary	(front)	

observer	only,	secondary	(rear)	observer	only,	or	both,	entered	as	separate	records.		
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5. The	observers	switched	places	approximately	half	way	through	each	survey	day	(i.e.	on	a	

break	between	early	and	later	flights)	to	monitor	observer	ability.	The	recorder	noted	the	

names	 of	 the	 primary	 and	 secondary	 observers	 (Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2010,	 Buckland	 et	 al.	

2010,	Boulanger	et	al.	2014a).	

	
Figure 5:	 Observer	 and	 recorder	 positions	 for	 double	 observer	methods	 on	 June	 2018	 caribou	

survey	of	Bluenose-East	caribou.	The	secondary	observer	confirmed	or	called	caribou	not	seen	by	

the	 primary	 observer	 after	 the	 caribou	 have	 passed	 the	 main	 field	 of	 vision	 of	 the	 primary	

observer.	 Time	 on	 a	 clock	 can	 be	 used	 to	 reference	 relative	 locations	 of	 caribou	 groups	 (e.g.	

“caribou	group	at	1	o’clock”).	The	recorder	was	seated	behind	the	two	observers	on	the	left	side,	

with	the	pilot	in	the	front	seat.	On	the	right	side	the	recorder	was	seated	at	the	front	of	the	aircraft	

and	was	also	responsible	for	navigating	in	partnership	with	the	pilot.	

	

The	statistical	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	

influenced	by	other	individuals,	then	the	caribou	were	considered	a	group	and	the	total	count	of	

individuals	within	the	group	was	used	for	analyses.	

	

The	 Huggins	 closed	 mark-recapture	 model	 (Huggins	 1991)	 in	 program	 MARK	 (White	 and	

Burnham	 1999)	was	 used	 to	 estimate	 and	model	 sighting	 probabilities.	 In	 this	 context,	 double	

observer	 sampling	 can	be	 considered	a	 two	sample	mark-recapture	 trial	 in	which	 some	caribou	

are	seen	(“marked”)	by	the	(“session	1”)	primary	observer,	and	some	of	these	are	also	seen	by	the	

second	observer	(“session	2”).	The	second	observer	may	also	see	caribou	that	 the	 first	observer	
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did	not	see.	This	process	is	analogous	to	mark-recapture	except	that	caribou	are	sighted	and	re-

sighted	 rather	 than	marked	and	 recaptured.	 In	 the	 context	of	dependent	observer	methods,	 the	

sighting	 probability	 of	 the	 second	 observer	 was	 not	 independent	 of	 the	 primary	 observer.	 To	

accommodate	 this	 removal,	 models	 were	 used	 which	 estimated	 p (the	 initial	 probability	 of	

sighting	by	the	primary	and	secondary	observer)	and	c (the	probability	of	sighting	by	the	second	

observer	 given	 that	 it	 had	 been	 already	 sighted	 by	 the	 primary	 observer).	 The	 removal	model	

assumed	 that	 the	 initial	 sighting	probability	of	 the	primary	and	secondary	observers	was	equal.	

Observers	were	switched	midway	in	each	survey	day	(on	most	days	there	were	two	flights	with	a	

re-fueling	stop	between	them),	and	covariates	were	used	to	account	for	any	differences	that	were	

caused	by	unequal	sighting	probabilities	of	primary	and	secondary	observers.			

	

One	 assumption	 of	 the	 double	 observer	 method	 is	 that	 each	 caribou	 group	 seen	 has	 an	 equal	

probability	 of	 being	 sighted.	 To	 account	 for	 differences	 in	 sightability	 we	 also	 considered	 the	

following	covariates	 in	 the	MARK	Huggins	analysis	(Table	1).	Each	observer	pair	was	assigned	a	

binary	 individual	 covariate	 and	 models	 were	 introduced	 that	 tested	 whether	 each	 pair	 had	 a	

unique	 sighting	 probability.	 An	 observer	 order	 covariate	was	modeled	 to	 account	 for	 variation	

caused	 by	 observers	 switching	 order.	 If	 sighting	 probabilities	 were	 equal	 between	 the	 two	

observers,	 it	 would	 be	 expected	 that	 order	 of	 observers	 would	 not	 matter	 and	 therefore	 the	

confidence	 limits	 for	 this	 covariate	 would	 overlap	 0.	 This	 covariate	 was	 modeled	 using	 an	

incremental	process	in	which	all	observer	pairs	were	tested	followed	by	a	reduced	model	where	

only	the	beta	parameters	whose	confidence	limits	did	not	overlap	0,	were	retained.		

	

Table 1:	 Covariates	 used	 to	 model	 variation	 in	 sightability	 for	 double	 observer	 analysis	 for	

Bluenose-East	caribou	survey	in	June	2018.		

Covariate Acronym Description 

observer	pair obspair	 each	unique	observer	pair	

observer	order obsorder	 order	of	pair		

group	size size	 size	of	caribou	group	observed	

Herd/calving	

ground 

Herd	(h)	 Calving	ground/herd	being	surveyed.	

snow	cover snow	 snow	cover	(0,	25,	75,	100)	

cloud	cover cloud	 cloud	cover(0,	25,	75,	100)	

Cloud	 cover*snow	

cover 

Cloud*snow	 Interaction	of	cloud	and	snow	cover	

	

Data	 from	both	the	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	calving	ground	surveys	were	used	 in	the	double	

observer	analysis	given	that	most	planes	flew	the	visual	surveys	for	both	calving	grounds.	It	was	

possible	 that	 different	 terrain	 and	 weather	 patterns	 on	 each	 calving	 ground	 might	 affect	

sightability	 and	 therefore	 herd/calving	 ground	was	 used	 as	 a	 covariate	 in	 the	 double	 observer	

analysis.	 Estimates	 of	 total	 caribou	 that	 accounted	 for	 any	 caribou	 missed	 by	 observers	 were	
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produced	for	each	survey	stratum.	Appendix	1	provides	more	details	on	estimation	using	double	

observer	methods.	

	

The	fit	of	models	was	evaluated	using	the	AIC	index	of	model	fit.	The	model	with	the	lowest	AICc	

score	 was	 considered	 the	 most	 parsimonious,	 thus	 minimizing	 estimate	 bias	 and	 optimizing	

precision	 (Burnham	 and	 Anderson	 1998).	 The	 difference	 in	 AICc	 values	 between	 the	 most	

supported	model	and	other	models	(ΔAICc)	was	also	used	to	evaluate	the	fit	of	models	when	their	

AICc	 scores	 were	 close.	 In	 general,	 any	 model	 with	 a	 ΔAICc	 score	 of	 <2	 was	 worthy	 of	

consideration.	

	

Estimates	of	herd	size	and	associated	variance	were	estimated	using	the	mark-recapture	distance	

sampling	(MRDS)	package	(Laake	et	al.	2012)	in	program	R	(R	Development	Core	Team	2009).	In	

MRDS,	 a	 full	 independence	 removal	 estimator	 which	 models	 sightability	 using	 only	 double	

observer	information	(Laake	et	al.	2008a,	Laake	et	al.	2008b)	was	used.	This	made	it	possible	to	

derive	double	observer	strip	transect	estimates.	Strata-specific	variance	estimates	were	calculated	

using	 the	 formulas	 of	 Innes	 et	 al.	 (2002).	 Estimates	 from	MRDS	were	 cross	 checked	with	 strip	

transect	estimates	(that	assume	sightability	=	1)	using	the	formulas	of	Jolly	(1969)	(Krebs	1998).	

Data	were	explored	graphically	using	the	ggplot2	(Wickham	2009)	R	package	with	GIS	maps	being	

produced	in	QGIS	software	(QGIS	Foundation	2015). 

	

Composition Survey of Breeding and Non-breeding Caribou on the Calving Ground 

The	composition	survey	was	initiated	in	the	survey	strata	at	the	same	time	of	the	photo	and	visual	

surveys	on	June	8.	Caribou	were	classified	in	strata	that	contained	significant	numbers	of	breeding	

females	(based	on	the	reconnaissance	transects)	to	estimate	proportions	of	breeding	females	and	

other	sex	and	age	classes.	This	survey	allowed	more	detailed	and	accurate	classification	than	the	

relatively	 broad	 classification	 applied	 during	 the	 reconnaissance	 survey.	 For	 this,	 a	 helicopter	

(initially	a	Long	Ranger,	later	replaced	by	an	A-Star)	was	used	to	systematically	survey	groups	of	

caribou.	Caribou	groups	that	comprised	~<50	individuals	were	classified	from	the	air	by	a	front-

seat	observer	using	motion-stabilized	binoculars	(Canon	10X42L	IS	WP).	Classified	caribou	counts	

were	called	out	to	a	rear-seat	data	recorder	who	entered	the	data	into	a	computer	tablet.		

		

Caribou	were	classified	following	the	methods	of	Gunn	et	al.	(1997)	(and	see	Whitten	1995)	where	

antler	status,	presence/absence	of	an	udder,	and	presence	of	a	calf	are	used	to	categorize	breeding	

status	of	females.	Newborn	calves,	yearlings	and	bulls	were	also	classified	(Figure	6).	Presence	of	a	

newborn	calf,	 presence	of	hard	antlers	 signifying	 recent	or	 imminent	 calving,	 and	presence	of	 a	

distended	udder	were	all	considered	as	signaling	a	breeding	cow	that	had	either	calved,	was	about	

to	calve,	or	had	likely	just	lost	a	calf.	Cows	lacking	any	of	these	criteria	and	cows	with	new	(velvet)	

antler	growth	were	considered	non-breeders.	
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Figure 6:	Classification	of	breeding	females	used	in	composition	survey	of	Bluenose-East	caribou	

in	June	2018.	Shaded	boxes	were	classified	as	breeding	females	(diagram	adapted	from	Gunn	et	al.	

(2005b)).	Udder	observation	refers	to	a	distended	udder	in	a	cow	that	has	given	birth,	and	antler	

observation	is	a	hard	antler	distinct	from	new	antlers	growing	in	velvet.	

	

The	number	of	each	group	was	totaled	as	well	as	the	numbers	of	bulls	and	yearlings	(calves	of	the	

previous	year)	 to	estimate	 the	proportion	of	breeding	 caribou	on	the	 calving	ground.	Bootstrap	

resampling	methods	 (Manly	 1997)	were	 used	 to	 estimate	 standard	 errors	 (SE)	 and	 percentile-

based	confidence	limits	for	the	proportion	of	breeding	caribou.		

	

Estimation of Breeding Females and Adult Females 

The	numbers	of	breeding	females	were	estimated	by	multiplying	the	estimate	of	total	(1+year	old)	

caribou	on	each	 stratum	by	 the	estimated	proportion	of	breeding	 females	 in	each	 stratum	 from	

composition	surveys.	This	step	basically	eliminated	the	non-breeding	females,	yearlings,	and	bulls	

from	the	estimate	of	total	caribou	on	the	calving	ground.		

	

The	 number	 of	 adult	 females	 was	 estimated	 by	 multiplying	 the	 estimate	 of	 total	 (1+year	 old)	

caribou	 on	 each	 stratum	 by	 the	 estimated	 proportion	 of	 adult	 females	 (breeding	 and	 non-

breeding)	 in	 each	 stratum	 from	 the	 composition	 survey.	 This	 step	 basically	 eliminated	 the	

yearlings	and	bulls	from	the	estimate	of	total	caribou	on	the	calving	ground.	

			

Each	 of	 the	 field	measurements	 had	 an	 associated	 variance,	 and	 the	 delta	method	was	 used	 to	

estimate	 the	 total	 variance	 of	 breeding	 females	 under	 the	 assumption	 that	 the	 composition	

surveys	and	breeding	female	estimates	were	independent	(Buckland	et	al.	1993).		
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Estimation of Adult Herd Size 

Total	herd	size	was	estimated	using	two	approaches.	The	first	approach,	which	had	been	used	in	

earlier	 calving	 ground	 surveys,	 assumed	 a	 fixed	 pregnancy	 rate	 for	 adult	 females	 whereas	 the	

second	approach	avoided	this	assumption.	

	

Estimation of Herd Size Assuming Fixed Pregnancy Rate 

As	 a	 first	 step,	 the	 total	 number	 of	 adult	 (2+year	 old)	 females	 in	 the	 herd	 was	 estimated	 by	

dividing	the	estimate	of	breeding	females	on	the	calving	ground	by	an	assumed	pregnancy	rate	of	

0.72	(Dauphiné	1976,	Heard	and	Williams	1991).	This	pregnancy	rate	was	based	on	a	large	sample	

of	 several	 hundred	 Qamanirjuaq	 caribou	 in	 the	 1960s	 (Dauphine'	 1976).	 The	 estimate	 of	 total	

females	was	then	divided	by	the	estimated	proportion	of	females	in	the	herd	based	on	a	bull:cow	

ratio	from	a	fall	composition	survey	conducted	in	October	of	2018,	to	provide	an	estimate	of	total	

adult	 caribou	 in	 the	 herd	 (methods	 described	 in	 Heard	 and	 Williams	 1991).	 This	 estimator	

assumes	 that	 all	 breeding	 females	 were	 within	 survey	 strata	 areas	 during	 the	 calving	 ground	

survey	 and	 that	 the	 pregnancy	 rate	 of	 caribou	was	 0.72	 for	 2017-2018.	Note	 that	 this	 estimate	

corresponds	 to	 adult	 caribou	 at	 least	 two	 years	 old	 and	 does	 not	 include	 yearlings	 because	

yearling	female	caribou	are	not	considered	sexually	mature.			

	

Estimate of Herd Size Based upon Estimates of Adult Females 

An	 alternative	 extrapolated	 herd	 size	 estimator	was	 developed	 to	 explore	 the	 effect	 of	 variable	

pregnancy	rates	as	part	of	the	2014	Qamanirjuaq	caribou	herd	survey	(Campbell	et	al.	2016)	and	

has	been	used	 in	other	calving	photo	surveys	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2017).	This	estimator	first	uses	data	from	the	composition	survey	to	estimate	

the	total	proportion	of	adult	females,	and	adult	females	in	each	of	the	survey	strata.	The	estimate	

of	total	adult	females	is	then	divided	by	the	proportion	of	adult	females	(cows)	in	the	herd	from	

one	or	more	fall	composition	surveys.	Using	this	approach,	the	fixed	pregnancy	rate	is	eliminated	

from	the	estimation	procedure.	This	estimate	assumes	that	 all	adult	 females	(breeding	and	non-

breeding)	were	within	the	survey	strata	during	the	calving	ground	survey.	It	makes	no	assumption	

about	the	pregnancy	rate	of	the	females	and	does	not	include	the	yearlings.	

	

In	calving	photo	surveys	since	the	2014	Qamanirjuaq	survey	(Campbell	et	al.	2016),	the	estimate	

of	 females	 based	 on	 total	 adult	 females	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	 survey	 area	 has	 become	 the	

preferred	way	(for	 the	Department	of	Environment	and	Natural	Resources	(ENR))	of	 estimating	

this	 number,	 and	 herd	 estimates	 based	 on	 this	method	 are	 the	 ones	 graphed	 in	 Figure	 3.	With	

sufficient	 numbers	 of	 collared	 cows	 and	 extensive	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 surveys,	 it	 has	

become	possible	to	define	the	full	distribution	of	the	females	in	the	herd	reliably.	Pregnancy	rates	

do	vary	depending	on	cow	condition	(Cameron	et	al.	1993,	Russell	et	al.	1998).	We	found	that	the	

proportion	 of	 breeding	 females	 on	 the	Bluenose-East	 calving	 grounds	 in	 2010,	 2013,	 2015	 and	

2018	has	been	quite	variable.	Using	survey-specific	estimates	of	breeding	and	non-breeding	cows	

is	 a	 more	 robust	 method	 of	 extrapolating	 to	 herd	 size,	 rather	 than	 assuming	 a	 constant	
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deterministic	pregnancy	rate	that	ignores	this	source	of	variation.	This	method	also	increases	the	

precision	of	the	overall	herd	estimate.	

	

Trends in Breeding and Adult Females. 

As	an	initial	step,	a	comparison	of	the	estimates	from	the	2015	and	2018	surveys	was	made	using	

a	 t-test	 (Heard	 and	Williams	1990),	with	gross	and	 annual	 rates	of	 changes	 estimated	 from	 the	

ratio	of	estimates.	

	

Longer	 term	 trends	 2010-2018	 were	 estimated	 using	 Bayesian	 state	 space	 models,	 which	 are	

similar	 to	 previously	 used	 regression	 methods.	 However,	 Bayesian	 models	 allow	more	 flexible	

modeling	of	variation	 in	trend	through	the	use	of	random	effects	models	(Humbert	et	al.	2009).	

This	general	approach	is	described	further	in	the	demographic	model	analysis	in	the	next	section.	

The	 population	 size	 was	 log	 transformed	 to	 partially	 account	 for	 the	 exponential	 nature	 of	

population	 change	 (Thompson	 et	 al.	 1998).	 The	 rate	 of	 change	 could	 then	 be	 estimated	 as	 the	

exponent	of	the	slope	term	in	the	regression	model	(r).	The	per	capita	growth	rate	can	be	related	

to	the	population	rate	of	change	(λ)	using	the	equation	λ=er=Nt+1/Nt.
 .	If	λ=1	then	a	population	is	

stable;	values	>	or	<1	indicate	increasing	and	declining	populations.	The	rate	of	decline	was	also	

estimated	as	1-λ.	

			

Demographic Analyses 

Survival Rate Analyses 

Collar	data	 for	 female	 caribou	2010-2018	were	 compiled	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	 caribou	herd	by	

the	Government	of	 the	Northwest	Territories	(GNWT)	ENR	staff.	 Fates	of	 collared	caribou	were	

determined	 by	 assessment	 of	 movement	 of	 collared	 caribou,	 with	 mortality	 being	 assigned	 to	

collared	caribou	based	on	lack	of	collar	movement	that	could	not	be	explained	by	collar	failure	or	

device	drop-off.	The	data	were	then	summarized	by	month	as	live	or	dead	caribou.	Caribou	whose	

collars	failed	or	were	scheduled	to	drop	off	were	censored	from	the	analysis.	Data	were	grouped	

by	 “caribou	 years”	 that	 began	 during	 calving	 of	 each	 year	 (June)	 and	 ended	 during	 the	 spring	

migration	(May).	The	Kaplan-Meier	method	was	used	to	estimate	survival	rates,	accounting	for	the	

staggered	entry	and	censoring	of	 individuals	 in	 the	data	set	 (Pollock	et	al.	1989).	This	approach	

also	 ensured	 that	 there	 was	 no	 covariance	 between	 survival	 estimates	 for	 the	 subsequent	

demographic	model	analysis.		

	

Demographic Model Analyses 

One	of	the	most	important	questions	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	was	whether	the	breeding	female	

segment	of	 the	population	had	declined	 since	 the	 last	 survey	 in	2015.	The	most	direct	measure	

that	 indicates	 the	 status	 of	 breeding	 females	 is	 their	 survival	 rate,	 which	 is	 the	 proportion	 of	

breeding	 females	 that	 survive	 from	 one	 year	 to	 the	 next.	 This	 metric,	 along	 with	 productivity	

(recruitment	of	yearlings	to	adult	breeding	females)	determines	the	overall	population	trend.	For	

example,	if	breeding	female	survival	is	high	then	productivity	in	previous	years	can	be	relatively	
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low	 and	 the	 overall	 trend	 in	 breeding	 females	 can	 be	 stable.	 Alternatively,	 if	 productivity	 is	

consistently	high,	then	slight	reductions	in	adult	survival	rate	can	be	tolerated.	The	interaction	of	

these	 various	 indicators	 can	 be	 difficult	 to	 interpret	 and	 a	 population	model	 can	 help	 increase	

understanding	of	herd	demography.	

	

We	used	 a	Bayesian	 state	 space	 Integrated	 Population	Model	 (IPM)	 (Buckland	et	 al.	 2004,	Kery	

and	Schaub	2012)	based	upon	the	original	(OLS)	model	(White	and	Lubow	2002)	developed	for	

the	Bathurst	herd	(Boulanger	et	al.	2011)	to	further	explore	demographic	trends	for	the	Bluenose-

East	herd.	A	state	space	model	is	basically	a	model	that	allows	separate	modeling	of	field	sampling	

estimates	 and	 demographic	 processes.	 This	 work	 was	 in	 collaboration	 with	 a	 Bayesian	

statistician/modeller	(Joe	Thorley-Poisson	Consulting)	(Thorley	2017,	Ramey	et	al.	2018,	Thorley	

and	Boulanger	2019).				

	

We	 used	 the	 2010,	 2013,	 2015	 and	 2018	 breeding	 female	 estimates,	 as	well	 as	 calf-cow	 ratios,	

bull-cow	 ratios	 (Cluff	 et	 al.	 2016),	 estimates	 of	 the	 proportion	 of	 breeding	 females,	 and	 adult	

female	survival	rates	from	collared	caribou	to	estimate	the	most	likely	adult	female	survival	values	

that	would	result	in	the	observed	trends	in	all	of	the	demographic	indicators	for	the	Bluenose-East	

herd.	 Calf	 cow	 ratios	 were	 recorded	 during	 fall	 (late	 October)	 and	 spring	 (late	 March-April)	

composition	surveys	whereas	proportion	of	breeding	females	was	measured	during	composition	

surveys	 conducted	on	 the	 calving	ground.	Proportion	of	 females	 breeding	was	estimated	as	 the	

ratio	of	breeding	females	to	adult	females	from	each	calving	ground	survey.	

	

The	Bayesian	IPM	model	is	a	stage	based	model	that	divides	caribou	into	three	age-classes,	with	

survival	rates	determining	the	proportion	of	each	age	class	 that	makes	 it	 into	the	next	age	class	

(Figure	 7);	 this	 structure	 is	 identical	 to	 the	OLS	modeling	 done	 previously	on	 the	Bathurst	 and	

Bluenose-East	herds.		

	
Figure 7:	Underlying	stage	matrix	 life	history	diagram	for	 the	caribou	demographic	model	used	

for	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 caribou.	 This	 diagram	 pertains	 to	 the	 female	 segment	 of	 the	

population.	Nodes	are	population	sizes	of	calves	(Nc),	yearlings	(Ny),	and	adult	females	(NF).	Each	

node	 is	 connected	 by	 survival	 rates	 of	 calves	 (Sc),	 yearlings	 (Sy)	 and	 adult	 females	 (Sf).	 Adult	

females	 reproduce	 dependent	 on	 fecundity	 (FA)	 and	 whether	 a	 pregnant	 female	 survives	 to	

produce	a	calf	(Sf).	The	male	life	history	diagram	was	similar	with	no	reproductive	nodes.	

 

Nc 
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We	restricted	the	data	set	for	this	exercise	to	composition	and	survey	results	between	2008	and	

2018,	 which	 covered	 the	 time	 period	 in	 which	 calving	 ground	 photographic	 surveys	 had	 been	

conducted	 on	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd.	 In	 addition,	 this	 interval	 basically	 covered	 potential	

recruitment	into	the	breeding	female	class	since	any	surviving	female	calf	born	from	2008-2010	

would	 be	 a	 breeding	 female	 by	 2013,	 and	 breeding	 females	 recruited	 prior	 to	 2008	 were	

accounted	for	by	the	2010	calving	ground	estimate	of	breeding	females	(Table	2).	It	was	assumed	

that	a	calf	born	in	2010	would	not	breed	in	the	fall	after	it	was	born,	or	the	fall	of	its	second	year,	

but	 it	could	breed	 in	 its	 third	year	(see	Dauphiné	1976	for	age-specific	pregnancy	rates).	 It	was	

considered	a	non-breeder	until	2013.	Calves	born	in	2014	and	2015	had	the	most	direct	bearing	

on	the	number	of	new	breeding	females	on	the	2018	calving	ground	that	were	not	accounted	for	in	

the	2015	breeding	female	estimate.			

	

Table 2:	 A	 schematic	 of	 the	 assumed	 timeline	 2011-2018	 in	 the	 Bayesian	 IPM	 analysis	 of	

Bluenose-East	caribou	in	which	calves	born	are	recruited	into	the	breeding	female	segment	(green	

boxes)	of	the	population.	Calves	born	prior	to	2013	were	counted	as	breeding	females	in	the	2013	

and	 2015	 surveys.	 Calves	 born	 in	 2014	 and	 2015	 recruited	 to	 become	breeding	 females	 in	 the	

2018	survey.		

Calf Survey Years 

Born 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

2010 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2011 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2012 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2013 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2014 		 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2015 		 		 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	

2016 		 		 		 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	

	

We	 note	 that	 the	 underlying	 demographic	 model	 used	 for	 the	 Bayesian	 state	 space	 model	 is	

identical	 to	 the	previous	OLS	model.	However,	 the	Bayesian	IPM	method	provides	a	much	more	

flexible	and	robust	method	to	estimate	demographic	parameters	 that	 takes	 into	account	process	

and	observer	error.	One	of	the	biggest	differences	is	the	use	of	random	effects	modeling	to	model	

temporal	 variation	 in	 demographic	 parameters.	 For	 random	 effects	 models,	 it	 is	 assumed	 that	

there	 is	 a	 central	 mean	 value	 for	 a	 parameter	 (i.e.	 Cow	 survival)	with	 a	 distribution	 of	 values	

created	 over	 time	 based	 on	 temporal	 variation.	 This	 contrasts	 with	 the	 OLS	 method	 where	
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temporal	variation	was	often	not	modeled	or	modeled	with	polynomial	terms	which	assumed	an	

underlying	directional	change	over	time.	Appendix	3	provides	details	on	the	Bayesian	IPM	state	

space	modeling,	including	the	base	R	code	used	in	the	analysis.	
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RESULTS 

Survey Conditions 

Weather	conditions	were	challenging	due	to	the	late	spring	with	higher	than	normal	snow	cover	in	

most	of	 the	 core	 calving	ground	area	 (Figure	8).	On	 June	8,	 snow	cover	varied	 from	nearly	100	

percent	 at	 the	 north	 end	 of	 Bluenose	 Lake	 to	 nearly	 0	 percent	 at	 the	 south	 end	 near	 the	

Coppermine	River.	Most	areas	had	about	50	percent	snow	cover	and	much	of	it	was	a	“salt-and-

pepper”	patchy	mosaic.	This	reduced	sightability	of	caribou	and	we	decided	to	photo-survey	the	

majority	 of	 the	 core	 calving	 ground	 area	 to	 offset	 this	 potential	 issue.	 The	 rationale	 was	 that	

caribou	would	still	be	reliably	seen	on	high-resolution	photos	that	could	be	searched	carefully	and	

repeatedly	with	 a	 three-dimensional	 projection.	We	 expected	 that	 80-90	 percent	 of	 the	 female	

caribou	found	would	be	in	the	photo	blocks.	In	addition,	the	sightability	of	caribou	on	photos	could	

be	tested	further	using	independent	observers.		
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Figure 8:	Photos	of	variable	Bluenose-East	survey	conditions	on	June	8,	2018	when	the	visual	and	

photo	surveys	were	conducted	(photos	 J.	Adamczewski).	Snow	cover	ranged	from	95	percent	or	

more	 at	 the	 north	 end	 near	 Bluenose	 Lake	 (bottom	 right)	 to	 nearly	 bare	 ground	 near	 the	

Coppermine	River	(bottom	left).	

 

Movement Rates of Collared Caribou  

The	locations	of	30	adult	female	caribou	that	occurred	in	or	around	the	Bluenose-East	survey	area	

were	 monitored	 throughout	 the	 June	 survey	 to	 assess	 movement	 rates.	 The	 peak	 of	 calving	 is	

considered	 close	 when	 the	 majority	 of	 collared	 female	 caribou	 exhibit	 movement	 rates	 of	 <5	

km/day	(Gunn	and	Russell	2008).	Using	this	parameter,	we	surmised	that	the	peak	of	calving	was	

near	starting	on	June	8,	when	mean	daily	movement	rates	were	5	km	or	less	for	half	of	the	radio	
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collared	 caribou	 (Figure	 9).	 The	 peak	 of	 calving	 was	 further	 verified	 from	 observations	 of	

substantial	numbers	of	cows	with	calves	from	the	composition	and	visual	survey	flying	on	June	8.	

	
Figure 9:	 Movement	 rates	 of	 female	 collared	 caribou	 on	 or	 around	 the	 Bluenose-East	 calving	

ground	before	and	during	calving	in	2018.	The	boxplots	contain	the	25th	and	75th	percentile	of	the	

data	with	the	median	shown	by	the	central	bar	in	each	plot.	The	ranges	up	to	the	95th	percentile	

are	depicted	by	the	lines	with	outlier	points	shown	as	larger	dots.	The	movement	rates	of	collared	

cows	on	June	8,	the	date	of	the	visual	and	photo	surveys	are	highlighted	in	red.	

	

Reconnaissance Surveys to Delineate Strata 

An	initial	exploratory	survey	was	conducted	on	June	1st	to	assess	the	breeding	status	of	caribou.	

This	survey	focused	on	collared	caribou	and	determined	that	calving	was	in	the	very	early	stages	

(very	few	cows	with	calves).	Low	ceilings	and	ground	fog	delayed	subsequent	flying	until	June	6	

and	7	when	full	days	of	reconnaissance	flying	were	conducted.	A	single	day	of	clear	weather	with	

blue	skies	occurred	on	 June	8,	and	on	this	day	the	two	photo	blocks	and	two	visual	blocks	were	

surveyed	(Table	3).	
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Table 3:	 Summary	 of	 reconnaissance	 and	 visual	 survey	 flying	 on	 the	 June	 2018	Bluenose-East	

calving	ground	survey		

Date Caravan 1 Caravan 2 

June	1	 Arrive	in	Kugluktuk/recon	of	calving	

area	with	collared	cows	

Arrived	in	Kugluktuk	

June	2-5	 Grounded	due	to	fog	 Grounded	due	to	fog	

June	6	 Recon	of	core	calving	ground	 Recon	of	core	calving	ground	

June	7	 Recon	of	Northern	area	 Recon	of	areas	SE	of	Kugluktuk	

June	8	 Visual	surveys	and	areas	to	SE	of	

Kugluktuk	

Visual	surveys	and	extra	recon	on	

northern	edges	of	strata	

June	9	 Bathurst	survey	 Bathurst	survey	and	lines	in	

between	Bathurst	and	BNE	

June	10	 Recon	lines	to	the	East	of	Kugluktuk	&	

return	to	Yellowknife	

Recon	lines	to	the	East	of	

Kugluktuk	&	return	to	

Yellowknife	

		

Our	objectives	for	the	reconnaissance	survey	were	to	map	the	distribution	of	adult	and	breeding	

females	and	define	the	concentrated	calving	area	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd.	As	with	the	previous	

survey	 in	 2015,	 the	 highest	 densities	 of	 breeding	 females	 were	 to	 the	 west	 of	 Kugluktuk	with	

lower	 densities	 of	 antlered	 female	 caribou	 and	 non-breeders	 to	 the	 south.	 No	 collared	 females	

were	 found	 east	 of	 the	 Coppermine	River.	 The	 distribution	of	 caribou	 based	 on	 reconnaissance	

surveys	and	collared	females	suggested	the	highest	concentrations	of	breeding	caribou	along	the	

Rae	River	up	to	the	east	of	Bluenose	Lake	(Figure	10).		

	

The	 distribution	 and	 relative	 density	 of	 hard-antlered	 female	 caribou,	 together	 with	 the	

movement	patterns	of	collared	 females	and	recent	 tracks	 in	 the	 snow,	clearly	showed	that	most	

breeding	 females	 were	 moving	 in	 a	 northwestern	 direction	 within	 a	 wide	 corridor	 along	 the	

headwaters	of	the	Rae	and	Richardson	River	valleys	and	northward	along	the	eastern	slopes	of	the	

Melville	Hills	east	of	Bluenose	Lake.	The	leading	edge	of	breeding	females	in	the	northern	part	of	

the	 survey	 area	 was	 conspicuous	 because	 the	 density	 of	 caribou	 dropped	 markedly	 along	 the	

northern	 boundary.	 The	 leading	 edge	 and	 associated	 distribution	 of	 breeding	 females	 was	

included	within	the	visual	north	stratum	(Figure	10).			

	

Within	 the	 observed	 distribution	 of	 breeding	 females	 mapped	 during	 the	 systematic	

reconnaissance,	 relatively	 consistent	 densities	 and	 distribution	 of	 breeding	 females	 were	

observed	 in	 the	 western	 reaches	 of	 the	 Rae	 and	 Richardson	 River	 valleys.	 Based	 on	

reconnaissance	surveys	and	distribution	of	collared	cows,	we	delineated	the	photo	north	stratum	

to	encompass	what	we	considered	was	a	majority	of	breeding	females.	The	photo	south	stratum	

was	delineated	directly	adjacent	to	the	photo	north	strata,	and	included	remaining	collared	cows	

and	observations	of	 smaller	groups	with	breeding	 females.	Based	on	the	reconnaissance	survey,	

we	delineated	the	photo	south	stratum	to	include	the	mapped	distribution	of	breeding	females	but	
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observed	and	expected	this	stratum	to	include	more	non-breeders	as	it	included	the	trailing	edge	

of	the	north-western	migratory	push	of	breeding	females.			

	

We	added	the	visual	south	stratum	as	a	smaller	adjacent	area	that	extended	to	tree-line	to	cover	

what	we	 observed	 to	 be	 a	 dispersed	 trailing	 edge	 of	 caribou	 at	medium	 densities	 but	with	 no	

sightings	 of	 hard-antler	 cows	 and	 calves	 during	 the	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 survey.	

Observations	of	bulls	and	yearlings	were	predominant	in	this	stratum.	The	southern	edge	of	this	

stratum	aligned	with	the	bend	of	the	Coppermine	River	and	included	the	Coppermine	Mountains.	

A	trailing	edge	towards	the	south,	increasingly	composed	of	bulls	and	yearlings,	is	characteristic	of	

this	herd,	based	on	previous	June	surveys	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016,	Adamczewski	et	al.	2017).	

 
Figure 10:	 Reconnaissance	 survey	 coverage	 for	 the	 June	 2018	 Bluenose-East	 calving	 ground	
survey.	The	 two	photo	blocks	are	 shown	 in	 red	and	blue	outlines	and	 the	 two	visual	blocks	are	

shown	 to	 the	 north	 and	 south	 in	orange	 and	 green.	Outer	 squares	 show	density	 of	 the	 caribou	

found	(high,	medium	and	low),	and	inner	squares	show	the	kind	of	caribou	seen.	Gold	stars	show	

locations	of	collared	female	caribou,	of	which	30	occurred	in	the	survey	strata.	The	collared	female	

south	of	Bluenose	Lake	was	from	the	Bluenose-West	herd.	There	was	also	a	single	caribou	to	the	

north	of	the	survey	strata	from	the	Bluenose-West	herd	as	shown	in	Figure	13.	
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Stratification and Allocation of Survey Effort 

Photo Strata 

Two	 photo	 strata	 were	 defined	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 2018	 survey	 (Figures	 10,	 11),	 which	

included	 the	majority	of	 adult	 and	breeding	 females	and	almost	all	 the	 collared	cows.	Based	on	

reconnaissance	 data,	 relative	 abundance	 and	 density	 were	 estimated	 for	 the	 two	 strata,	 with	

higher	densities	suggested	for	the	south.	However,	observation	of	the	kinds	of	caribou	recorded	in	

segments	suggested	that	the	proportion	of	breeding	caribou	was	higher	in	the	northern	stratum,	

which	argued	for	higher	coverage	for	this	stratum.	As	a	result,	roughly	equal	coverage	was	given	

to	each	stratum.	

Figure 11:	Composite	photos	of	the	Bluenose-East	North	and	South	photo	strata.	

	

Table	4	provides	the	stratum	dimensions	for	the	photo	strata.	

	

Table 4:	 Stratum	 dimensions	 and	 reconnaissance-based	 estimates	 of	 density	 for	 the	 Bluenose-

East	 photo	 strata	 in	 June	 2018.	 Average	 transect	 (the	 average	 length	 of	 a	 transect),	 baseline	

(length	 of	 longest	 axis;	 transects	 are	 flown	 perpendicular	 to	 the	 baseline),	 area	 surveyed,	 and	

preliminary	estimates	of	density	and	abundance	(N)	based	on	reconnaissance	surveys	are	given.	

Stratum Area 

(km2) 

Avg. 

transect 

(km) 

Baseline 

(km) 

Caribou 

counted 

Area 

surveyed 

(km2) 

Density 

Caribou/

km2 

N SE (N) CV 

North	 3,787.8	 49.8	 76	 221	 296	 0.75	 2,828	 442.2	 0.15	

South	 2,051.5	 34.0	 68	 207	 208	 0.99	 2,042	 261.9	 0.13	

	

With	 photo	 planes	 using	 high-resolution	 digital	 cameras,	 it	 is	 possible	 for	 the	 plane	 to	 fly	 at	

different	altitudes.	Flying	at	a	higher	altitude	increases	the	strip	width	and	reduces	the	number	of	
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pictures	 but	 also	 reduces	 the	 resolution	 of	 the	 pictures	 as	 indexed	 by	Ground	 Sample	Distance	

(GSD).	GSD	is	 a	 term	used	 in	aerial	photography	 to	describe	 the	distance	between	pixels	on	 the	

ground	for	a	particular	photo	sensor.	In	practical	terms,	the	GSD	for	the	aerial	photos	used	in	this	

survey	translates	into	strip	width	and	elevation	above	ground	level	(AGL)	as	follows	(Table	5).	

	

Table 5:	 GSD	 for	 photo	 sensor	 used	 on	 Bluenose-East	 June	 2018	 caribou	 survey,	 along	 with	

associated	elevation	AGL	and	photographed	ground	strip	width.	Typical	elevation	and	strip	width	

used	in	earlier	analog	photo	surveys	are	included	for	reference.	

GSD 

(cm) 

Elevation AGL 

(feet) 

Strip width 

(m) 

4	 2,187	 692	

5	 2,734	 866	

6	 3,281	 1,039	

7	 3,828	 1,212	

8	 4,374	 1,385	

9	 4,921	 1,558	

10	 5,468	 1,731	

Analog	Photos	 2,000	 914.3	

				

The	 coverage	 of	 photos	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 survey	 was	 based	 upon	 the	 approximate	 total	

number	 of	 photos	 budgeted	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 surveys	 occurring	 at	 the	 same	

time	 (6,000)	 and	 corresponding	 levels	 of	 coverage	 across	 a	 range	 of	 likely	 altitudes	 (Table	 6).	

When	viewed	in	this	context,	GSD	levels	of	5	were	not	feasible	for	the	Bluenose-East	survey	with	

GSD	levels	of	at	least	6	needed	to	keep	within	2,000	photos	of	the	budgeted	number	of	6,000.			

	

Table 6:	 Stratum	dimensions	and	photos	 required	 for	various	 levels	of	 survey	 coverage	 for	 the	

Bathurst	and	Bluenose-East	photo	strata	in	June	2018.	The	GSD/photos	levels	used	are	underlined	

and	bold.	

Strata 

Stratum Dimensions 
 

Approximate No. of 

Photos at GSD 

 
Estimated % 

Coverage at GSD 

Stratum 

Area 

(km2) 

Average 

Transect 

Length 

(km) 

No. 

Transects 

Total 

Transect 

Length 

(km) 

5 6 7 8 5 6 7 8 

Bathurst 1,159 35.0 15 525 2,389 2,003 1,715 1,458 40% 48% 56% 74% 

Bluenose-East           

North   3,788 49.8 22 1,096 4,852 4,046 3,426 3,046 25% 30% 34% 45% 

South   2,052 34.0 16 544 2,407 2,007 1,700 1,511 23% 27% 31% 41% 

Total 

photos 

    
7,259 6,053 5,126 4,557 

    

Total photos 
   

9,648 8,056 6,841 6,015 
    

In	the	June	2018	surveys,	the	Bathurst	photo	stratum	was	flown	at	GSD	7	(average	elevation	3,828	

feet	(1,167	m)	above	ground)	and	the	Bluenose-East	photo	strata	were	 flown	at	GSD	8	(average	
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elevation	 4,374	 feet	 (1,333	m)	 above	 ground)	 with	 a	 resulting	 total	 of	 6,170	 photos.	 Of	 these,	

4,455	 were	 taken	 in	 the	 Bluenose-East	 calving	 ground	 survey	 and	 1,715	 were	 taken	 in	 the	

Bathurst	survey.	There	was	only	one	relatively	small	higher-density	area	on	the	Bathurst	calving	

ground,	while	the	Bluenose-East	calving	ground,	similar	to	past	surveys,	has	tended	to	be	larger	in	

area	with	 calving	 caribou	more	 dispersed.	 Ground	 coverage	 on	 the	 Bluenose-East	 North	 photo	

block	was	37.0	percent	and	30.3	percent	on	the	South	photo	block.	

	

Visual Strata 

The	Bluenose-East	north	and	south	visual	strata	were	relatively	small	and	were	flown	on	June	8,	

the	same	day	as	the	aerial	photography.	These	strata	had	lower	densities	of	caribou	(0.36	and	0.88	

caribou/km	for	the	north	and	south	stratum	respectively).	As	with	the	Bathurst	surveys,	coverage	

was	determined	so	that	each	 stratum	could	be	completed	 in	one	survey	 flight	and	each	 stratum	

had	a	minimum	of	10	flight	lines	for	acceptable	precision.	The	resulting	levels	of	coverage	were	22	

percent	and	20	percent	for	the	north	and	south	visual	strata	(Table	7).	

	

 Table 7:	Final	dimensions	of	strata	surveyed	for	the	2018	Bluenose-East	caribou	survey.	

Stratum  Total 

Transects 

Possible 

Sampled 

Transects 

Area of Stratum 

(km2) 

Strip 

Width 

(km) 

Transect Area 

(km2) 

Coverage  

North	Photo		 60	 22	 3,787.8	 1.31A	 1,402.4	 37.0%	

South	Photo	 54	 16	 2,051.5	 1.28A	 621.3	 30.3%	

North	Visual	 51	 12	 1,746.9	 0.8	 378.5	 21.7%	

South	Visual	 40	 10	 1,085.4	 0.8	 214.9	 19.8%	

A	Mean	strip	width	for	stratum-transect	width	varied	by	transect.	

Movements	of	collared	caribou	from	reconnaissance	to	photo/visual	surveys.	

	

Thirty-two	collared	females	were	within	or	around	the	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	(Figure	12).	

Of	these,	30	occurred	in	survey	strata	(Photo	North	18,	Photo	South	8,	Visual	North	4,	Visual	South	

0).	One	caribou	moved	from	the	south	to	the	north	photo	stratum	between	June	7th	and	8th.	The	

general	movement	paths	of	caribou	also	occurred	within	survey	strata.	Collared	caribou	that	had	

movement	rates	of	>5	km/day	were	mainly	located	within	the	central	regions	of	strata,	suggesting	

that	the	strata	contained	the	range	of	caribou	movements	as	indicated	by	collared	caribou	(Figure	

12).	
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Figure 12:	Locations	of	collared	Bluenose-East	female	caribou	and	movements	up	to	and	during	

June	8,	2018	when	the	photo	and	visual	surveys	occurred.	

	

Figure	13	displays	the	distribution	of	caribou	on	photos	as	indicated	by	points	of	caribou	counted	

on	 photos.	Dots	with	 color	 delineating	 group	size	 illustrate	 distribution	 on	 visual	 surveys.	 Two	

collared	 cows	 were	 north	 and	 south	 of	 Bluenose	 Lake	 and	 were	 identified	 as	 Bluenose-West	

females.		
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Figure 13:	 A	 plot	 of	 the	Bluenose-East	 photo	data	 counts	 and	 visual	 survey	 results	with	 collar	

locations	on	 June	8,	2018	when	surveys	occurred.	Collared	caribou	south	and	north	of	Bluenose	

Lake	were	Bluenose-West	females.	
 

Estimates of Caribou on Photo Strata 

Photo Sightability Estimation 

Photo	interpreters	found	that	the	sightability	of	caribou	on	photos	was	influenced	by	snow	cover.	

If	 the	ground	was	bare	 caribou	were	 readily	visible,	however,	 sightability	decreased	with	 snow	

cover	 especially	 in	 cases	 of	 intermittent	 snow	 and	 bare	 ground	 at	 the	 edges	 of	 snow	 patches	

(Figure	14).	
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Figure 14:	Close-up	view	of	one	zoomed-in	portion	of	an	aerial	photo	on	Bluenose-East	survey	on	

June	8,	2018.	Among	others,	three	caribou	are	visible	in	the	upper	left	corner,	and	a	cow	and	calf	

can	be	seen	walking	(along	with	their	shadows)	across	the	snow-patch	in	the	middle	of	the	photo.	

Caribou	 in	 areas	without	 snow	 are	 readily	 visible.	 There	 is	 also	one	 caribou	 on	 the	 edge	 of	 the	

snow-patch	at	bottom	right,	which	is	less	obvious.	
 

Sightability	 of	 caribou	 on	 photos	 was	 estimated	 by	 having	 a	 second	 observer	 from	 GreenLink	

Forestry	independently	re-count	caribou	on	a	subset	of	photos	(i.e.	without	knowing	what	the	first	

observer	 had	 found).	 The	 second	 observer	 was	 Derek	 Fisher,	 who	 is	 the	 most	 experienced	

observer	of	aerial	photographs	at	the	company.	The	photo	survey	transect	lines	were	resampled	

systematically	using	transects	perpendicular	 to	 the	original	photo-plane	transects.	A	design	 that	

sampled	the	closest	photo	to	the	transect	line	in	which	at	least	one	caribou	was	detected,	was	used	

to	select	photos	for	resampling.	This	systematic	resampling	approach	ensured	an	adequate	sample	

size	of	photos	with	caribou	on	them	(Figure	15).		
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Figure 15:	Systematic	sampling	design	 for	cross	validation	of	photos	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	 June	

2018	calving	ground	survey.	
 

Overall,	 228	 photos	 were	 resampled	 in	 the	 North	 and	 South	 photo	 strata	 (Table	 8).	 Ratios	 of	

second	to	original	count	suggested	higher	photo	sightability	in	the	North	stratum.	One	assumption	

in	this	comparison	is	that	the	first	and	second	counters	were	counting	the	same	caribou	on	a	given	

photo.	To	 test	 this	 assumption	 the	distances	between	points	of	 counted	caribou	 in	 the	 first	 and	

second	count	was	measured	in	GIS	to	identify	any	counted	caribou	that	were	further	distant	from	

the	original	counts.		This	process	did	not	identify	any	new	caribou.			

	

Table 8:	Summary	of	photo	cross	validation	data	set	for	Bluenose-East	June	2018	caribou	survey	

photo	blocks.	The	ratio	of	the	original	count	to	second	count	is	an	estimate	of	photo	sightability.	

Strata Photos 

Resampled 

Original 

Count 

Second 

Count 

New Caribou 

Counted in Second 

Count 

Caribou not 

Detected in Second 

Count 

Ratio of 

Original 

Count/Second 

Count 

North	 158	 447	 490	 43	 2	 0.91	

South	 70	 257	 301	 44	 1	 0.85	

	

This	cross-validation	process	was	modeled	as	a	two	sample	mark-recapture	sample	with	caribou	

being	“marked”	in	the	original	count	and	then	be	“re-marked”	in	the	second	count	(Table	9).	Model	

selection	 suggested	 that	 the	difference	 in	 sightability	between	 strata	was	 supported	even	when	
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over-dispersion	was	accounted	for.	Therefore,	strata-specific	sightability	estimates	were	used	for	

subsequent	estimates.	

	

Table 9:	 Model	 selection	 of	 photo	 sightability	 cross	 validation	 data	 set	 for	 Bluenose-East	 June	

2018	caribou	survey	using	Huggins	 closed	models	 in	program	MARK.	Quasi	Akaike	 Information	

Criterion	 (QAICc),	 the	 difference	 in	 QAICc	 between	 the	most	 supported	model	 and	 given	model	

∆QAICc	 ,	 the	 model	weight	 (wi),	 number	 of	 parameters	 (K)	 and	 quasi-Deviance	 (QDeviance)	 is	

given.		

Model  Model Selection 

First Count Second 

Count 

QAICc ∆QAICc wi K QDeviance 

Strata	 Constant	 269.90	 0.00	 0.50	 3	 3,609.0	

Constant	 Constant	 270.77	 0.87	 0.32	 2	 3,611.9	

Strata	 Strata	 271.91	 2.00	 0.18	 4	 3,609.0	

	

The	estimates	of	sightability	are	given	below	along	with	the	bootstrap-based	estimates	of	SE,	CV	

and	confidence	limits,	CI	(Table	10).	The	bootstrap	estimates,	which	use	caribou	counted	on	each	

photo	as	the	sample	unit,	were	used	for	subsequent	variance	estimates.		

	

Table 10:	 Estimates	 of	 sightability	 from	 the	most	 supported	 Huggins	model	 for	 Bluenose-East	

June	2018	caribou	survey.	

Count-stratum Sightability 

Estimate 

Binomial 

SE 

Binomial 

CV 

Bootstrap 

SE 

Bootstrap 

CV 

Bootstrap 

(95% CI) 

1st	count-North	

stratum	

0.912	 0.013	 0.014	 0.015	 0.016	 0.884	 0.941	

1st	count	-South	

stratum	

0.853	 0.020	 0.024	 0.035	 0.040	 0.782	 0.919	

2nd	count-Both	stratum	 0.996	 0.002	 0.002	
	 	

	 	

	

Estimates of Total Caribou in Photo Strata 

The	standard	Jolly	2	estimator	(Jolly	1969,	Norton-Griffiths	1978)	was	used	to	obtain	estimates	of	

caribou	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	 from	 the	 transect	 data.	 Consistent	with	 the	 2015	 Bluenose-East	

survey	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016),	transect	densities	were	weighted	to	ensure	equal	representation	of	

transects	 with	 varying	 strip	 widths	 (Table	 11).	 The	 initial	 estimate	 was	 divided	 by	 photo	

sightability	to	obtain	the	sightability-corrected	abundance	estimate.	Overall,	sightability-corrected	

estimates	were	12	percent	higher	than	initial	estimates.	
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Table 11:	Initial	estimates	of	abundance	in	photo	survey	strata,	estimated	photo	sightability	and	

estimates	of	abundance	with	photo	sightability	for	Bluenose-East	June	2018	caribou	survey.	

Strata Initial Estimate of N Photo Sightability Photo-sightability N 

Estimate 

  N SE CV p SE CV N SE CV 

North	 9,887	 849.5	 0.086	 0.912	 0.015	 0.016	 10,841	 948.4	 0.087	

South		 5,488	 837.0	 0.154	 0.853	 0.035	 0.041	 6,426	 1,014.8	 0.158	

	

Overall,	densities	of	caribou	were	lower	on	transects	compared	to	previous	years	with	all	densities	

below	the	10	caribou/km2	level	(Figure	16).		

	
Figure 16:	Transect-specific	densities	for	the	Bluenose-East	photo	blocks	in	June	2018.	Transects	
go	from	west	to	east.	Sightability	was	accounted	for	in	density	estimates.	
 

Estimates of Total Caribou in Visual Strata  

Double Observer Analysis 

Data	from	both	the	reconnaissance	and	visual	surveys	were	used	in	the	double	observer	analysis,	

however,	 only	 the	 visual	 survey	 data	 were	 used	 to	 derive	 estimates	 of	 abundance	 for	 survey	

strata.	Observers	were	grouped	into	pairs	which	were	used	for	modeling	the	effect	of	observer	on	

sightability.	A	full	listing	of	observer	pairs	is	given	in	Appendix	1.	Frequencies	of	observations	as	a	

function	of	group	size,	survey,	and	phase	suggested	that	approximately	half	of	the	single	caribou	

were	 seen	by	both	observers	 in	most	 cases	 (Figure	17).	 In	previous	years	approximately	70-80	

percent	of	single	caribou	were	seen	by	both	observers.	As	group	size	increased	the	proportion	of	
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observations	 seen	 by	 both	 observers	 increased.	 This	 general	 pattern	 suggests	 low	 sightability	

compared	to	previous	surveys,	which	generally	had	much	less	snow	cover.			

	
Figure 17:	Frequencies	of	double	observer	observations	by	group	size,	survey	phase	and	survey	

for	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 June	 2018	 caribou	 surveys.	 Each	 observation	 is	 categorized	 by	

whether	it	was	observed	by	the	primary	(brown),	secondary	(beige),	or	both	(green)	observers.		
 

Snow	and	cloud	cover	also	influenced	sightability,	however,	the	pattern	depended	on	survey	phase	

and	herd	surveyed	(Figure	18).	The	most	noteworthy	trends	occurred	for	higher	snow	cover	(75	

percent)	for	the	Bathurst	and	higher	cloud	cover.	Snow	cover	was	evident	in	all	surveys	with	few	

observations	of	0	snow	cover	and	most	within	the	25-75	percent	range.	This	range	corresponds	to	

the	 “salt	 and	pepper”	patchy	 snow	cover	where	 sightability	 is	 lower.	The	 lack	of	 “effect	 size”	of	

snow	 cover	 (i.e.	 minimal	 0	 and	 100	 percent	 snow	 cover	 observations)	 potentially	 made	 it	

problematic	to	model	the	effect	of	increasing	snow	cover	on	observations.	Instead,	sightability	was	

lower	(as	modeled	by	an	intercept	term)	due	to	the	poor	survey	conditions.	
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Figure 18:	Frequencies	of	double	observer	observations	by	snow	cover,	cloud	cover,	survey	phase	

and	 survey	 for	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 June	 2018	 caribou	 surveys.	 Each	 observation	 was	

categorized	by	whether	it	was	observed	by	the	primary,	secondary,	or	both	observers.		
 

Snow	 cover	 was	 modeled	 as	 a	 continuous	 (snow)	 or	 categorical	 covariate	 (snow	 25,	 snow	 50,	

snow	75)	based	on	the	categorical	entries	in	the	tablets.	Model	selection	identified	a	strong	effect	

of	the	log	of	group	size,	observers,	snow	cover	and	the	interaction	of	snow	and	cloud	cover	(Table	

12).	An	additional	effect	of	snow	cover	at	75	percent	for	the	Bathurst	herd	was	evident.	Observer	

pairs	were	reduced	to	the	pairs	to	those	that	showed	substantial	differences	from	the	mean	level	

of	sightability	in	the	survey.	
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Table 12:	 Double	 observer	 model	 selection	 using	 Huggins	 mark-recapture	 models	 in	 program	

MARK	for	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	June	2018	caribou	surveys.	Covariates	follow	Table	1	in	the	

methods	 section	 of	 the	 report.	 Reduced	 observer	 pairs	 are	 denoted	 as	 redA	 and	 redB.	AICc,	 the	

difference	 in	AICc	 values	 between	 the	 ith	 and	most	 supported	model	1	 (ΔAICc),	 Akaike	weights	

(wi),	and	number	K,	and	deviance	(Dev)	are	presented.	

No Model AICc ∆AICc wi K Dev 

1	 log(group	size)+obs(redA)+order+herd*snow75+cloud+snow*cloud		 764.99	 0.00	 0.33	 8	 748.9	

2	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+herd*snow75+cloud+snow*cloud	 767.02	 2.03	 0.12	 9	 748.9	

3	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+snow75+cloud+snow*cloud	 768.15	 3.16	 0.07	 8	 752.1	

4	 log(group	

size)+obs(redB)+order+herd*snow75+cloud+snow+snow*cloud	

768.32	 3.33	 0.07	 10	 748.2	

5	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+herd*snow75+cloud	 768.63	 3.63	 0.06	 8	 752.5	

6	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+snow+cloud	+snow*cloud	 770.75	 5.75	 0.02	 9	 752.6	

7	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+snow25+log(group)*snow25	 772.54	 7.55	 0.01	 8	 756.4	

8	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+snow(categorical)	 773.52	 8.52	 0.00	 10	 753.4	

9	 log(group	

size)+obs(redB)+order+snow+snow2+cloud+cloud2+snow*cloud	

774.15	 9.15	 0.00	 11	 752.0	

10	 log(group	size)		 781.88	 16.89	 0.00	 2	 777.9	

11	 log(group	size)+snow	+cloud		 782.04	 17.05	 0.00	 4	 774.0	

12	 group	size	 783.22	 18.22	 0.00	 2	 779.2	

13	 log(group	size)+snow25+cloud0		 784.31	 19.31	 0.00	 4	 776.3	

14	 log(group	size)+snow25+sno50+snow75+snow100		 784.84	 19.95	 0.00	 6	 772.8	

15	 log(group	size)+obs(all))		 785.96	 20.97	 0.00	 13	 759.7	

16	 constant		 802.05	 37.06	 0.00	 1	 800.0	

	

Plots	 of	 single	 and	 double	 observation	 probabilities	 show	 lower	 probabilities	 for	 individual	 or	

smaller	group	sizes	especially	in	moderate	snow	cover	and	higher	cloud	cover,	for	Bluenose-East	

and	Bathurst	 June	2018	caribou	surveys	(Figure	19).	The	mean	detection	probability	(across	all	

groups)	was	0.66	(CI=0.60-0.72).	This	compares	to	a	mean	probability	of	0.91	(CI=0.88-0.92)	for	

the	2015	Bluenose	and	Bathurst	surveys.	
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Figure 19:	Estimated	single	observer	probabilities	from	model	1	(Table	12)	by	snow	cover,	cloud	

cover,	survey	phase	and	survey	 for	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	June	2018	caribou	surveys.	Each	

observation	 is	 categorized	 by	 whether	 it	 was	 observed	 by	 the	 primary,	 secondary,	 or	 both	

observers.		
 

Double	observer	probabilities	(the	probability	that	at	least	one	of	the	observers	saw	the	caribou)	

were	higher	but	still	relatively	low	for	single	caribou,	especially	for	cases	of	higher	cloud	cover	and	

snow	cover	(and	for	some	observer	pairs)	(Figure	20).		
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Figure 20:	Estimated	double	observer	probabilities	from	model	1	(Table	12)	by	snow	cover,	cloud	

cover,	survey	phase	and	survey	 for	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	June	2018	caribou	surveys.	Each	

observation	 is	 categorized	 by	 whether	 it	 was	 observed	 by	 the	 primary,	 secondary,	 or	 both	

observers.		
 

Estimates of Total Caribou in Visual Strata 

Double	observer	estimates	 (using	 the	MRDS	R	package)	were	 about	6	percent	higher	 than	non-

double	observer	estimates.	Precision	was	lower	than	uncorrected	count-based	estimates	but	still	

acceptable	(Table	13).				

	

Table 13: Standard	strip	transect	(two	observers	per	side	with	no	estimation	of	sightability)	and 
double	 observer	model	 estimates	 (with	 sightability	 accounted	 for)	 of	 caribou	 on	Bluenose-East	

visual	strata	in	2018	from	the	MRDS	package	in	R.	

Strata Caribou Standard Estimate Double Observer Estimate   
Counted Estimate SE CV Estimate SE CI CV 

North		 159	 734	 100.4	 13.7%	 788	 140.4	 541	 1,149	 17.8%	

South	 210	 1,061	 113.7	 10.7%	 1,106	 173.5	 778	 1,571	 15.7%	

Total	 369	 1,795	 151.7	 8.5%	 1,894	 223.1	 1,482	 2,419	 11.8%	

	

An	 estimate	 where	 there	 was	 only	 one	 observer	 per	 side	 of	 plane	 without	 the	 estimation	 of	

sightability	was	also	run	to	assess	the	importance	of	having	double	observers	on	each	side	of	the	

plane	 during	 surveys.	 This	 data	 set	 was	 created	 by	 only	 using	 observations	 from	 the	 front	
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observer	 (excluding	 caribou	groups	only	 seen	 by	 the	 rear	observer).	This	 resulted	 in	an	overall	

estimate	of	1,397	caribou	which	was	23	percent	lower	than	the	standard	double	observer	estimate	

and	26	percent	 lower	 than	 the	double	observer	estimate	with	 sightability	 correction.	The	 lower	

single	observer	estimate	demonstrates	the	need	for	double	observers	on	each	side	of	the	plane	to	

ensure	higher	sightability	of	caribou	and	reliable	estimates.	

	

Estimation of Total Caribou on the Calving Ground 

The	 photo	 data	 (corrected	 for	 double	 observer	 analysis)	 were	 combined	 with	 visual	 data	

(corrected	 for	 double	 observer	 analysis)	 to	 obtain	 a	 total	 estimate	 of	 caribou	 on	 the	 calving	

ground	 of	 19,161	 caribou	 at	 least	 one	 year	 old	 (Table	 14).	 This	 total	 applies	 to	 strata	 with	

corresponding	composition	survey	data.	Overall,	the	photo	strata	accounted	for	90.1%	of	caribou.	

	

Table 14:	Estimates	of	caribou	abundance	on	all	survey	strata	(photo	and	visual)	 for	Bluenose-

East	herd	in	2018.	

Strata N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 140.4	 541	 1,149	 17.8%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 948.4	 9,041	 13,000	 8.7%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 1,014.8	 4,599	 8,979	 15.8%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 173.5	 778	 1,571	 15.7%	

Total	 19,161 1,406.8 16,512 22,233 7.3% 

 

Composition Survey 

A	composition	survey	was	conducted	June	8-10	 in	the	photo	strata	and	June	10-11	 in	the	visual	

strata.	 During	 the	 composition	 survey,	 caribou	 were	 relatively	 stationary	 as	 there	 were	 few	

caribou	 groups	 observed	 outside	 stratum	 boundaries	 relative	 to	 search	 effort	 and	 flight-lines	

(Figure	21).	Observations	of	 the	pattern	of	distribution,	 abundance,	 and	composition	of	 caribou	

during	the	composition	survey	were	consistent	with	the	delineated	visual	and	photographic	strata,	

which	in	 turn	provided	additional	confidence	 in	representativeness	of	 the	overall	survey	design.	

The	photo	north	and	visual	north	blocks	had	high	proportions	of	breeding	cows,	while	the	photo	

south	block	had	increasing	proportions	of	yearlings	and	non-breeding	cows	toward	the	south	end.	

The	visual	south	block	had	substantial	proportions	of	bulls	and	yearlings	and	few	cows.		
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Figure 21:	 Helicopter	 flight	 paths	 and	 pie	 charts	 of	 groups	 classified	 during	 calving	 ground	
composition	survey	of	Bluenose-East	caribou	in	2018.	The	size	of	pie	charts	is	proportional	to	the	

number	of	caribou	in	each	classification	group	as	 indicated	by	the	scale	diagram.	Proportions	of	

age-sex	classes	make	up	the	individual	pie	sections.	

	

Individual	 caribou	 were	 classified	 in	 each	 group	 based	 on	 physical	 characteristics	 as	 well	 as	

presence	of	a	calf,	hard	antler(s)	or	distended	udder	(for	breeding	females)	and	are	summarized	in	

Table	15.	

	

Table 15:	Summary	of	composition	survey	on	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018	in	photo	

and	visual	strata.	

Strata 
# 

Groups 

Adult Females 

Yearlings Bulls 

Total 

Caribou  

(1 yr+) 

Total Breeding Non-

breeding 

North	Visual	 59	 158	 147	 11	 16	 0	 174	

North	Photo	 189	 726	 677	 49	 104	 0	 830	

South	Photo	 166	 490	 300	 190	 388	 30	 908	

South	Visual	 39	 53	 7	 46	 71	 61	 185	

	

Estimates	of	adult	females	and	breeding	females	were	then	derived	with	variance	and	confidence	

limits	estimated	via	bootstrap	methods	(Table	16).	
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Table 16:	 Proportions	 of	 breeding	 females	 and	 adult	 females	 from	 composition	 survey	 on	

Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018		

Strata Estimate SE Conf. Limit 

Breeding	females=breeding	females/caribou	1	yr+	

North	Visual	 0.845	 0.027	 0.786	 0.892	

North	Photo	 0.816	 0.020	 0.774	 0.853	

South	Photo	 0.330	 0.033	 0.269	 0.396	

South	Visual	 0.038	 0.016	 0.012	 0.072	

Adult	females=Adult	females/caribou	1	yr+	

North	Visual	 0.908	 0.024	 0.861	 0.951	

North	Photo	 0.875	 0.016	 0.841	 0.903	

South	Photo	 0.540	 0.027	 0.491	 0.595	

South	Visual	 0.286	 0.042	 0.213	 0.380	

 

Estimates of Adult and Breeding Females 

Estimates	 of	 breeding	 females	 were	 derived	 by	 the	 product	 of	 caribou	 and	 the	 proportion	 of	

breeding	females	in	each	stratum	(Table	17).	

	

Table 17:	Estimates	of	breeding	females	based	upon	initial	abundance	estimates	and	composition	

surveys	on	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018.		

Strata Caribou Proportion 

Breeders 

Breeding Females 

N CV.N pb CV N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 0.178	 0.845	 0.032	 666	 120.5	 454	 976	 18.1%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 0.087	 0.816	 0.025	 8,846	 803.7	 7,326	 10,681	 9.1%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 0.158	 0.330	 0.100	 2,121	 396.4	 1,429	 3,148	 18.7%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 0.157	 0.038	 0.421	 42	 18.9	 16	 110	 45.0%	

Total 19,161 
   

11,675 904.4 9,971 13,670 7.7% 

	

Estimates	of	adult	females	are	given	in	Table	18.	

Table 18:	 Estimates	 of	 adult	 females	 based	 upon	 initial	 abundance	 estimates	 and	 composition	

surveys	on	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018.		

	Strata Caribou Prop. Adult 

Females 

Adult Females 

 
N CV.N pf CV N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 0.178	 0.908	 0.026	 716	 128.9	 489	 1,048	 18.0%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 0.087	 0.875	 0.018	 9,486	 847.7	 7,880	 11,419	 8.9%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 0.158	 0.540	 0.050	 3,470	 574.8	 2,444	 4,928	 16.6%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 0.157	 0.286	 0.147	 316	 68.0	 196	 510	 21.5%	

Total 19,161 
   

13,988 1,034.6 12,042 16,249 7.4% 
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The	ratio	of	breeding	 females	to	adult	 females	suggests	a	relatively	high	proportion	of	pregnant	

females	of	83	percent	compared	to	previous	years.	

	

Extrapolated Herd Estimates for Bluenose-East Herd 

A	composition	 survey	was	 conducted	October	23-25,	2018	 to	estimate	 the	bull-cow	ratio	of	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd.	Overall	there	were	115	groups	observed	with	totals	of	bulls,	cows	and	calves	

summarized	in	Table	19.	

	

Table 19:	Summary	of	observations	from	fall	composition	survey	on	Bluenose-East	herd	October	

23-25,	2018		

Cows Bulls Calves Groups 

Observed 

1,542	 586	 396	 115	

	

Bootstrap	methods	were	used	to	obtain	SEs	on	estimates	(Table	20).		

	

Table 20:	 Estimates	 of	 the	 bull-cow	 ratio,	 proportion	 cows,	 and	 calf-cow	 ratio	 from	 the	 fall	

composition	survey	on	Bluenose-East	herd	October	2018.	

Indicator Estimate SE Conf. Limit CV 

Bull	cow	ratio	 0.380	 0.027	 0.333	 0.437	 7.0%	

Proportion	cows	 0.725	 0.014	 0.697	 0.750	 1.9%	

Calf-cow	ratio	 0.257	 0.016	 0.229	 0.291	 6.1%	

	

Comparison	of	bull:cow	ratios	from	composition	surveys	2009-2018	suggest	a	slowly	decreasing	

bull	cow	ratio	(Table	21).	

Table 21:	 Estimates	 of	 proportion	 of	 cows	 and	 the	 bull	 cow	 ratio	 from	 fall	 surveys	 on	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd	2009-2018.	 
Proportion Cows 

 
Bull-cow Ratio 

Year Estimate SE Conf. Limit CV Estimate SE Conf. Limit 

2009	 0.700	 0.008	 0.684	 0.716	 1.1%	 0.429	 0.017	 0.396	 0.463	

2013	 0.701	 0.009	 0.685	 0.720	 1.3%	 0.426	 0.019	 0.389	 0.461	

2015	 0.706	 0.014	 0.678	 0.734	 2.0%	 0.417	 0.029	 0.367	 0.479	

2018	 0.725	 0.014	 0.697	 0.750	 1.9%	 0.380	 0.026	 0.332	 0.437	

	

Estimates	of	adult	herd	size	(caribou	at	least	two	years	old)	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	in	2018	are	

presented	in	Table	22.	The	estimate	based	on	an	assumed	fixed	pregnancy	rate	estimate	is	higher	

since	 it	 assumes	 a	 constant	 pregnancy	 rate	 of	 0.72,	which	 is	 lower	 than	 that	 observed	 in	 2018	

(0.83),	 thereby	 inflating	 the	 estimate.	 The	 preferred	 estimate	 uses	 the	 proportion	 of	 females,	

which	is	simply	the	estimate	of	adult	females	(13,988),	divided	by	the	proportion	of	cows	in	the	

herd	 (0.725)	 from	 the	 October	 2018	 survey.	 Log-based	 confidence	 limits,	 which	were	 used	 for	

other	estimates	as	well	as	traditional	symmetrical	confidence	limits	(estimate	±	t*SE)	are	given.	In	
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most	 cases	 log-based	 limits	 give	 better	 representation	 of	 confidence	 estimates	 than	 traditional	

symmetrical	methods	because	the	distribution	of	estimates	has	a	 slight	positive	skew.	However,	

previous	 analyses	 have	 used	 the	 symmetrical	method.	 The	 actual	 difference	 in	 CI’s	 is	 relatively	

minor.	

	

Table 22:	 Extrapolated	 herd	 size	 estimates	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 in	 2018	 based	 on	 two	

estimators	

Method N SE Log-based CI Symmetric Traditional 

CI 

CV 

Proportion	of	adult	females	 19,294	 1,474.7	 16,527	 22,524	 16,303	 22,285	 7.6%	

Constant	pregnancy	rate	

(0.72)	

22,366	 2,861.8	 17,247	 29,004	 16,530	 28,202	 12.8%	

	

Trends in Breeding and Adult Females and Herd Size 2010-2018 

Comparison of 2015 and 2018 Estimates 

Comparison	of	2015	and	2018	estimates	suggests	a	gross	reduction	of	49	percent	in	adult	females,	

which	 translates	 into	 a	 mean	 annual	 rate	 of	 decline	 of	 20	 percent	 in	 the	 2015-2018	 interval	

(Figure	22).	In	contrast,	breeding	females	had	a	gross	reduction	of	32.9	percent	which	translates	

to	an	annual	rate	of	change	of	-13	percent	in	the	interval	since	2015.	The	difference	in	gross	and	

annual	changes	of	breeding	and	adult	 females	was	due	to	an	 increase	 in	proportion	of	breeding	

females	in	2018	compared	to	2015.	Using	a	t-test	the	gross	reduction	in	estimates	is	significant	for	

adult	females	(t=-7.35,	df=42,	p<0.0001)	and	breeding	females	(t=-3.9,	df=47,	p=0.002).	

	

	
Figure 22:	 Estimates	 of	 total	 adult	 females	 in	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 from	 2010-2018	

dichotomized	shown	by	breeding	and	non-breeding	females	status	from	2010-2018.		
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Overall Trends 2010-2018 

A	Bayesian	state	space	model	(Humbert	et	al.	2009,	Kery	and	Royle	2016)	was	used	to	estimate	

longer	term	trends	in	the	Bluenose-East	data	set.	For	this	analysis,	trend	(log	λ)	was	modeled	as	a	

random	effect	therefore	allowing	assessment	of	variation	in	λ	in	intervals	between	surveys.				

	

For	 breeding	 females,	 yearly	 trends	 in	 breeding	 females	 were	 marginally	 significant	 (p=0.071)	

with	estimates	of	λ	overlapping	1	for	some	years	between	2010	and	2018.	The	mean	estimate	of	λ	

for	breeding	females	was	0.81	(CI=0.62-1.04).	Variation	in	λ	for	breeding	females	was	presumably	

due	to	the	influence	of	variable	pregnancy	rate	on	estimates	of	breeding	females	(Figure	23).			

	
Figure 23:	 Estimates	 of	 breeding	 cows	 and	 λ	 (geometric	mean	 of	 three	 previous	 years)	 in	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018	from	Bayesian	state	space	model	analysis.	

 

In	contrast,	trends	in	adult	females	were	significant	(p=.0087)	with	minimal	yearly	variation	in	λ	

and	 no	 overlap	 of	 λ	 estimates	 with	 one	 in	 any	 of	 the	 years	 considered	 (Figure	 24).	 The	 mean	

estimate	of	λ	was	0.8	(CI=0.73-0.87)	which	translates	into	an	annual	rate	of	decline	of	20	percent	

(CI=13-27percent).	
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Figure 24:	 Estimates	 of	 adult	 cows	 and	 λ	 (geometric	 mean	 of	 three	 previous	 years)	 in	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018	from	state	space	model	analysis.	

	

Overall	Bluenose-East	herd	size	followed	the	general	trend	in	adult	and	breeding	females	(Figure	

25).	

	
Figure 25:	Estimates	of	Bluenose-East	herd	size	(adults	at	least	two	years	old)	using	the	constant	

pregnancy	 rate	 of	 0.72	 and	 proportion	 of	 females	 method	 from	 2010-2018.	 We	 suggest	 the	

estimates	based	on	proportion	of	females	(bottom)	are	more	reliable.	
 

The	core	calving	ground	area	as	well	as	densities	of	adult	female	caribou	have	both	declined	2010-

2018	suggesting	that	the	degree	of	aggregation	of	caribou	on	the	calving	ground	has	not	changed	

substantially.	A	full	analysis	of	trends	in	core	calving	ground	area	and	densities	of	females	on	the	

calving	ground	is	presented	in	Appendix	5.	
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Exploration of Potential Reasons for Decline in Herd Size 

Potential	contributing	factors	to	the	apparent	large	numerical	decline	in	breeding	females	on	the	

Bluenose-East	calving	ground	2015-2018	could	include	(a)	a	portion	of	female	caribou	may	have	

been	 missed	 based	 on	 limited	 survey	 coverage,	 (b)	 some	 female	 caribou	 may	 have	 moved	 to	

adjacent	calving	grounds,	and	(c)	demographic	factors	including	reduced	survival	of	adult	caribou,	

reduced	pregnancy	rates,	 and	 reduced	calf	 survival.	We	considered	 the	 likelihood	of	 each	 factor	

contributing	significantly	to	the	estimated	reduction	in	abundance.	

 

Breeding and Adult Females not Occurring on Survey Strata  

One	 potential	 reason	 for	 lower	 estimates	 would	 have	 been	 female	 caribou	 occurring	 outside	

survey	strata.	We	note	first	that	extensive	additional	reconnaissance	flying	to	the	north,	west	and	

east	of	the	main	concentrations	of	calving	caribou	resulted	in	almost	no	caribou	observations	(see	

blank	squares	on	Figure	27),	suggesting	that	the	herd’s	distribution	had	been	well	defined	in	those	

areas.	Only	at	the	southern	trailing	edge	were	there	any	substantive	numbers	of	caribou	seen	on	

reconnaissance	flying	outside	the	survey	strata.	

	

All	 30	 Bluenose-East	 collared	 female	 caribou	 that	 were	 monitored	 occurred	within	 the	 survey	

strata,	and	none	of	them	were	in	the	south	visual	block	(Figure	13).	Two	collared	females,	which	

were	most	 likely	 from	 the	Bluenose-West	 herd,	 occurred	 to	 the	 north	 and	 south	 of	 the	 central	

study	area.	The	 south	visual	block	 contributed	 just	42	of	11,675	breeding	 females	 (0.3	percent)	

(Table	 17)	 and	 316	 of	 13,988	 adult	 females	 (2.2	 percent)	 (Table	 18)	 in	 the	 survey	 area.	 The	

composition	survey	showed	that	the	south	visual	block	had	substantial	numbers	of	yearlings	and	

bulls,	and	progressively	higher	proportions	of	them	at	the	southern	end	(Figure	21).	In	addition,	a	

map	 of	 the	 movements	 of	 15	 Bluenose-East	 collared	 bulls	 in	 May-June	 2018	 (Figure	 26)	

demonstrates	 that	most	of	 the	herd’s	bulls	were	at	 the	southern	 fringe	of	 the	south	visual	block	

and	south	of	it	in	the	two	reconnaissance-based	strata.	Our	observations	suggest	that	areas	further	

south	of	the	south	visual	block	were	likely	to	have	mostly	bulls	and	yearlings,	a	few	non-breeding	

cows	and	virtually	no	breeding	cows.	
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Figure 26:	 Spring	movements	 (May	 1	 -	 June	 11)	 of	 15	Bluenose-East	 collared	 bulls	 in	 2018	 in	

relation	to	the	survey	area.	Most	bulls	were	concentrated	at	the	south	end	of	the	survey	area	and	

some	were	scattered	far	to	the	south.	

	

We	 added	 two	 post-hoc	 reconnaissance-based	 strata	 to	 the	 area	 south	 of	 the	 survey	 strata	 to	

assess	the	relative	sensitivity	of	estimates	to	inclusion	of	these	areas	(Figure	27).	No	composition	

surveys	were	conducted	for	these	areas,	making	estimates	of	breeding	females	and	adult	females	

problematic,	but	these	areas	most	likely	were	dominated	by	bulls	and	yearlings.			
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Figure 27:	 Bluenose-East	 June	 2018	 survey	 area	 with	 extra	 (post-hoc)	 reconnaissance-based	

strata	at	bottom	in	black	and	brown	outlines.	

	

The	 resulting	estimate	of	 total	 caribou	was	22,425	caribou	 (Table	23),	which	 is	higher	 than	the	

extrapolated	 herd	 estimate	 of	 19,294	 caribou	 at	 least	 1-year-old	 for	 the	 survey	 area	 with	 two	

photo	 and	 two	 visual	 blocks	 (Table	 22).	 However,	 the	 estimate	 of	 22,425	 caribou	 (Table	 23)	

includes	 yearlings	 (calves	 from	 2017)	 whereas	 the	 extrapolated	 herd	 estimate	 includes	 adult	

caribou	and	excludes yearlings.	An	estimate	of	 yearlings	 in	2018	of	6,594	 (CI=5,590-7,782)	was	

derived	 from	 the	 demographic	 model	 (described	 in	 the	 next	 section)	 which	 suggests	 that	 the	

difference	 in	 extrapolated	 herd	 estimates	 (19,294)	 and	 total	 caribou	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	

(22,245)	can	largely	be	explained	by	the	presence	of	yearlings	in	the	total	caribou	on	the	calving	

ground	estimate.		
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Table 23:	 Estimates	 of	 total	 caribou	 at	 least	 one	 year	 old	 on	Bluenose-East	 June	 2018	 calving	

ground	survey	area	with	two	supplemental	reconnaissance	strata	(as	delineated	in	Figure	27).	

Strata N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 140.4	 541	 1,149	 17.8%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 948.4	 9,041	 13,000	 8.7%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 1,014.8	 4,599	 8,979	 15.8%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 173.5	 778	 1,571	 15.7%	

Recon	South	 2,117	 250.2	 1,616	 2,773	 11.8%	

Recon	West	 1,147	 285.0	 661	 1,991	 24.8%	

Total  22,425 1,457.0 19,669 25,565 6.5% 

	

Movement to Adjacent Calving Grounds 

Figure	 28	 displays	 movement	 in	 the	 mean	 location	 of	 calving	 for	 collared	 females	 that	 were	

monitored	for	successive	years.	The	head	of	 the	arrow	is	 the	mean	 location	 for	 the	current	year	

and	the	tail	is	the	location	for	the	previous	year.	From	this	it	can	be	seen	that	in	general	caribou	

have	shown	reasonable	fidelity	to	the	Bluenose-West,	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	calving	grounds	

2010-2018.	Some	unusual	June	2018	movements	of	collared	Bathurst	cows	are	considered	in	the	

survey	report	for	that	herd.	

	

	
Figure 28:	Yearly	fidelity	and	movements	to	calving	grounds	in	the	Bluenose-West,	Bluenose-East	

and	Bathurst	herds	2013-2018.	The	head	of	the	arrow	indicates	the	current	calving	ground	in	the	

given	year	and	the	tail	indicates	the	mean	location	from	the	previous	year	calving	ground.	
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Frequencies	 of	 movement	 events	 were	 assessed	 for	 collared	 female	 caribou	 monitored	 for	

consecutive	years	and	tabulated	(Figure	29).	Overall,	the	rates	of	switching	between	the	Bluenose-

East	and	neighbouring	Bluenose-West	and	Bathurst	calving	grounds	were	low	for	both	2010-2015	

and	2015-2018.	The	low	rate	of	switching	of	collared	cows	is	consistent	with	previous	estimates	of	

about	3	percent	switching	and	97	percent	fidelity	in	the	Bathurst	herd	(Adamczewski	et	al.	2009)	

and	similar	fidelity	in	the	Cape	Bathurst,	Bluenose-West	and	Bluenose-East	herds	(Davison	et	al.	

2014).	 This	 factor	was	 not	 likely	 responsible	 for	 the	 decline	 in	Bluenose-East	 females,	 as	 there	

were	 very	 few	 switches	 between	 calving	 grounds	 and	 they	 occurred	 in	 both	 directions	 about	

equally.	

Movement events: 2010-2015	

 

Movement events: 2016-2018 

 
Figure 29:	 Frequencies	 of	 caribou	 movement	 events	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 neighbouring	

Bluenose-West	 and	Bathurst	 herds	 from	2010-2015	 and	 2016-2018	 based	 on	 consecutive	 June	

locations	of	collared	females	on	calving	grounds.	The	curved	arrows	above	the	boxes	indicated	the	

number	 of	 times	 a	 caribou	 returned	 to	 each	 calving	 ground	 for	 successive	 years.	 The	 straight	

arrows	indicate	movement	of	caribou	to	other	calving	grounds.				

	

Demographic Analysis using Multiple Data Sources 

Survival Analysis of Collared Cows 

The	monthly	collar	data	used	in	the	Bluenose-East	survival	analysis	are	shown	in	Figure	30,	which	

estimates	 monthly	 mortality	 rates	 as	 the	 ratio	 of	 the	 number	 of	 collared	 caribou	 mortalities	

divided	by	the	number	of	collars	monitored	each	month.	The	actual	analysis	was	based	on	calving	

ground	year	which	begins	 in	 June	of	each	year.	Sample	sizes	were	 in	 the	range	of	30	collars	per	

month	with	the	exception	of	2010	and	2011	when	collar	sample	sizes	were	lower.	A	gap	in	collars	

monitored	occurred	in	late	2011	and	early	2012	before	re-deployment	of	collars	in	the	spring	of	

2012.	 Survival	 estimates	 were	 scaled	 to	 account	 for	 this	 interval.	 Collared	 caribou	 mortalities	

occurred	mostly	in	summer	periods	for	2016	and	2017	compared	to	earlier	years.	
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Figure 30:	Summary	of	monthly	mortality	rates	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	by	calendar	year.	The	

mortality	 rate,	which	 is	 the	 ratio	 of	 number	 of	 collar	mortalities/number	of	 available	 collars,	 is	

given	above	each	bar.	The	analysis	is	based	on	calving	ground	year	which	begins	at	June	of	each	

year	and	ends	at	May	the	following	year.	

	

Table	 24	 shows	 the	 Bluenose-East	 collar-based	 cow	 survival	 data	 defined	 by	 caribou	 year	 (the	

year	 begins	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	 each	 year	 in	 June	 and	 ends	 the	 following	 May)	 along	 with	

summary	statistics	for	each	year.	Mortalities	are	broken	down	by	known	and	stationary	(assumed	

mortality).	The	data	set	ends	in	caribou	year	2017	which	goes	up	to	May	2018,	the	month	before	

the	2018	calving	ground	survey.	
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Table 24:	Summary	of	Bluenose-East	collared	female	data	used	for	survival	analysis	2010-2018.	

Caribou	year	starts	June	of	the	caribou	year	and	ends	in	May	of	the	next	year.	

Caribou 

Year 

Annual 

Mortalities 

Live Caribou Sample Sizes 

Known Stationary 

Collar 

Collar 

Months 

Mean 

Alive 

Min Max 

2010	 3	 0	 103	 8.6	 6	 12	

2011	 0	 1	 137	 11.4	 0	 38	

2012	 4	 12	 415	 34.6	 31	 39	

2013	 0	 6	 257	 21.4	 17	 25	

2014	 0	 6	 319	 26.6	 21	 37	

2015	 0	 2	 363	 30.3	 24	 37	

2016	 0	 5	 369	 30.8	 26	 37	

2017	 2	 5	 290	 24.2	 18	 32	

Total 9	 37	 	 	 	 	

	

Figure	31	displays	the	Bluenose-East	collar-based	female	survival	estimates	based	on	the	current	

data	set	2010-2017	using	the	Kaplan-Meier	estimator	(Pollock	et	al.	1989).	In	general,	the	earlier	

estimates	had	high	variance	due	to	 limited	numbers	of	collars.	The	overall	mean	number	of	live	

collared	cows	was	23.5	for	this	period,	and	the	average	annual	survival	rate	for	collared	cows	over	

the	eight	years	was	0.79	(Table	24)	with	no	clear	 trend	2010-2017.	The	trend	2015-2018	was	a	

decline	 with	 the	 last	 year’s	 survival	 (2017-2018)	 estimated	 at	 0.76.	 Survival	 estimates	 were	

further	 explored	 and	 refined	 using	 information	 from	 all	 data	 sources	 using	 the	 Bayesian	 IPM	

model	 described	 in	 the	 next	 section.	 One	 concern	 was	 that	 the	 2011	 survival	 estimate	 was	

influenced	 by	 lack	 of	 sampling	 of	 winter	 months	 during	 this	 year.	 A	 sensitivity	 analysis	 was	

conducted	with	this	estimate	not	included	in	the	2011	to	assess	the	relative	influence	of	this	data	

point	on	overall	IPM	model	estimates.	
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Figure 31:	Annual	Kaplan-Meier	estimates	of	survival	from	collared	Bluenose-East	female	caribou	

for	caribou	years	2010-2017,	based	on	collar	data	in	Table	24.		

	

Table	25	provides	the	survival	rate	estimates	for	calving	ground	years	(June	1	-	May	31),	which	are	

also	shown	in	Figure	31.	Years	begin	at	calving	in	June	and	extend	to	the	following	May.	Note	that	

all	estimates	of	survival	include	hunting	mortality.		

	

Table 25:	Estimates	of	yearly	 survival	rate	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018	from	Kaplan-

Meier	survival	rate	estimator.	

Caribou 

Year 

Survival SE Conf. Limit 

2010	 0.67	 0.16	 0.33	 0.89	

2011	 0.96	 0.03	 0.84	 1.00	

2012	 0.60	 0.08	 0.45	 0.74	

2013	 0.74	 0.09	 0.54	 0.88	

2014	 0.78	 0.08	 0.59	 0.90	

2015	 0.93	 0.04	 0.77	 0.98	

2016	 0.84	 0.07	 0.67	 0.93	

2017	 0.76	 0.08	 0.57	 0.88	

	

Bayesian Integrated Population Demographic Model 

The	 main	 objective	 of	 the	 Bayesian	 IPM	 was	 to	 provide	 refined	 estimates	 of	 demographic	

parameters	 using	 all	 of	 the	 field	 data	 sources	 available.	 For	 the	Bluenose-East	model,	 temporal	
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variation	 in	 main	 parameters	 (cow/yearling	 survival,	 calf	 survival)	 was	 modeled	 as	 random	

effects.	 Sparse	 data	 prevented	 modeling	 fecundity	 and	 bull	 survival	 as	 a	 random	 effect	 and	

therefore	 these	 parameters	were	 held	 constant.	 A	 technical	 description	 of	 the	model	 including	

tests	of	model	parameters	and	the	associated	R	code	is	given	in	Appendix	3.	

	

The	IPM	fit	most	 field	measurements	adequately	(Figure	32).	The	main	exceptions	were	a	slight	

overestimate	of	 cows	and	cows+bulls	 (compared	 to	extrapolated	estimates)	 in	2018.	Also,	 since	

fecundity	 was	 fixed	 (estimated	 at	 0.69,	 CI=0.64-0.75),	 the	 model	 did	 not	 capture	 variation	 in	

proportion	of	breeding	females,	however	model	predictions	did	intersect	the	confidence	limits	of	

field	estimates	in	all	cases.	Confidence	in	model	predictions	tended	to	be	highest	for	the	years	in	

which	there	were	field	estimates.	

	
Figure 32:	 Predictions	 of	 demographic	 indicators	 from	 Bayesian	 IPM	 analysis	 compared	 to	

observed	 values,	 for	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 2010-2018.	 The	 solid	 blue	 lines	 represent	 model	

predictions	 and	 confidence	 limits	 are	 shown	 as	 hashed	 blue	 lines.	 The	 red	 points	 are	 field	

estimates	with	associated	confidence	limits.	Spring	calf:cow	ratios	are	flown	in	March	or	April	and	

are	also	called	late-winter	surveys.	
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We	 modeled	 summer	 (June	 -	 late	 October)	 and	 winter	 (October	 -	 June)	 calf	 survival	 with	 the	

transition	 being	 the	 fall	 rut	 when	 fall	 composition	 surveys	 occur	 (Figure	 33).	 This	

parameterization	takes	advantage	of	years	where	fall	and	spring	calf	cow	surveys	occur	therefore	

allowing	assessment	of	change	in	proportion	calves	between	calving	ground,	fall	surveys,	and	late	

winter	surveys	and	subsequent	estimation	of	calf	survival	 for	each	period.	As	 found	 in	previous	

studies	 (Gunn	 et	 al.	 2005a),	 summer	 survival	 is	 lower	 than	 winter	 survival	 (when	 calves	 are	

larger).	We	note	that	the	survival	rates	in	the	graphs	below	are	expressed	on	the	annual	scale	for	

comparison	 purposes.	 The	 actual	 rates	will	 be	 different	 (slightly	 higher)	 given	 that	 summer	 or	

winter	is	shorter	in	time	than	a	year.		

	
Figure 33:	 Trends	 in	 summer	 and	 winter	 and	 overall	 calf	 survival	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	

2010-2018	from	the	IPM	analysis.	
 

Overall	calf	productivity,	which	is	basically	the	proportion	of	adult	females	that	produce	a	calf	that	

survives	the	first	year	of	life,	can	be	derived	as	the	product	of	fecundity	(from	the	previous	caribou	

year)	and	calf	survival	(from	the	current	year)	(Figure	34).	Calf	productivity	estimates	suggest	a	

negative	 trend	 in	 productivity	 2008-2018	which	was	 influenced	 by	 decreasing	 calf	 survival.	 An	

additional	model	run	was	conducted	to	test	for	a	negative	trend	in	calf	survival	which	was	found	

to	be	significant	(p=0.02).	Calf	productivity	 is	predicted	to	be	 lower	 in	 the	caribou	year	of	2018	

(June	2018	-	June	2019)	than	2017	due	to	a	low	calf-cow	ratio	in	the	fall	2018	survey	(Figure	32).	

Future	 analyses	 will	 explore	 calf	 survival	 trends	 as	 well	 as	 linkages	 in	 calf	 survival	 and	 other	

demographic	parameters	with	environmental	covariates.				

	

Spring	calf-cow	ratios,	which	are	recorded	in	March	or	April,	are	overlaid	in	the	productivity	graph	

(Figure	34)	and	similarly	suggest	an	overall	negative	trend	2008-2018.	Note	that	the	spring	calf-

cow	ratio	 is	 influenced	by	 cow	survival,	 calf	 survival	 as	well	 as	 fecundity	and	 therefore	will	not	

directly	 correspond	 directly	 to	 productivity.	 It	 will	 be	 greater	 than	 actual	 productivity	 because	

lower	 cow	 survival	 rates,	 which	 influence	 the	 count	 of	 cows	 in	 the	 spring,	will	 inflate	 calf-cow	

ratios.	The	model	predictions	of	spring	calf-cow	ratios,	which	account	for	cow	survival,	are	shown	

in	Figure	32.	
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Figure 34:	 Trends	 in	 fecundity,	 calf	 survival	 and	 productivity	 (which	 is	 the	 product	 of	 the	

previous	year’s	fecundity	times	the	current	year	calf	survival)	for	Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018.	

Spring	 calf	 cow	 ratios,	 which	 are	 lagged	 by	 one	 year	 (so	 that	 they	 correspond	 to	 the	

productivity/caribou	year	prediction	of	the	model),	are	shown	for	reference	purposes.	
 

One	 of	 the	most	 important	 determinants	 of	 herd	 trend	 is	 adult	 cow	 survival	 since	 this	 directly	

influences	the	overall	productivity	of	the	herd.	Collar-based	point	estimates,	and	modeled	annual	

and	three	year	average	values	for	cow	survival	are	shown	in	Figure	35.	A	grey	box	indicates	 the	

range	of	cow	survival	needed	for	the	herd	population	size	to	stabilize	(as	assessed	using	a	stage-

based	matrix	model	described	in	Appendix	4)	across	the	range	of	observed	levels	of	productivity	

(Figure	34).	The	lower	level	is	a	cow	survival	of	0.84	which	is	the	minimum	level	needed	for	herd	

recovery	at	a	higher	productivity	level	of	0.46,	which	is	like	that	observed	in	2009.	The	upper	level	

is	a	cow	survival	of	0.92	which	is	the	level	required	for	stability	if	productivity	remains	low	at	the	

0.19	 observed	 in	 2018.	 If	 productivity	 is	 at	 levels	 observed	 from	 2015-2018	 (0.30)	 then	 cow	

survival	would	need	 to	be	0.88	 for	 stability.	The	 lower	hashed	 line	 is	0.71	which	was	 the	mean	

level	(for	2010-2015)	estimated	 in	the	previous	demographic	analysis	conducted	after	 the	2015	

calving	ground	survey	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016).	

	

Estimates	of	cow	survival	suggest	an	increasing	trend	in	cow	survival	from	2015	to	2018	with	a	

three-year	 average	 survival	 of	 0.79	 (CI=0.71-0.84)	 for	 the	 2015-2018	 period.	 However,	 this	

estimate	should	be	interpreted	cautiously	since	both	the	collar-based	and	IPM	estimates	suggest	a	

decreasing	 trend	 in	 cow	 survival	 from	 2015-2018.	 The	 IPM	 estimate	 of	 cow	 survival	 for	 the	

caribou	year	of	2017	(which	spans	from	June	2017	-	June	2018)	is	0.716	(0.60-0.83).	We	suggest	

this	 average	 value	 for	 cow	 survival	 be	 used	 for	 prospective	 harvest	 modeling	 purposes.	 All	

estimates	of	survival	include	harvest	mortality.	Harvest	pressure	was	low	from	2015	to	2018	and	

targeted	 bulls,	 as	 detailed	 in	 the	 next	 section,	 and	 therefore	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 that	 harvest	 had	

minimal	effect	on	survival	rates	from	2015	to	2018.	
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Figure 35:	 Trends	 in	Bluenose-East	 cow	 survival	 2010-2018	 from	 IPM	 analysis.	 The	 solid	 blue	

lines	represent	model	predictions	and	confidence	limits	are	the	hashed	blue	lines.	The	right	graph	

represents	 a	 three-year	 moving	 average.	 The	 red	 points	 are	 field	 estimates	 from	 collars	 with	

associated	Confidence	Limit.	The	dashed	horizontal	lines	indicate	previous	estimates	of	mean	cow	

survival	in	2015	(0.71).	The	shaded	region	represents	the	range	of	cow	survival	levels	needed	for	

population	stability	across	lowest	observed	levels	of	productivity	(19	percent)	to	higher	levels	of	

productivity	(46	percent)	as	shown	in	Figure	34.	
 

Bull	survival	was	estimated	at	0.52	(CI=0.48-0.57)	from	2010	to	2018	which	was	lower	than	the	

estimate	in	2015	(0.58;	CI=0.55-0.60).	This	was	presumably	due	to	the	slight	decrease	in	bull	cow	

ratios	 in	 fall	 surveys	 (Table	 21)	 as	 well	 as	 changes	 in	 productivity.	 The	 demographic	 model	

basically	estimates	bull	survival	as	the	level	needed	to	produce	the	observed	bull-cow	ratios	based	

on	 levels	 of	 recruitment	 to	 the	 adult	 bull	 class	 and	 estimated	 cow	 survival.	 One	 potential	

enhancement	to	the	model	that	will	be	considered	is	direct	estimates	of	bull	survival	from	collared	

bulls	to	further	verify	bull	survival	estimates.	

	

Population	rates	of	 change	 (λ)	 for	 cows	suggests	 a	 rate	of	0.80	 (as	 also	 indicated	by	 regression	

analysis	of	 calving	ground	survey	estimates)	up	 to	2015	 followed	by	a	 slight	 increase	 in	λ	 from	

2015-2018	up	 to	0.90	 (CI=0.85-0.94)	 (Figure	36).	However,	 point	 estimates	 of	 λ	 decrease	 from	

2015-2018	so	that	the	λ	estimate	for	2018	is	0.85	(CI=0.71-0.99).	We	suggest	the	point	estimate	

for	2018	be	considered	given	the	decreasing	trend	in	λ	from	2015-2018.	
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Figure 36:	 Overall	 trends	 in	 Bluenose-East	 adult	 female	 trend	 (λ)	 2010-2018	 from	 the	 IPM	

analysis.	A	value	of	1.0	indicates	stability.	
 

Overall,	 the	 demographic	 model	 suggests	 that	 cow	 survival	 rates,	 which	 are	 one	 of	 the	 main	

determinants	of	overall	herd	trend,	are	still	at	lower	values	than	needed	for	herd	recovery	(Figure	

35).	 Low	 cow	 survival	 levels	 and	 an	 apparent	 negative	 trend	 in	 calf	 survival	 (Figure	 33)	 both	

contributed	 to	 the	 overall	 decline	 in	 herd	 size.	 Overall	 trend	 estimates	 (three	 year	 λ)	 suggest	 a	

slightly	 less	 negative	 trend	 in	 adult	 cow	 numbers	 (0.90),	 however,	 there	 is	 an	 overall	 negative	

trend	in	cow	survival	and	λ	and	therefore	this	result	should	be	interpreted	cautiously.			

	

Sensitivity	analyses	were	conducted	to	the	effect	of	directional	calf	survival	trends	(by	including	a	

calf	 survival	 trend	 in	 the	 model)	 and	 the	 2011	 cow	 survival	 data	 point	which	 may	 have	 been	

influenced	by	lower	collar	coverage	(Figure	30),	by	running	the	model	without	this	data	point.	In	

both	 cases,	 estimates	 were	 minimally	 affected.	 Of	 most	 interest	 was	 the	 2018	 cow	 survival	

estimate	which	was	0.72	(CI=0.62-0.83)	if	the	2011	cow	survival	data	point	was	removed	and	0.70	

(CI=0.60-0.82)	 if	 a	 declining	 calf	 survival	 trend	 is	 assumed.	 This	 contrasts	with	 the	 estimate	 of	

0.72	 (0.60-0.83)	 from	 the	 main	 model	 used	 in	 the	 analysis.	 More	 details	 are	 provided	 on	 this	

analysis	including	a	plot	of	all	model	predictions	from	alternative	models	in	Appendix	4.	

	

Future	 analyses	 will	 further	 refine	 demographic	 predictions	 using	 environmental	 covariates	 to	

model	 temporal	 trends	 in	parameters.	Preliminary	analysis	of	a	 limited	environmental	covariate	

data	 set	 (2008-2016)	 using	 remote	 sensing	 covariates	 (Russell	 et	 al.	 2013)	 suggest	 negative	

correlations	between	IPM	estimates	of	 	cow	survival	(Figure	35)	and	June	temperature	(Pearson	

ρ=-0.829,CI=0.96	to	-0.37,t=-3.95,df=7,p=0.005)	as	well	as	negative	correlation	between	estimated	

calf	 survival	 (Figure	33)	and	Oesterid	 (warble	and	bot	 fly)	 indices	 for	 the	 summer	after	 calving	

(Pearson	 ρ	 =-0.831,CI=-0.96	 to	0.37,df=7,p=0.0056).	Once	 the	 full	 temporal	 data	 set	 is	 available	

(up	 to	2018)	 these	 covariates	will	 be	 used	 to	 further	 refine	 estimates	 and	 explore	mechanisms	

causing	 temporal	 variation	 in	 demographic	 parameters.	 Analyses	 that	 further	 explore	 seasonal	
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survival	 estimates	 with	 the	 effect	 of	 hunting	 mortality	 (on	 earlier	 data	 points)	 will	 also	 be	

considered	at	this	time.	

	

Hunter Harvest of Bluenose-East Caribou 2016-2018 

In	 2016,	 three	 co-management	 boards	 –	 the	Wek’èezhìi	 and	 Sahtú	Renewable	Resource	Boards	

(WRRB	 and	 SRRB)	 in	 the	 NWT	 and	 the	 NU	Wildlife	Management	 Board	 (NWMB)	 in	 NU	 –	 held	

formal	hearings	on	management	of	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd.	The	WRRB	determined	a	total	

allowable	harvest	 (TAH)	 for	Wek’èezhìi	of	750	bulls	 and	 recommended	 that	 this	be	 the	harvest	

limit	 herd-wide,	 recognizing	 that	 the	 board	 has	 no	 jurisdiction	 outside	 Wek’èezhìi.	 The	 SRRB	

endorsed	a	community-based	caribou	management	plan	from	Délįnę	(Belare Wíle Gots’ç Æekwç ,	

the	Délįnę	caribou	plan), which	included	a	harvest	limit	of	150	caribou	and	80	percent	bulls.	The	

NWMB	endorsed	 a	 similar	 plan	 from	 the	Kugluktuk	Hunters	 and	Trappers	Organization	 for	 the	

Bluenose-East	 herd,	 called	 an	 Integrated	 Community	 Caribou	 Management	 Plan	 or	 ICCMP	 (the	

Kugluktuk	caribou	plan);	this	included	a	harvest	limit	of	340	caribou	(no	gender	specified).	Since	

that	time,	actual	estimated/reported	harvest	of	Bluenose-East	caribou	has	been	below	the	limits	in	

the	three	plans	(Table	26).	Overall	totals	were	373	caribou	in	2016-2017	and	323	caribou	in	2017-

2018,	with	a	substantial	number	of	these	being	bulls;	however,	the	harvest	recorded	for	Kugluktuk	

is	 the	 largest	 part	 of	 the	 harvest	 for	 these	 two	 years	 and	 gender	 of	 harvested	 caribou	was	 not	

specified.	 In	 2017-2018,	 particularly,	 the	 herd	was	 relatively	 inaccessible	 to	 hunters	 for	 a	 large	

part	of	the	year.	This	harvest	was	less	than	1	percent	of	the	herd’s	estimated	size	in	2015	(38,592).	

These	harvest	numbers	suggest	that	harvest	contributed	relatively	little	to	the	herd’s	most	recent	

decline,	in	contrast	to	the	situation	prior	to	2015	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016).		

	

Table 26:	 Reported/estimated	 harvest	 of	 Bluenose-East	 caribou	 in	 harvest	 seasons	 2016-2017	

and	2017-2018.	

Harvest 

Season 

North Slave 

Region NWT 

(including 

Wek’èezhìi) 

Délįnę, 

NWT 

Kugluktuk, 

NU 

Total Notes 

2016-

2017	

15	bulls	 93	bulls,	33	

cows	

232	

caribou	

373	

caribou	

Most	N.	Slave	hunters	

harvested	Beverly	caribou	in	

east	

Source	 ENR	wildlife	

officers	

Délįnę	RRC	 GN	wildlife	

staff	

	 	

2017-

2018	

142	bulls	 7	caribou	 174	

caribou	

323caribou	 Most	N.	Slave	hunters	

harvested	Beverly	caribou	in	

east;	Délįnę	harvest	possibly	

boreal	caribou	

Source	 Tłı̨chǫ	

Government	

Délįnę	RRC	 GN	wildlife	

staff	
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Hunter Harvest Modeling of Bluenose-East Caribou 2018-2021 

To	 assist	 in	 preparation	 of	 a	 joint	 management	 proposal	 for	 Bluenose-East	 caribou	 (Tłı̨chǫ	

Government	(TG)	and	ENR)	that	was	submitted	to	the	WRRB	in	Jan.	2019,	a	limited	set	of	harvest	

modeling	 runs	was	 carried	 out	 to	 assess	 how	harvest	might	 affect	 the	 herd’s	 likely	 numbers	 in	

2021,	three	years	after	the	2018	survey.	The	full	results	are	included	in	Appendix	4	of	this	report.	

We	 include	 a	 selection	 of	 results	 here	 as	 they	 build	 on	 the	 Bayesian	 modeling	 described	 in	

preceding	pages.		

	

The	 methodology	 used	 for	 simulations	 followed	 the	 original	 generic	 harvest	 model	 approach	

(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2016).	In	review,	the	harvest	model	assumes	that	harvest	mortality	

is	additive	to	natural	mortality	each	year.	It	assumes	that	harvest	occurs	in	the	new	year	(January)	

for	both	bulls	 and	cows	with	mortality	of	 cows	not	affecting	 calf	 survival	 in	 the	year	 the	 cow	 is	

shot	(it	basically	assumes	that	the	calf	has	weaned	at	that	point).	

	

We	note	 that	 the	main	objective	of	 simulations	was	 to	provide	an	assessment	of	 relative	 risk	of	

accelerated	decline	of	 the	herd	at	various	harvest	 levels	 as	opposed	 to	 firm	predictions	of	herd	

status	in	2021.	It	is	challenging	to	assess	future	demographic	rates	and	therefore	we	suggest	that	

the	results	of	simulations	be	used	with	ongoing	demographic	monitoring	to	assess	herd	status	and	

response	to	harvest.	

	

The	 following	 simulations	 were	 considered.	 Simulations	 with	 estimated	 cow	 survival	 levels	 in	

2018	(minimal	harvest,	female	survival	(Sf)=0.716:	CI=0.6-0.83)	were	considered	across	a	range	of	

calf	productivity	 levels.	This	estimate	of	cow	survival	assumes	 low	harvest	pressure	 from	2017-

2018	so	that	the	difference	in	natural	and	harvest-influenced	survival	is	minimal.	This	assumption	

is	reasonable	since	harvest	levels	were	relatively	low	(2015-2016,	≈800	caribou,	2016-2017	≈300	

caribou,	2017-2018	≈200	caribou)	in	the	2015-2018	interval.			

	

Variation	in	productivity	was	simulated	by	varying	calf	survival	while	keeping	fecundity	constant.	

This	 scenario	 most	 closely	 follows	 the	 results	 of	 the	 IPM	 analysis	 where	 fecundity	 was	 held	

constant	with	yearly	variation	in	calf	survival	estimated	using	a	random	effects	model	(Figures	33	

and	 34).	 The	 values	 of	 calf	 survival	 and	 productivity	 simulated	 followed	 the	 range	 of	 values	

estimated	from	the	2008-2018	data	sets.	We	based	the	average	productivity	scenario	on	the	last	

three	years	given	that	this	level	of	productivity	will	have	the	higher	influence	on	future	herd	size	

of	the	Bluenose-East	herd.	We	note	that	the	assumption	of	constant	fecundity	in	the	IPM	analysis	

was	due	partially	to	data	constraints	(n=4	breeding	proportion	measurements)	rather	than	lack	of	

biological	variation	in	pregnancy	rates.	

	

Estimates	 of	 demographic	 parameters	 in	 2018	were	 relatively	 similar	 to	 those	 from	 2015.	 The	

estimate	of	cow	survival	in	2018	of	0.716	was	similar	to	that	estimated	from	the	2015	analysis	of	

0.708.	The	mean	cow	survival	 rate	2015-2018	was	0.76;	however	 the	overall	 trend	suggested	a	
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declining	recent	 trend	 in	cow	survival	2015-2018	and	therefore	the	2018	estimate	was	used	for	

simulations.	The	average	level	of	calf	productivity	(0.30)	from	2015-2018	was	slightly	higher	than	

the	 previous	 average	 calf	 productivity	 of	 0.26	 (from	 2013-2015).	 The	 lower	 calf	 productivity	

scenario	(0.187)	was	based	on	the	2018	estimate	of	calf	productivity.	Bull	survival	 in	2018	was	

estimated	at	0.52,	which	was	lower	than	the	estimate	of	0.59	in	2015.	Simulations	were	also	run	at	

the	2015	bull	survival	level	of	0.59	to	assess	the	sensitivity	of	estimates	of	bull	cow	ratio	to	this	

change	in	bull	survival,	as	detailed	in	Appendix	4.	

	

Table 27: Demographic	scenarios	considered	in	harvest	simulations	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	

herd	 in	2018.	Sf	=	cow	survival	rate;	Sc	=	calf	survival	rate;	Sm	=	bull	survival	rate;	Sy	=	yearling	

survival	rate;	Fa*Sc	=	calf	productivity	as	the	product	of	pregnancy	and	calf	survival	rates.	Results	

of	all	simulations	are	detailed	in	Appendix	4.	

Scenario 

Productivity Survival Pregnancy 

Rate 

λ 

(Cows 

Only) 

Stable Age Distribution 

Proportions at 2018 

Fa*Sc Cow (Sf) Calf (Sc) Bull (Sm) Yearling (Sy) Fa Calves Yearlings Cows 

High	

productivity	

(95th	

percentile)	

0.455	 0.716	 0.655	 0.523	 0.716	 0.694	 0.870	 0.190	 0.143	 0.666	

Average	

productivity	

(2015-2018)	

0.301	 0.716	 0.433	 0.523	 0.716	 0.694	 0.828	 0.206	 0.108	 0.686	

Low	

productivity	

(2018)	

0.187	 0.716	 0.270	 0.523	 0.716	 0.694	 0.793	 0.221	 0.075	 0.704	

	

As	an	initial	cross	check,	demographic	parameters	for	the	female	segment	of	the	population	were	

analyzed	 using	 a	 stage-based	 matrix	 model	 to	 determine	 stable	 age	 distributions	 as	 well	 as	

estimate	the	resulting	lambda	from	the	matrix	model.	The	average	productivity	scenario	resulted	

in	a	rate	of	decline	(deterministic	λ=0.83	from	a	stage-based	matrix	model	of	the	female	segment	

of	the	population)	which	is	slightly	higher	than	that	observed	by	comparison	of	the	2015	and	2018	

adult	female	calving	ground	survey	estimates	(λ=0.80).	Estimates	of	trend	from	the	demographic	

model	were	slightly	higher	than	the	observed	difference	between	calving	ground	survey	estimates,	

which	accounts	 for	 this	difference.	The	 low	productivity	 (2018)	 scenario	 resulted	 in	a	λ	of	0.79	

which	is	closer	to	the	observed	difference	in	adult	female	survey	estimates.	

	

The	herd	size	estimate	for	2018	(19,294)	was	used	as	the	starting	point	for	simulations	with	bull	

and	cow	numbers	based	on	 the	 fall	bull	 cow	ratio	of	2018	 (0.38).	A	 stable	age	distribution	was	

assumed.	 Harvest	 levels	 of	 0-950	were	 considered	with	 an	 additional	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 to	

demonstrate	the	effects	of	a	large-scale	harvest.	Simulations	were	kept	to	a	short	interval	of	three	

years	 (2018-2021)	 as	 the	 herd’s	 demography	has	 changed	 dynamically	 since	 2010.	 In	 addition,	

population	surveys	have	been	carried	out	on	a	three-year	interval	in	recent	years.		
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Figure 37:	Projected	herd	size	of	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	 in	2021	with	various	 levels	of	harvest	

and	harvest	sex	ratio	of	100	percent	bulls	and	100	percent	cows.	Key	assumptions:	cow	survival	

rate	 of	 0.716	 and	 average	 calf	 productivity	 of	 0.301	 (Table	 27).	 Further	 simulations	 conducted	

across	the	range	of	observed	productivity	levels	are	given	in	Appendix	4.	

	

Figure	37	shows	projected	herd	size	in	2021	(y-axis)	across	a	range	of	harvest	levels	from	0-2,000	

caribou/year	 (x-axis)	 and	 with	 harvest	 either	 100	 percent	 cows	 or	 100	 percent	 bulls	 in	 the	

harvest.	Projections	suggest	that	the	herd	would	almost	be	halved	again	in	2021	to	about	11,000	

caribou	with	moderate	productivity	and	0	harvest,	if	recent	demographic	indicators	stay	the	same.	

At	low	harvest	levels	of	100-300,	incremental	effects	of	harvest	on	herd	size	are	limited	because	

the	scale	of	the	harvest	is	small	in	relation	to	herd	size	(100	is	0.5	percent	of	the	herd	of	19,300	

and	300	is	1.6	percent	of	this	herd	size).	As	the	harvest	level	increases,	the	effect	on	herd	size	in	

2021	 increases.	 At	 the	 highest	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 caribou/year	 and	 100	 percent	 cows,	

projected	herd	size	in	2021	approaches	6,000-8000	caribou	or	30-40	percent	the	size	of	the	2018	

estimate.	The	effects	of	a	cow-focused	harvest	vs.	a	bull-focused	harvest	are	most	pronounced	at	

higher	harvest	levels	and	they	increase	with	time.			

	

A	more	detailed	 description	 of	 the	model	 and	 predictions	 is	 given	 in	Appendix	 4.	 This	 includes	

simulations	across	a	full	range	of	observed	levels	of	productivity.	
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DISCUSSION 

Results	 from	 the	Bluenose-East	 2018	 calving	 photo	 survey	 documented	 a	 significant	 decline	 in	

adult	 and	 breeding	 females	 and	 an	 overall	 decline	 in	 the	 herd	 since	 the	 2015	 calving	 ground	

survey,	and	a	continuing	decline	since	2010	at	an	annual	rate	of	decline	of	about	20	percent.	We	

suggest	 that	 this	 decline	 is	 not	 attributed	 to	 poor	 survey	 methods	 or	 sampling.	 The	 caribou	

counted	on	the	visual	blocks	may	have	under-estimated	caribou	in	those	blocks	somewhat	due	to	

the	patchy	snow	conditions	and	relatively	low	sightability,	but	90	percent	of	the	caribou	estimated	

on	the	survey	area	were	from	the	two	photo	blocks,	where	extra	time	spent	searching	photos	and	

the	double	observer	 check	 suggested	 that	 a	very	high	proportion	of	 the	 caribou	were	 found.	An	

analysis	of	the	herd’s	demography	using	multiple	data	sources	suggests	that	low	calf	productivity	

in	2018	 (Figure	34)	as	 indicated	by	declining	calf	 survival	 rates	and	pregnancy	 rates,	 combined	

with	low	adult	female	survival	rates	(Figure	35)	both	contributed	to	the	continuing	decline	of	the	

Bluenose-East	herd.	Harvest	as	estimated/reported	for	2016-2017	and	2017-2018	was	relatively	

small	 and	 likely	 contributed	 little	 to	 the	 most	 recent	 decline.	 Based	 on	 available	 data,	 the	

switching	 of	 collared	 female	 caribou	 between	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 neighbouring	 calving	

grounds	was	 very	 low	 (Figure	 29)	 and	 therefore	 changes	 in	 abundance	 are	 not	 attributable	 to	

movement	to	other	calving	grounds.		

	

The	 decline	 in	 breeding	 females,	 coupled	with	 the	 low	 estimated	 survival	 rates	 and	 low	 recent	

calf:cow	ratios	is	cause	for	serious	concern.	In	general,	barren-ground	caribou	herds	have	a	high	

probability	 of	 declining,	 if	 cow	 survival	 rates	 are	 below	 80-85	 percent	 (Crête	 et	 al.	 1996,	

Boulanger	et	al.	2011);	results	of	the	IPM	analysis	in	this	study	suggest	that	survival	levels	of	0.84-

0.92	are	needed	 (Figure	35)	 for	 stability	given	 the	 range	of	productivity	 levels	observed	 for	 the	

Bluenose-East	 herd	 (Figure	 34).	 Low	natural	 survival	 rates	may	 reflect	 significant	 predation	 by	

wolves	and	bears	(Haskell	and	Ballard	2007).	Cyclical	patterns	in	abundance	of	migratory	caribou	

herds	 may	 also	 reflect	 the	 influence	 of	 large-scale	 weather	 patterns	 on	 vegetation	 and	 range	

conditions	(Joly	et	al.	2011);	declines	of	multiple	NWT	caribou	herds	from	2,000	to	2006-2008	in	

part	 reflected	 late	 calving	 and	 sustained	 low	 calf	 recruitment	 (Adamczewski	 et	 al.	 2009,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2015).	A	recent	study	(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2017)	suggested	that	high	

summer	 drought	 and	 warble	 fly	 indices	 on	 the	 Bathurst	 and	 BNE	 ranges	 may	 in	 part	 have	

contributed	to	low	pregnancy	rates	in	some	years;	for	example,	very	high	drought	and	warble	fly	

indices	 for	 both	 herds	 in	 2014	were	 followed	 by	 low	 percentages	 of	 breeding	 females	 in	 both	

herds	 in	 June	 2015.	 These	 results	 are	 further	 supported	 by	 the	 Bayesian	 analysis	 that	 found	

correlations	between	warble	fly	indices	and	calf	survival,	and	June	temperature	and	cow	survival	

based	upon	estimates	between	2008	and	2016.	
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Monitoring Recommendations 

As	 a	 result	 of	 the	 significant	 declines	 in	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 herds	 documented	 by	

2018	calving	photo	 surveys,	 the	TG	and	GNWT	ENR	submitted	 joint	management	proposals	 for	

each	herd	to	the	WRRB	in	January	2019.	While	the	WRRB	has	yet	to	determine	what	management	

actions	and	monitoring	it	will	recommend,	we	include	here	the	revised	and	increased	monitoring	

and	research	included	in	the	two	proposals.	

1. Calving	 photo	 surveys	 every	 two	 years,	 an	 increase	 in	 survey	 frequency	 from	 the	 three-

year	interval	that	has	been	used	since	about	2006.	Population	estimates	from	these	surveys	

are	key	benchmarks	for	management	decisions.	

2. Annual	 composition	 surveys	 in	 June,	 October	 and	 late	 winter	 (March/April)	 to	 monitor	

initial	calf	productivity,	survival	through	the	first	four	to	five	months,	and	survival	to	nine	

to	ten	months	in	late	winter.	Results	in	2018	suggested	that	initial	fecundity	was	high	for	

the	 BNE	 herd	 (83	 percent	 breeding	 females)	 but	 by	 late	 October	 the	 calf:cow	 ratio	 had	

dropped	to	25	calves:100	cows,	far	below	recruitment	and	productivity	needed	for	a	stable	

population.	Annual	 fall	surveys	will	also	allow	close	monitoring	of	 the	bull:cow	ratio	 that	

has	been	decreasing	in	this	herd.	

3. An	 increase	 in	numbers	of	 collars	on	 the	BNE	herd	 (and	 the	Bathurst	herd)	 from	50	 (30	

cows,	 20	 bulls)	 to	 70	 (50	 cows,	 20	 bulls).	 This	 will	 improve	 estimation	 of	 annual	 cow	

survival	rates	and	improve	monitoring	of	herd	distribution	and	harvest	management,	along	

with	many	other	uses	for	collar	information.	Assessment	of	collar	fate	is	essential	to	obtain	

unbiased	survival	estimates.	

4. Suspension	 of	 reconnaissance	 surveys	 on	 the	 calving	 grounds.	 Although	 reconnaissance	

surveys	 on	 the	 calving	 grounds	 in	 years	 between	 photo	 surveys	 generally	 tracked	

abundance	of	cows	on	the	calving	grounds,	the	variance	on	these	surveys	has	been	high.	In	

particular,	 results	 of	 the	 June	 2017	 reconnaissance	 survey	 on	 the	 BNE	 calving	 ground	

suggested	that	the	herd’s	decline	had	ended	and	the	herd	had	increased	substantially,	while	

the	2018	photo	survey	showed	that	in	reality	the	herd’s	steep	decline	had	continued.			

5. Increased	support	for	studies	of	predator	abundance	and	predation	rates,	as	well	as	studies	

of	factors	affecting	range	condition,	caribou	productivity	and	health.	

6. Increased	support	 for	on-the-land	traditional	monitoring	programs	 like	the	Tłı̨chǫ	Boots-

on-the-Ground	 program	 (Tłıc̨hǫ	 Research	 and	 Training	 Institute	 2017)	 that	 provide	

insights	into	caribou	health	and	the	influence	of	weather	and	other	factors	on	caribou.	
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Appendix 1: Double observer visual model observer pairings 

Double	observer	pairings	with	associated	summary	statistics.	
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1 1	 did	not	switch	 5	 6	 14	 25	 0.80	 0.96	

2 2	
	

6	 3	 16	 25	 0.76	 0.94	

3 2	
	

0	 0	 1	 1	 1.00	 1.00	

4 3	
	

1	 4	 11	 16	 0.94	 1.00	

5 3	
	

6	 10	 16	 32	 0.81	 0.96	

6 4	 did	not	switch	 11	 8	 17	 36	 0.69	 0.91	

7 5	 did	not	switch	 14	 17	 48	 79	 0.82	 0.97	

8 6	
	

18	 19	 46	 83	 0.78	 0.95	

9 6	
	

17	 20	 38	 75	 0.77	 0.95	

10 7	
	

16	 4	 23	 43	 0.63	 0.86	

11 7	
	

5	 6	 8	 19	 0.74	 0.93	

12 8	
	

0	 2	 3	 5	 1.00	 1.00	

13 8	
	

20	 3	 20	 43	 0.53	 0.78	

14 9	
	

5	 1	 7	 13	 0.62	 0.85	

15 9	
	

20	 18	 42	 80	 0.75	 0.94	

16 9	 pooled	with	9	 1	 0	 0	 1	 0.00	 0.00	

17 10	
	

14	 3	 16	 33	 0.58	 0.82	

18 10	
	

1	 3	 0	 4	 0.75	 0.94	

19 11	 did	not	switch	 10	 9	 41	 60	 0.83	 0.97	

20 12	
	

0	 0	 1	 1	 1.00	 1.00	

21 12	 pooled	with	12	 0	 0	 3	 3	 1.00	 1.00	

22 12	
	

9	 1	 20	 30	 0.70	 0.91	
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Appendix 2: Bluenose-East Collared Female Collar Histories 

The	 following	 charts	detail	 the	histories	of	 collared	 caribou	 in	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	 including	

monthly	 locations	 (black	 dots),	 presence	 on	 calving	 grounds	 (as	 indicated	 by	mean	 location	 on	

June	 15),	 and	 fate.	 Fates	 include	 alive	 releases	 (collar	 released	 when	 caribou	 was	 alive	 and	

therefore	the	record	was	censored	at	the	last	location),	known	dead	(stationary	collar	was	directly	

determined	to	be	a	mortality	due	to	harvest	or	other	factors)	and	stationary	dead	(collar	became	

stationary	before	its	end	date	and	a	mortality	was	inferred).	
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Appendix 3: Bayesian IPM Details 

This	appendix	details	 the	development	of	 the	Bayesian	 IPM	analysis.	The	primary	 IPM	R	coding	

was	 developed	 by	 Joe	 Thorley	 (Poisson	 Consulting,	 poissonconsulting.ca)	 in	 collaboration	with	

John	 Boulanger	 (Thorley	 and	 Boulanger	 2019).	 The	 underlying	 demographic	 model	 used	 was	

similar	 to	 the	 OLS	 model	 used	 in	 previous	 analyses	 (Boulanger	 et	 al	 2011).	 The	 primary	

development	was	to	evolve	model	fitting	to	a	more	robust	Bayesian	IPM	state	space	approach.	The	

objective	of	this	appendix	is	to	provide	a	brief	description	of	the	model	used	in	the	analysis	rather	

than	a	complete	description	of	the	Bayesian	model	approach.	Readers	interested	in	the	Bayesian	

modeling	approach	should	consult	Kery	and	Schaub	(2011)	which	is	an	excellent	introduction	to	

Bayesian	analysis.	

	

Data Preparation 

The	estimates	of	key	population	statistics	with	SEs	and	lower	and	upper	bounds	were	provided	in	

the	form	of	a	csv	spreadsheet	and	prepared	for	analysis	using	R	version	3.5.2	(R	Core	Team	2018).	

 

Statistical Analysis 

Model	 parameters	 were	 estimated	 using	 Bayesian	 methods.	 The	 Bayesian	 estimates	 were	

produced	 using	 JAGS	 (Plummer	 2015).	 For	 additional	 information	 on	 Bayesian	 estimation	 the	

reader	is	referred	to	McElreath	(2016).	

 

Unless	 indicated	 otherwise,	 the	Bayesian	 analyses	 used	 normal	 and	 uniform	prior	 distributions	

that	were	vague	in	the	sense	that	they	did	not	constrain	the	posteriors	(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	p.	

36).	The	posterior	distributions	were	estimated	 from	1,500	Markov	Chain	Monte	Carlo	 (MCMC)	

samples	thinned	from	the	second	halves	of	three	chains	(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	pp.	38–40).	Model	

convergence	was	 confirmed	 by	 ensuring	 that	 the	 split	 potential	 scale	 reduction	 factor	�� ≤ 1.05	

(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	p.	40)	and	 the	effective	 sample	 size	 (Brooks	et	 al.	 2011)	ESS ≥ 150	 for	

each	 of	 the	 monitored	 parameters	 (Kery	 and	 Schaub	 2011,	 p.	 61).	 In	 addition,	 trace	 plots	 of	

Markov	Chains	and	the	posterior	distributions	were	inspected	to	further	check	convergence	and	

symmetry	of	estimated	parameter	distributions.	

	

The	sensitivity	of	the	estimates	to	the	choice	of	priors	was	examined	by	multiplying	the	standard	

deviations	(sd)	of	 the	normal	priors	by	ten	and	using	the	split	��	 (after	collapsing	the	chains)	 to	

compare	the	posterior	distributions	(Thorley	and	Andrusak	2017).	An	unsplit	�� ≤ 1.1	was	taken	

to	indicate	low	sensitivity.	
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The	parameters	are	summarized	in	terms	of	the	point	estimate,	sd,	the	z-score,	lower	and	upper	95	

percent	 confidence/credible	 limits	 (CLs)	 and	 the	p-value	 (Kery	 and	Schaub	2011,	p	37	and	 42).	

The	estimate	is	the	median	(50th	percentile)	of	the	MCMC	samples,	the	z-score	is	mean/sd	and	the	

95	percent	CLs	are	the	2.5th	 and	97.5th	percentiles.	A	p-value	of	0.05	 indicates	 that	 the	 lower	or	

upper	95	percent	CL	is	0.	

	

The	 results	 are	 displayed	 graphically	 in	 the	 main	 body	 of	 the	 report	 with	 95	 percent	

confidence/credible	 intervals	 (CIs,	 Bradford,	 Korman,	 and	Higgins	 2005).	Data	 are	 indicated	 by	

points	(with	 lower	and	upper	bounds	 indicated	by	vertical	bars)	and	estimates	are	 indicated	by	

solid	lines	(with	CIs	indicated	by	dotted	lines).	

	

The	analyses	were	implemented	using	R	version	3.5.2	(R	Core	Team	2018)	and	the	mbr	family	of	

packages.	

	

Model Descriptions 

The	data	were	analyzed	using	state-space	population	models	(Newman	et	al.	2014).	

 

Population 

The	 fecundity,	breeding	 cow	abundance,	 cow	survival,	 fall	bull	 cow,	 fall	 calf	 cow	and	spring	calf	

cow	ratio	data	complete	with	SEs	were	analyzed	using	a	stage-based	state-space	population	model	

similar	 to	 Boulanger	 et	 al.	 (2011).	 Key	 assumptions	 of	 the	 female	 stage-based	 state-space	

population	model	include:	

 

• Calving	occurs	on	the	11th	of	June	(with	a	year	running	from	calving	to	calving).	

• Cow	survival	from	calving	to	the	following	year	varies	randomly	by	year.	

• Cow	and	bull	survival	is	constant	throughout	the	year.	

• Calf	 survival	 to	 the	 following	 year	 (when	 they	 become	 yearlings)	 varies	 by	 season	 and	

randomly	by	year.	

• Yearling	survival	to	the	following	year	is	the	same	as	cow	survival.	

• The	sex	ratio	is	1:1.	

• The	proportion	of	breeding	cows	is	the	fecundity	the	previous	year.	

• Female	yearlings	are	indistinguishable	from	cows	in	the	fall	and	spring	surveys.	

• The	number	of	calves	in	the	initial	year	is	the	number	of	cows	in	the	initial	year	multiplied	by	

the	product	of	the	fecundity	and	cow	survival	in	a	typical	year.	

• The	number	of	yearlings	in	the	initial	year	is	the	product	of	the	number	of	calves	in	the	initial	

year	and	the	calf	survival	in	a	typical	year.	

• The	data	are	normally	distributed	with	sd	equal	to	their	SEs.	
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Model Templates 

The	base	R	code	used	in	the	analysis	is	summarized	below.	

	

Population (R-code) 

.model	{	

		bSurvivalCow	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bSurvivalBull	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bFecundity	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

	

		sSurvivalCowAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	1^-2)	T(0,)	

		sSurvivalCalfAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	1^-2)	T(0,)	

		for(i	in	1:nAnnual){	

				bSurvivalCowAnnual[i]	~	dnorm(0,	sSurvivalCowAnnual^-2)	

				bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	~	dnorm(0,	sSurvivalCalfAnnual^-2)	

	

				logit(eSurvivalCow[i])	<-	bSurvivalCow	+	bSurvivalCowAnnual[i]	

				logit(eSurvivalBull[i])	<-	bSurvivalBull	

				logit(eFecundity[i])	<-	bFecundity	

				logit(eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i])	<-	bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	+	bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	

				logit(eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i])	<-	bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	+	bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	

		}	

		bBreedingCows1	~	dnorm(50000,	10000^-2)	T(0,)	

		logit(eFecundity1)	<-	bFecundity	

		logit(eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual1)	<-	bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	

		logit(eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1)	<-	bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	

	

		bCows[1]	<-	bBreedingCows1	/	eFecundity1	

		bBulls[1]<-	bCows[1]	*	1/2	

		bCalves[1]	<-	bBreedingCows1	

		bYearlings[1]	<-	bCalves[1]	*	eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1^(154/365)	*	

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1^(211/365)	

	

		bSpringCalfCow[1]	<-	bCalves[1]	/	(bCows[1]	+	bYearlings[1]	/	2)	

	

		for(i	in	2:nAnnual){	

				bCows[i]	<-	(bCows[i-1]	+	bYearlings[i-1]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]	

				bBulls[i]	<-	bBulls[i-1]	*	eSurvivalBull[i-1]	+	(bYearlings[i-1]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]	

				bCalves[i]	<-	bCows[i-1]	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]	*	eFecundity[i-1]	

				bYearlings[i]	<-	bCalves[i-1]	*	eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i-1]^(154/365)	*	

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i-1]^(211/365)	
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		}	

	

		for(i	in	1:nAnnual)	{	

				eFallCor[i]	<-		FallCalfCowDays[i]	/	365	

	

				eFallCows[i]	<-	(bCows[i]	+	bYearlings[i]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i]^eFallCor[i]	

				eFallBulls[i]	<-	(bYearlings[i]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i]^eFallCor[i]	+	bBulls[i]	*	eSurvivalBull[i]^eFallCor[i]	

				eFallCalves[i]	<-	bCalves[i]	*	eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i]^eFallCor[i]	

	

				bFallBullCow[i]	<-	eFallBulls[i]	/	eFallCows[i]	

				bFallCalfCow[i]	<-	eFallCalves[i]	/	eFallCows[i]	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	2:nAnnual)	{	

				eSpringCows[i]	<-	(bCows[i-1]	+	bYearlings[i-1]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]^(SpringCalfCowDays[i]	/	365)	

				eSpringCalves[i]	<-	bCalves[i-1]	*	eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i-1]^(154/365)	*	

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i-1]^((SpringCalfCowDays[i]	-	154)	/	365)	

	

				bSpringCalfCow[i]	<-	eSpringCalves[i]	/	eSpringCows[i]	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	SurvivalAnnual)	{	

				CowSurvival[i]	~	dnorm(eSurvivalCow[i],	CowSurvivalSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	CowsAnnual)	{	

				BreedingProportion[i]	~	dnorm(eFecundity[i],	BreedingProportionSE[i]^-2)	

				eBreedingCows[i]	<-	bCows[i]	*	eFecundity[i]	

				BreedingCows[i]	~	dnorm(eBreedingCows[i],	BreedingCowsSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	FallBCAnnual)	{	

				FallBullCow[i]	~	dnorm(bFallBullCow[i],	FallBullCowSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	FallAnnual)	{	

				FallCalfCow[i]	~	dnorm(bFallCalfCow[i],	FallCalfCowSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	SpringAnnual)	{	

				SpringCalfCow[i]	~	dnorm(bSpringCalfCow[i],	SpringCalfCowSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

..	
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Parameter Estimates 

The	 Bayesian	 model	 estimated	 principal	 parameters	 pertaining	 to	 the	 mean	 estimates	 of	

fecundity,	 bull	 survival,	 calf	 survival	 and	 cow	 survival.	 In	 addition,	 temporal	 variation	 in	 calf	

survival	and	cow	survival	were	estimated	as	random	effects	(Table	1).	

	

Table 1.	 Bayesian	 IPM	 state	 space	 model	 coefficients.	 Parameters	 are	 given	 on	 the	 logit	 scale	

(which	 is	 then	 transformed	 to	 the	 probability	 scale	 using	 a	 logit	 transform).	 Parameter	

significance	is	determined	by	overlap	of	confidence	limits	with	0.	The	parameters	are	summarized	

in	 terms	 of	 the	 point	 estimate,	 sd,	 the	 z-score,	 lower	 and	upper	 95	 percent	 confidence/credible	

limits	(CLs)	and	the	p-value	(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	p	37	and	42).	The	estimate	is	the	median	(50th	

percentile)	of	the	MCMC	samples,	the	z-score	is	mean/sd	and	the	95	percent	CLs	are	the	2.5th	and	

97.5th	percentiles.	A	p-value	of	0.05	indicates	that	the	lower	or	upper	95	percent	CL	is	0. 

Term Estimate sd zscore lower upper pvalue 

Main	effects		 	 	 	 	 	 	

bFecundity	 0.831	 0.141	 5.931	 0.571	 1.126	 0.000	

bSurvivalBull	 0.092	 0.095	 0.955	 -0.100	 0.272	 0.337	

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	 -0.683	 0.354	 -1.913	 -1.380	 0.041	 0.062	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	 0.421	 0.362	 1.177	 -0.275	 1.162	 0.228	

bSurvivalCow	 1.377	 0.317	 4.393	 0.800	 2.068	 0.000	

Random	effects	 	 	 	 	 	 	

sSurvivalCalfAnnual	 0.887	 0.250	 3.704	 0.557	 1.526	 0.000	

sSurvivalCowAnnual	 0.932	 0.286	 3.407	 0.547	 1.661	 0.000	

	

Model	fit	was	judged	using	r-hat	value	which	suggested	adequate	model	convergence.	In	addition,	

the	distribution	of	parameter	estimates	was	inspected	to	assess	model	convergence.	
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Table 2.	Model	summary.	N	is	the	number	of	parameters,	nchains	is	the	number	of	Markov	chains	

used,	nthin	is	the	number	of	Markov	chain	samples	that	were	thinned,	ess	is	the	effective	sample	

size,	rhat	is	the	rhat	convergence	metric	and	convergence	is	the	score	based	on	effective	sample	

size	and	number	of	parameters	in	the	model.	

	

n K nchains niters nthin ess rhat converged 

12	 8	 3	 3000	 300	 5328	 1.00	 TRUE	

	

Unsplit	R-hat	values	were	used	 to	assess	 if	 choice	of	prior	distribution	 influenced	 the	posterior	

distribution	of	parameter	estimates.				

	

Table 3.	Split	R-hat	values	indicating	sensitivity	of	posterior	distributions	to	the	choice	of	priors.	

Term rhat 

bBreedingCows1	 1.005	

bFecundity	 1.001	

bSurvivalBull	 1.004	

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	 1.000	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	 1.002	

bSurvivalCow	 1.019	

sSurvivalCalfAnnual	 1.030	

sSurvivalCowAnnual	 1.041	

	

The	 Bayesian	 model	 generated	 yearly	 estimates	 of	 demographic	 parameters	 as	 well	 as	 field	

measurements	which	were	used	in	the	fitting	of	the	model.	These	estimates	are	detailed	in	Table	

4.	Most	of	the	actual	estimates	are	shown	in	Figures	32-36	of	the	main	report.	
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Table 4.	Parameter	descriptions	for	estimates	generated	by	the	model.			

Parameter Description 

Annual	 The	year	as	a	factor	

bCows1	 The	number	of	cows	in	the	initial	year	

bFecundity	 The	proportion	of	cows	breeding	in	a	typical	year	

BreedingCows[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	number	of	breeding	cows	in	the	ith	year	

BreedingCowsSE[i]	 The	SE	for	BreedingCows[i]	

BreedingProportion[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	proportion	of	cows	breeding	in	the	ith	year	

BreedingProportionSE[i]	 The	SE	for	BreedingProportionSE[i]	

bSurvivalBull	 The	log-odds	bull	survival	in	a	typical	year	

bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	 The	random	effect	of	the	ith	Annual	on	bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	and	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	 The	log-odds	summer	calf	survival	if	it	extended	for	one	year	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	 The	log-odds	winter	calf	survival	if	it	extended	for	one	year	

bSurvivalCow	 The	log-odds	cow	(and	yearling)	survival	in	a	typical	year	

bSurvivalCowAnnual[i]	 The	random	effect	of	the	ith	Annual	on	bSurvivalCow	

CowSurvival[i]	 The	data	point	for	cow	survival	from	the	i-1th	year	to	the	ith	year	

CowSurvivalSE[i]	 The	SE	for	CowSurvivalSE[i]	

FallBullCow[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	bull	cow	ratio	in	the	fall	of	the	ith	year	

FallBullCowSE[i]	 The	SE	for	FallBullCow[i]	

FallCalfCow[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	calf	cow	ratio	in	the	fall	of	the	ith	year	

FallCalfCowSE[i]	 The	SE	for	FallCalfCow[i]	

SpringCalfCow[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	calf	cow	ratio	in	the	spring	of	the	ith	year	

SpringCalfCowSE[i]	 The	SE	for	SpringCalfCow[i]	

sSurvivalCalfAnnual	 The	SD	of	bSurvivalCalfAnnual	

sSurvivalCowAnnual	 The	SD	of	bSurvivalCowAnnual	

	

A	sensitivity	analysis	was	conducted	to	determine	the	effect	of	a	declining	calf	survival	trend	and	

the	 including	of	 the	2011	caribou	year	survival	estimate	which	was	higher	than	other	estimates	

which	may	have	been	 influenced	by	 lack	of	 collars	 for	 the	winter	months	of	2011-2012	 (Figure	

30).	 In	 general,	 estimates	 were	 minimally	 affected	 by	 either	 of	 these	 alternative	 model	 runs	

(Figure	 1)	 demonstrating	 the	 robustness	 of	 random	 effect	 models	 to	 smaller	 scale	 underlying	

trends	 in	 the	 model	 (calf	 survival)	 or	 individual	 historic	 data	 points	 (the	 2011	 survival	 rate	

estimate).		 
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Figure 1:	Comparison	of	model	predictions	of	the	main	model	used	in	report	to	a	model	with	calf	

survival	trends	and	the	main	model	run	without	the	2011	collared	cow	survival	data	point.	
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Appendix 4: Updated Harvest Simulations for the Bluenose-East Herd 

This	appendix	briefly	 summarizes	harvest	simulations	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	carried	out	 in	

winter	2018-2019	following	the	June	2018	calving	photo	survey	for	this	herd.	A	previous	version	

was	 dated	 January	 2,	 2019.	 The	 present	 summary	 uses	 direct	 estimates	 from	 the	 demographic	

model	analyses	described	 in	the	main	body	of	 this	survey	report,	which	were	 finalized	after	 the	

initial	 harvest	 simulations	 had	 been	 completed.	 Harvest	 modeling	 outcomes	 are	 very	 similar	

between	 the	 January	 2,	 2019	 summary	 and	 this	 version;	 there	 are	 slight	 changes	 in	 a	 few	

parameters.	We	suggest	 that	readers	review	the	original	harvest	simulation	report	with	a	broad	

range	of	modeling	scenarios	(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2016),	the	2015	Bluenose-East	calving	

ground	 survey	 report	 (Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2016),	 the	 original	 Bathurst	 herd	 demographic	 model	

paper	(Boulanger	et	al.	2011)	and	the	section	on	demographic	modeling	of	the	current	report,	for	

more	details	on	the	approach	used	in	simulations.		

	

The	 IPM	 analysis	 detailed	 in	 the	 main	 report	 was	 used	 to	 produce	 updated	 estimates	 of	

demographic	parameters	based	on	the	recent	calving	ground	survey	results,	recent	collar	data	and	

other	demographic	indicators.	In	addition,	harvest	pressure	was	reduced	between	2015	and	2018	

from	levels	2010-2014,	thus	it	is	likely	that	herd	decline	was	less	influenced	by	harvest	during	the	

more	recent	interval.	Updated	parameter	estimates	were	used	in	this	updated	harvest	modeling.	

	

The	 methodology	 used	 for	 simulations	 followed	 the	 original	 generic	 harvest	 model	 approach	

(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2016).	In	review,	the	harvest	model	assumes	that	harvest	mortality	

is	additive	to	natural	mortality	each	year.	It	assumes	that	harvest	occurs	in	the	new	year	(January)	

for	both	bulls	 and	cows	with	mortality	of	 cows	not	affecting	 calf	 survival	 in	 the	year	 the	 cow	 is	

shot	(it	basically	assumes	that	the	calf	has	weaned	at	that	point).				

	

We	 note	 that	 the	main	 objective	 of	 simulations	 is	 to	 provide	 an	 assessment	 of	 relative	 risk	 of	

accelerated	decline	of	 the	herd	at	various	harvest	 levels	 as	opposed	 to	 firm	predictions	of	herd	

status	in	2021.	It	is	challenging	to	assess	future	demographic	rates	and	therefore	we	suggest	that	

the	results	of	simulations	be	used	with	ongoing	demographic	monitoring	to	assess	herd	status	and	

response	to	harvest.	

	

The	 following	 simulations	 were	 considered.	 Simulations	 with	 estimated	 cow	 survival	 levels	 in	

2018	(minimal	harvest,	female	survival	(Sf=0.716:	CI=0.6-0.83)	were	considered	across	a	range	of	

calf	productivity	 levels.	This	estimate	of	cow	survival	assumes	 low	harvest	pressure	 from	2017-

2018	so	that	the	difference	in	natural	and	harvest-influenced	survival	is	minimal.	This	assumption	

is	reasonable	since	harvest	levels	were	relatively	low	(2015-2016,	≈800	caribou,	2016-2017	≈300	

caribou,	2017-2018	≈200	caribou)	in	the	2015-2018	interval.			

	



84 

Variation	in	productivity	was	simulated	by	varying	calf	survival	while	keeping	fecundity	constant.	

This	 scenario	 most	 closely	 follows	 the	 results	 of	 the	 IPM	 analysis	 where	 fecundity	 was	 held	

constant	with	yearly	variation	in	calf	survival	estimated	using	a	random	effects	model	(Figures	33	

and	34	in	main	report).	The	values	of	calf	survival	simulated,	and	levels	of	productivity	simulated	

follow	 the	 range	 of	 values	 estimated	 from	 the	 2008-2018	 data	 set.	 We	 based	 the	 average	

productivity	 scenario	 on	 the	 last	 three	 years	 given	 that	 this	 level	 of	 productivity	will	 have	 the	

higher	 influence	on	 future	herd	 size	of	 the	Bluenose-East	herd.	We	note	 that	 the	assumption	of	

constant	 fecundity	 is	based	partially	on	restrictions	of	 the	data	set	(n=4	estimates	of	proportion	

females	breeding-Figure	32	in	main	report).				

	

Estimates	 of	 demographic	 parameters	 in	 2018	were	 relatively	 similar	 to	 those	 from	 2015.	 The	

estimate	of	cow	survival	in	2018	of	0.716	was	similar	to	that	estimated	from	the	2015	analysis	of	

0.708.	The	mean	cow	survival	 rate	2015-2018	was	0.76,	however	 the	overall	 trend	suggested	a	

declining	recent	 trend	 in	cow	survival	2015-2018	and	therefore	the	2018	estimate	was	used	for	

simulations.	The	average	level	of	calf	productivity	(0.30)	from	2015-2018	was	slightly	higher	than	

the	 previous	 average	 calf	 productivity	 of	 0.26	 (from	 2013-2015).	 The	 lower	 calf	 productivity	

scenario	(0.187)	was	based	on	the	2018	estimate	of	calf	productivity.	Bull	survival	 in	2018	was	

estimated	at	0.523,	which	was	lower	than	the	estimate	of	0.58	in	2015.	Simulations	were	also	run	

at	the	2015	bull	survival	level	of	0.58	to	assess	the	sensitivity	of	estimates	of	bull	cow	ratio	to	this	

change	in	bull	survival.	

	

Table 1:	Demographic	scenarios	considered	in	harvest	simulations	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	

herd	 in	2018.	Sf	=	cow	survival	rate;	Sc	=	calf	survival	rate;	Sm	=	bull	survival	rate;	Sy	=	yearling	

survival	rate;	Fa*Sc		=	calf	productivity	as	the	product	of	pregnancy	and	calf	survival	rates.			

Scenario 

Productivity Survival 

 

Pregnancy 

Rate 

λ (cows 

only) 

Stable Age Distribution 

Proportions at 2018 

Fa*Sc Cow 

(Sf) 

Calf 

(Sc) 

Bull 

(Sm) 

Yearling 

(Sy) 

Fa  Calves Yearlings Cows 

High productivity 

(95th percentile) 

0.455 0.716 0.655 0.523 0.716 0.694 0.870 0.190 0.143 0.666 

Average 

productivity 

(2015-2018) 

0.301 0.716 0.433 0.523 0.716 0.694 0.828 0.206 0.108 0.686 

Low productivity 

(2018) 

0.187 0.716 0.270 0.523 0.716 0.694 0.793 0.221 0.075 0.704 

	

As	an	initial	cross	check,	demographic	parameters	for	the	female	segment	of	the	population	were	

analyzed	 using	 a	 stage-based	 matrix	 model	 to	 determine	 stable	 age	 distributions	 as	 well	 as	

estimate	 the	 resulting	λ	 from	 the	matrix	model.	The	average	productivity	 scenario	 resulted	 in	a	

rate	of	decline	(deterministic	λ=0.83	from	a	stage-based	matrix	model	of	the	female	segment	of	the	

population)	which	is	slightly	higher	than	that	observed	by	comparison	of	the	2015	and	2018	adult	

female	calving	ground	survey	estimates	(λ=0.80).	Estimates	of	trend	from	the	demographic	model	
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were	slightly	higher	than	the	observed	difference	between	calving	ground	survey	estimates,	which	

accounts	for	this	difference.	The	low	productivity	(2018)	scenario	resulted	in	a	λ	of	0.79	which	is	

closer	to	the	observed	difference	in	adult	female	survey	estimates.	

	

The	herd	size	estimate	for	2018	(19,294)	was	used	as	the	starting	point	for	simulations	with	bull	

and	cow	numbers	based	on	 the	 fall	bull	 cow	ratio	of	2018	 (0.38).	A	 stable	age	distribution	was	

assumed.	 Harvest	 levels	 of	 0-950	were	 considered	with	 an	 additional	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 to	

demonstrate	the	effects	of	a	large-scale	harvest.	Simulations	were	kept	to	a	short	interval	of	three	

years	 (2018-2021)	 as	 the	herd’s	 demography	has	 changed	 dynamically	 since	 2010;	 In	 addition,	

population	surveys	have	been	carried	out	on	a	three-year	interval	in	recent	years.	Results	of	 the	

simulations	are	shown	graphically.				

	

Figure	1	shows	projected	herd	size	in	2021	across	a	range	of	harvest	levels	(x-axis)	and	percent	

bulls	in	the	harvest.	Projections	suggest	that	the	herd	would	almost	be	halved	again	in	2021	(top	

dashed	 line)	 to	 about	 10,000	 caribou	 with	 moderate	 productivity	 and	 0	 harvest,	 if	 recent	

demographic	 indicators	 stay	 the	 same.	 As	 the	 harvest	 level	 increases,	 the	 effect	 on	 herd	 size	 in	

2021	 increases.	 At	 the	 highest	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 caribou/year,	 projected	 herd	 size	 in	2021	

approaches	5,000	caribou	or	about	one	quarter	the	size	of	the	2018	estimate	(the	second	dashed	

line).	A	harvest	of	primarily	bulls	offsets	the	effect	of	harvest	to	an	extent;	however,	productivity	

needs	to	be	higher	to	offset	low	cow	survival	rates	regardless.	The	effects	of	a	cow-focused	harvest	

vs.	a	bull-focused	harvest	are	most	evident	at	higher	harvest	levels	and	they	increase	with	time.		
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Figure 1:	Projected	Bluenose-East	herd	size	in	2021,	assuming	a	cow	survival	of	0.716	and	three	

levels	of	 calf	productivity,	 across	a	 range	of	harvest	 levels	 and	percent	bulls	 in	 the	harvest.	 See	

Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

Figure	2	shows	herd	trajectories	from	2018-2021	for	each	productivity	scenario.	
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Figure 2:	 Projected	 herd	 trajectories	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 2018-2021	 assuming	 cow	

survival	of	0.716	and	three	levels	of	calf	productivity	across	a	range	of	harvest	levels	and	percent	

bulls	in	the	harvest.	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

One	 important	point	 to	consider	with	bull-dominated	harvest	 is	 the	effect	on	the	bull-cow	ratio.	

Figure	3	demonstrates	the	quick	decline	in	bull-cow	ratio	at	higher	harvest	levels	when	bulls	are	

primarily	harvested.	The	 red	 line	 in	 this	graph	 is	 a	bull-cow	ratio	of	0.23	which	 is	 considered	a	

preferred	lower	limit	based	roughly	on	other	studies	(Mysterud	et	al.	2002),	although	it	is	likely	

that	all	females	would	be	bred	even	if	the	sex	ratio	was	reduced	further	(Mysterud	et	al.	2002).	At	

a	harvest	 level	of	300/year,	 the	bull-cow	ratio	stays	between	the	2018	 level	and	the	 lower	 limit	

regardless	of	productivity.	When	harvest	is	2,000	per	year,	the	modeled	bull	population	in	essence	

goes	to	0	 in	2020	with	 lower	to	moderate	productivity.	The	bull	cow	ratio	 is	 inflated	due	to	the	

decrease	in	cow	numbers	if	cows	are	primarily	harvested	at	higher	harvest	levels;	ratios	depend	

on	 the	 number	 in	 the	 denominator	 as	 well	 as	 the	 number	 in	 the	 numerator.	 In	 any	 case,	 it	 is	

unlikely	that	harvest	of	the	herd	after	2018	will	be	anywhere	near	this	scale	of	bull	or	cow	harvest,	

and	 increased	 monitoring	 proposed	 for	 the	 herd	 includes	 frequent	 (potentially	 annual)	 fall	

composition	surveys	that	will	monitor	the	bull:cow	ratio.	
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Figure 3:	Projected	bull-cow	ratios	in	the	Bluenose-East	herd	2018-2021	assuming	cow	survival	

of	0.716	and	bull	survival	of	0.523	and	three	levels	of	calf	productivity,	across	a	range	of	harvest	

levels	and	percent	bulls	in	the	harvest.	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	

level.	

	

Figure	4	shows	predicted	bull	cow	ratios	in	2021	for	the	BNE	herd;	these	are	essentially	the	end-

points	of	the	changing	ratios	shown	in	Figure	3.	Unless	calf	productivity	is	high,	a	reduction	in	bull	

cow	ratio	is	projected	due	to	the	lower	estimate	of	bull	survival	(0.523).			
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Figure 4:	Projected	bull-cow	ratios	 in	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	 in	2021	assuming	cow	survival	of	

0.716	 and	 bull	 survival	 of	 0.523	 and	 three	 levels	 of	 calf	 productivity,	 across	 a	 range	 of	 harvest	

levels	and	percent	bulls	in	the	harvest.	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	

level.	

	

Simulations	with	the	previous	slightly	higher	bull	survival	estimate	of	0.58	 from	2015	were	also	

run	 to	 assess	 the	 sensitivity	 of	 harvest	 model	 predictions	 of	 bull	 cow	 ratio	 to	 bull	 survival,	 to	

compare	results	of	projections	at	a	bull	survival	of	0.523.	It	can	be	seen	that	in	these	simulations	

the	 projected	 bull	 cow	 ratios	 remain	 similar	 in	 2021	 to	 those	 observed	 in	 2018	 under	 the	 no	

harvest	scenario.			
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Figure 5:	Projected	bull	cow	ratios	in	the	Bluenose-East	herd	in	2021,	assuming	cow	survival	of	

0.716	 and	 three	 levels	 of	 calf	 productivity	 and	 a	 bull	 survival	 of	 0.58	 (value	 from	 2015	

demographic	model	analysis).	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

Why Do Low Harvest Levels have Minimal Effect on Herd Trajectories? 

One	 question	 that	 has	 come	 up	 is	 the	 seemingly	 minimal	 effect	 of	 lower	 harvest	 levels	 on	

population	trend.	The	main	reason	for	this	is	that	at	these	levels	a	relatively	small	proportion	of	

the	 herd	 is	 being	 harvested	 as	 demonstrated	 in	 Figure	 6,	 and	 thus	 harvest	 accounts	 for	 only	 a	

small	 proportion	 of	 the	 herd	 and	mortality	 rates	 are	 predominantly	 natural.	 Once	 harvest	 level	

becomes	 higher	 (950	 or	 higher)	 the	 proportion	 of	 the	 herd	 harvested	 increases	 as	 the	 herd	

declines.	 If	 the	harvest	remains	at	a	constant	number	of	caribou/year	and	the	herd	continues	to	

decline,	then	the	incremental	effect	of	the	harvest	harvest-caused	mortality	keeps	increasing	and	

can	 lead	 to	 a	 downward	 acceleration.	 Then	 harvest	 adds	 substantially	 to	 the	 natural	mortality	

rates.	This	 effect	was	 shown	 for	 the	Bathurst	herd	 in	2006-2009	 (Boulanger	et	 al.	 2011),	when	

harvest	 levels	 remained	 at	 4,000-6,000/year	 as	 the	 herd	 declined	 rapidly.	 Although	 all	 harvest	

adds	 to	decline	 if	 a	herd	 is	declining	naturally,	 small-scale	harvest	 rates	have	 small	 incremental	

effects	on	a	declining	trend.	
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Figure 6:	Proportion	of	the	Bluenose-East	herd	harvested	through	2021	across	a	range	of	harvest	

levels	 and	 proportion	 of	 the	 bulls	 in	 the	 harvest.	 See	 Table	 1	 for	 the	 parameterization	 of	 each	

productivity	level.	

	

In	Figure	6	it	can	be	seen	that	the	proportion	of	herd	harvested	increases	at	a	greater	rate	when	

the	 harvest	 is	 primarily	 cows.	 The	 reason	 for	 this	 is	 that	 harvest	 of	 cows	 reduces	 longer-term	

productivity	of	the	herd	through	the	reduction	of	future	calves	each	cow	would	produce.	For	this	

reason,	it	is	important	to	track	proportion	of	cows	(cow	harvested/total	cows)	and	proportion	of	

bulls	 harvested	 (bulls	 harvested/total	 bulls)	 each	 year	 rather	 than	 just	 total	 harvest.	 Figure	 7	

provides	total	herd	estimates	subdivided	by	bulls	and	cows	to	further	illustrate	this	point.	It	can	

be	 seen	 that	 at	higher	harvest	 levels	 (>750)	a	bull	dominated	harvest	 can	 adversely	 impact	 the	

bull	population	especially	if	productivity	is	low.	This	impact	is	also	demonstrated	by	a	substantial	

decrease	in	bull-cow	ratios	(Figures	3,	4)	when	bull	harvest	is	higher.	
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Figure 7:	Proportion	of	bulls	and	cows	harvested	for	each	harvest	and	productivity	scenario.	This	

figure	basically	summarizes	proportion	harvested	 in	Figure	6	by	bulls	and	cows.	See	Table	1	 for	

the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

Potential Future Analyses 

These	simulations	illustrate	the	sensitivity	of	the	bull	cow	ratio	estimates	to	assumed	bull	survival.	

Estimates	 of	 bull	 survival	 from	 the	 demographic	 model	 are	 based	 on	 bull-cow	 ratios	 from	 fall	

surveys	and	are	therefore	indirect	in	nature.	Collar-based	estimates	of	bull	survival	could	be	used	

to	further	verify	the	indirect	estimates	from	the	IPM	analysis.	

	

Simulations	with	demographic	variation	could	also	be	used	to	generate	estimates	of	herd	size	in	

2021	with	confidence	limits.	

Literature cited (see main survey report). 
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Appendix 5: Trends in Calving Ground Size and Core Densities 

This	 appendix	 provides	 additional	 information	 calving	 ground	 size,	 distribution	 of	 caribou	 on	

calving	ground,	and	core	calving	ground	densities	in	the	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	herd	calving	

grounds	 based	 on	 reconnaissance	 survey	 and	 photo	 survey	 data.	 This	 appendix	 provides	 a	

summary	 of	 data	 from	 previous	 surveys	 as	 opposed	 to	 full	 documentation	 of	methods	 used	 to	

define	core	calving	areas.	Readers	should	consult	previous	calving	ground	survey	reports	for	the	

Bluenose-East	 (Adamczewski	 et	 al.	 2014,	 Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2014b,	 Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2016,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2017)	for	more	details	on	each	survey.	

	

Methods 

Trends	 in	 segment	 densities	 from	 reconnaissance	 surveys	 that	 occurred	 during	 photo	 surveys	

were	 initially	 assessed	 to	 infer	 distribution	 and	 aggregation	 of	 higher	 densities	 of	 caribou.	

Segments	that	were	contained	within	core	calving	strata	were	included	in	the	analysis.	Data	was	

plotted	spatially	and	by	segment	density	class.					

	

Estimates	of	density	based	on	photo	survey	data	and	core	calving	ground	size	(based	on	the	area	

of	 survey	 strata)	were	 used	 to	 estimate	 numbers	 of	 adult	 and	 breeding	 females.	 One	 potential	

issue	with	 this	 approach	 is	 that	 the	degree	 of	 aggregation	of	 adult	 and	 breeding	 females	 varies	

among	years,	 and	 therefore	 changes	 in	 the	 core	area	will	be	due	 to	both	 changes	 in	abundance,	

aggregation,	and	survey	coverage.	To	explore	this	issue,	a	scaled	estimate	of	core	calving	ground	

size	 based	 on	 the	 summation	 of	 the	 product	of	 stratum	 areas	 and	 proportions	 of	 breeding	 and	

adult	 females	was	 also	 considered	 as	 an	 index	 of	 core	 calving	 area.	 For	 example,	 if	 a	 100	 km2	

stratum	had	20	percent	breeding	females,	then	its	core	area	was	estimated	as	20	km2.	Each	survey	

stratum	 area	 was	 estimated	 using	 this	 approach	 and	 summed	 for	 the	 survey	 year.	 Density	

estimates	using	this	approach	will	be	more	robust	to	strata	layout	and	composition	each	year.	For	

example,	 this	 approach	 avoids	 the	 subjective	 inclusion	 or	 exclusion	 of	 survey	 strata	 areas	 for	

estimation	of	core	areas	and	uses	all	the	survey	strata	to	estimate	core	area.	However,	the	actual	

weighted	density	estimate	will	not	directly	pertain	to	a	defined	geographic	area.	

	

Results 

Figure	1	displays	reconnaissance	 segments	that	defined	the	core	calving	areas	 for	 the	Bluenose-

East	herd	during	years	that	calving	ground	surveys	were	conducted	(2010,	2013,	2015	and	2018).	

The	distribution	of	higher	density	segments	showed	a	trend	toward	shifting	to	the	northwest	over	

these	 years.	 There	 was	 also	 a	 strong	 trend	 toward	 fewer	 high	 density	 segments	 (at	 least	 10	

caribou/km2)	from	2010-2015,	and	none	in	2018.	The	high	density	segments	in	2010	to	the	south	
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of	 Kugluktuk	 were	 partially	 influenced	 by	 higher	 densities	 of	 non-breeding	 cows,	 bulls	 and	

yearlings	in	this	area.	

	
Figure 1:	Segment	densities	in	core	calving	areas	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	2010-2018	

from	calving	photo	surveys.	Low	density	=	<1	caribou/km2,	medium	density	=	1-9.9	caribou/km2,	

and	high	density	=	at	least	10	caribou/km2.					
 

Figure	2	provides	a	histogram	of	segment	densities	from	the	same	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	

surveys,	further	demonstrating	the	shift	to	lower	density	segments.				
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Figure 2:	Segment	densities	in	core	calving	areas	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	2010-2018.	

Low	density	=	<1caribou/km2,	medium	density	=	1-9.9	caribou/km2,	and	high	density	=	at	least	10	

caribou/km2.					
 

A	boxplot	of	 the	Bluenose-East	segment	data	set	shows	that	 the	median	segment	densities	were	

generally	<5	caribou	per	km2	with	the	majority	of	segments	being	in	the	medium	density	category	

(Figure	3).	In	2018	a	substantial	proportion	of	the	segments	were	in	the	low	density	category	of	

<1	caribou/km2.		

	
Figure 3:	Boxplot	of	segment	densities	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018.	
 

Figure	 4	 shows	 the	 total	 areas	 of	 core	 strata	 for	 each	 year	 and	 the	weighted	 area	 for	 breeding	

females	and	adult	females.	The	weighted	area	n	this	case	is	simply	the	summation	of	the	product	
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of	each	 stratum	area	 times	 the	proportion	breeding	 females	or	adult	 females.	Trends	estimated	

using	 this	 approach	 should	 be	 less	 sensitive	 to	 differences	 in	 survey	 strata	 layout	 and	 yearly	

differences	in	aggregation	of	females.	

	
Figure 4:	Estimated	area	of	core	survey	strata,	area	weighted	by	proportion	of	breeding	females,	

and	proportion	adult	females	in	survey	strata	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	2010-2018.	
 

Comparison	 of	 the	 2010	 and	 2018	 area	 estimates	 suggests	 an	 overall	 decrease	 in	 area	 of	 46	

percent,	48	percent	and	70	percent	for	core	strata	area,	adult	female,	and	breeding	female	areas.	

This	translates	to	an	annual	decrease	of	9	percent	for	core	and	adult	female	area	and	4	percent	for	

breeding	 female	 area.	 It	 could	 be	 argued	 that	 the	 breeding	 female	 area,	 which	 will	 be	 most	

affiliated	 with	 core	 densities,	 is	 most	 applicable	 to	 overall	 trends	 in	 core	 calving	 ground	 area.	

Abundance	of	adult	and	breeding	females	decreased	at	an	approximate	rate	of	20	percent	per	year	

(Figure	5)	from	2010-2018.		

	
Figure 5:	Estimate	of	abundance	of	adult	and	breeding	females	on	core	calving	areas	from	2010-

2018	for	the	Bluenose	East	herd.	
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Density	 was	 estimated	 using	 abundance	 estimates	 for	 adult	 and	 breeding	 females	 (Figure	 5)	

divided	by	the	associated	calving	ground	area	(Figure	4).	Comparison	of	2010	and	2018	density	

estimates	suggests	a	gross	change	in	densities	of	36	percent	and	49	percent	for	adult	and	breeding	

females	using	strata	area	(Figure	6).	Using	weighted	areas,	the	gross	change	is	34	percent	and	32	

percent	for	adult	and	breeding	females.	These	rates	of	change	translate	to	annual	decreases	that	

range	from	9	percent	(breeding	females	using	core	area)	and	13	percent	(breeding	females	using	

weighted	area).	

	
Figure 6:	 Density	 (number/km2)	 of	 adult	 females	 and	 breeding	 females	 in	 survey	 strata	 using	

total	 area	 (Strata	 area)	 and	 corresponding	 breeding	 female	 or	 adult	 female	 areas,	 for	 the	

Bluenose-East	caribou	calving	grounds	2010-2018.	The	symbol	size	is	proportional	to	the	calving	

ground	area	used	to	estimate	density.	

	

Discussion 

Defining	the	core	calving	area	is	challenging	due	to	differences	in	levels	of	aggregation	of	caribou	

during	 each	 survey	 year.	 The	 weighted	 method	 used	 to	 infer	 trends	 in	 core	 area	 attempts	 to	

confront	this	issue	by	weighting	the	contribution	of	survey	stratum	to	the	overall	estimate	of	core	

area	by	the	proportion	of	adult	and	breeding	females	estimated	in	the	given	strata.	The	resulting	

area	estimates	are	best	used	to	infer	trends	rather	than	define	an	absolute	area.			

	

In	general,	the	Bluenose-East	herd	has	not	aggregated	substantially	as	the	herd	size	has	declined	

as	 indicated	 by	 similar	 trends	 in	 calving	 ground	 area	 and	 density	 (Figure	 6).	 Using	 breeding	

females	as	an	indicator,	the	breeding	female	weighted	core	area	decreased	annually	by	4	percent	

with	 densities	 decreasing	 by	 9	 percent.	 This	 general	 trend	 suggests	 that	 caribou	 are	 not	

aggregating	into	smaller	areas	to	maintain	higher	densities	as	observed	with	the	Bathurst	herd	in	

2012	(Boulanger	et	al.	2014c).					
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Alternative	methods	such	as	use	of	collared	caribou	locations	could	be	used	to	further	infer	core	

areas.	 This	 type	 of	 analysis	 could	 be	 useful	 for	 the	 2018	 survey	 year	 when	 the	 core	 area	was	

mainly	defined	in	a	single	small	area.	This	type	of	analysis	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	report	but	

could	be	pursued	in	the	future.		

	

Literature cited (see main survey report).	
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Kugluktuk Angoniatit Katimayit ● Angoniaktit  Nanirgiaktuktit Katimayit 
Titikikvia 309, Kugluktuk NU X0B 0E0 ● Hivayaut: (867) 982-4908 Hivayaut Titikiktaktuk 
Tuyutit: (867) 982-5912  
Karitauyakukgutit: kugluktuk@krwb.ca  

 
TUNIYAKGAIKHIMAYUNIK TAHAPKUNUNGA NUNAVUT NIRGIUTIITIGUT 

MUNAKHIYIT KATIMAYIT 
INUGIANGNIKMI KATIMADJUTAUYUKHANIK KITIKAUYAKVIA 3-4, 2020; 

KUGLUKTUK NUNAVUT 
 

MIKHARUT 
 

TUKIHIGIARUTINIK:  XX    TIKUAKTAUYUKHANIK: 
 
Ihumagiyainik:  
 
Kavamanik talvani Nunavut havagiyakhainik mikharut aah ikikliyauhimayunik TAH pilugit 340 
nik mikharutlu 107 nik pangniinainik kihimi havagiyauyunik Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani Tuktutainik 
Ammihuakyuinik.  
 
Havagaikhimayunik Ilidjuhinik:  
 
Aah havakhikipaktunit Tamatkiumayunik Angunahuaktautaktunik pihimayunik 340 nik 
havakhiktauvaktunik uvani 2017 tahapkuninga Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani Tuktutainik 
ammihuakyuinik talvanikmiutanik nunalingni Kugluktuk.  
 
Tahapkuat Kavamaitlu Nunatsiami Nunavut iniktikpakhimayunik aah kufiutilanginik 
nallautakgutauvaktunik uvani 2018 talvanilu havakhikhimayuniklu 19,294 nirgitinik, aah 
ikiklivaliavaliktuniklu talvanganit  2015 ihiviukhikpaktunik havagiyauvaktunik mikharut 38,592 
nik.  
 
Uvani upalungaiyaktauyunik mikharut katimadjutauyukhanik tahapkuatlu Havakvit Nunalikiyit, 
Kugluktuk Angoniaktit Katimayit, Kugluktuk Angoniaktit Nanikgiaktuktit Katimayit (KHTO) 
pivakhimayunik ipiknakpiaktumik katimadjutauvaktunik Nikilikiviani 28, 2019. Tahapkunani 
nunatutukanik Kugluktukmiunik hivuniktuidjutikhanik kangiktaulimaitunik 250 nik nirgitinik 
pihimayunik 1:1 ungnaluk unguhuluknik nallautakgutaulutik angunahuaktauvakumik hila 
maliklugu kihimi. Kanukgiliukpaktunik huli nunalingni talvanilu Angoniaktit Nanirgiaktuktit 
Katimayit pihimayunik kauhimayauvaktunik ikiklivaliayunik  Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani tuktuinik 
ammihuakyuinik, angunahuaktautaktut huli nikikgiyaulutik, ammikhaniklu mikharutlu 
atuktauganginakpaktukhaniklu pitkuhiktukpaktunik inuhikgivakgainiklu.  
 

mailto:kugluktuk@krwb.ca
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Tahapkuat KHTO katimakatigivakgaitlu Kavamat Nunavut uvani Tatiaknakhivia 2, 2019 
piyukhanik ukakgiyauyukhanik ublumimut uvunalu kakugu  Tamutkiumayumik 
Angunahuaktautaktunik tahapkunanga Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani tuktutainik ammihuakyuinik. 
Tahapkuat Kavamat talvani Nunavut havagiyauyukhanik aah Tamutkiumayumik 
Angunahuaktautaktunik 107 nik pangniinaknik kihimi  Nunavut Anguhikiyit Ataninut Katimayit 
uvani Ubluikviani 2019. 
 
107 nik pangniinaknik kihimi pilunilu nungumagiyakhainik angunahuaktauvaktukhanik hila 
maliklugu angunahuaknikmunlu, piyaulutik kihimi ukiakhami nugyuugaktinagitlu 
Ukalukhimayunik talvani Tatiaknakhivia 2 katimadjutauvaktunik pidjutauhimayunik 
angunahuaknikmik tamangnik ungnuluk unguhuluk anguyautaktunik, Ukalukpakhimayunik 
talvuna Tatiaknakhiviani 2 mi katimadjutauhimayunik pidjutitaktunik angunahuaktautaktunik 
tamangnik ungnaluknik unguhulukniklu angunahuaktautaktunik, atuktauvangmut inungnit 
nikiggigumitku ukiukgalluk atuktauvaktuk: imalu atukhugit anuraakgiblugit kaagiblugitlu.  Tadja 
unguhuluit ungnuluitlu ilidjuhinit naunaitunik kugluktukmiuni angunahuayuktunik 
nallautaqkgutauvaktunik hila malikhugu kauhimayauvaktunik. Pivakhimayunik ahiagut 
angunahuakpaktunit hila malikhugu pidjutivakhimayunik namukgiyauvaktunik 
napkidjutigikpaktunik unguhuluinik ungnuluinik nallautakgutauvaktunik. 
 
Tahapkuatlu KHTO havagivagaitlu ihumadjutigivagainiklu kanukgitakhainik ilingaktunik 
Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani tuktunik TAH ilingaitakhainiklu alauyunik tuktunik ammihuakyunik 
alauyuniklu nirgitinik talvani Kugluktukmi initukliniklu (ilidjuhinik: Taryumi Kikiiktautainik 
tuktuinik; tuktuvak, omingmak). Kanukgiliukgutauvaktunik alauyunik nirgitinik 
angunahuaktauvaktukhanik ikayutauvaktukhaniklu BNE tuktuinik, taimailihimayunik TAH 
pivakhimayunik 340 nik; aah ilingakpaktunik TAH pilakikpiaklutik ilingaktiklugit alauyuniklu 
nirgitinik. 
Aah ukkakgiyauluakpaktunik ukkakgiblugit nirgitinik nikikhakhiukpaktunik nikirgivakgainiklu 
ammigiyauyukhaniklu havagiyaulutik. Tadja ublumimut havagiyauvaktunik nunalingni 
havagiblugit mikharut amaguit niakuit naunaitkutakhanik katitiktauvaktunik havagiyauvaktunik 
tahapkunanga Havakvit Nunalikiyit Umayulikiyit. Talvanganit havagiyaulikgamik 
aulaktikhimayunik ukiumi uvani  2018/19, 101 nik amagunik angunahuaktauvaktunik. 
Tahapkununa ammigaikhimayunik kilamik pilakihimagumik havakhikpakhimagumik 
$300/ilidjuhinik taimaanimit ukiukgivakgainik. Angunahuayuktunik pihimayut ukallukhimayunik 
tamna akiliktauvaktuk akkituyukhauyuk kihimi,  tahapkuat pidjutiniakgulluaktutlu 
aullakhimaniakgulluaktut amgukhiuklutik, pihimagumik 101 nik pivakhimayunik 
angunahuaktauvaktunik, uktuknikmunlu havagihimakhugu pinnahuaknikmunlu. Uvani 
ukiunganik amakikiluangitunik apuutaitpalakmut nuna tamani nunatutukaniklu kihimi kakugu 
apihunguyuk tatkikhiutit atuukhavyakumik.   
 
Atuktauvaktunik Pitkuhiktukpaktunik Kauhimayauvaktunik huli naunaitunik tahapkuninga 
akhaanik kufiuvaktunik ammigaikpaliayuniklu, pilingnik takungnakhivaktunik 
aipanganiknitaniklu akhaaniklu ammigaikpaliktuniklu, ammigaikhutik pilikhutik  akhaakalikhutik 
ammigaitunik, ilanginik aktikikyukilikpaktuniklu akhaakgit. Tahapkuat Kugluktuk Angoniatit 
Katimayit pinahuat havagilugit mikharut atuktauvaktunik pitkuhiktukpaktunik  
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kauhimayauvaktunik ihiviukhinikmun naunaiyainikmun naunaitkutakhanik tahapkuninga 
akhaanik kakugu havakhiklutik tatkikhiutikukgutaulutik ubluliuktaulutik. 
 
Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani Nunalingni Tuktunik Munakgiyauyukhanik Pangnutauyunik 

Havakhikpaktunik Kugluktuktumi Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani Tuktuinik Munakgiyauyukhanik 
Pangnutauyunik havakhikpak ilidjuhikgiyainik tuniyauvaktunik tahapkununga NWMB uvani 
Imakguktikviani 2019; pilingnik aah kiuyauyukhanik havakatigiktukhanik panarinik piyukhanik 
nutanguktikgiyukhanik pangnutauyukhanik havakatigiktiaklutik. Atugakhaliuknikmun 
havakatigiktiaknikmunlu akungainik tuklianik munakgiyauyukhanik panarinik pilugit 
havagiganginaklugit kakugu tatkikhiutikuklutik ubluliuktaulutiklu  
 
KHTO havagiyakgaiktauyunik havagiyauyunik, pilingnik munakgiyauyunik pangnutauyunik, 
piliktukhanik ikayutauyukhanik tuktuktunik kufiutilanginik. Tahapkununa havagiyauyunik 
pidjutitaktunik Nutkaktitauhimayunik Pilimaitunik  Angunahuakviulimaituniklu Nunaani; 
alauyunik nirgitinik angunahuaktauluaktukhaniklu; munakgiyauyukhanik; ihiviukhinikmun 
naunaiyainikmun; Nutkaktitauvaktunik pilimaitunik nanminilingnik havagiblugit maniliuknikmun 
talvunalu inuit tikitpaktunik aihinit angunahuakgiaktukpaktunik akilikhugu anguyakhamingnik 
tuktuhiukgiaktukpaktunik uvani nunatutukanik; uvunalu inugiangnikmi katimakatigiktukhanik 
tuhayauyukhanik/ukakgiyauyukhaniklu kanukgilidjutivaktuniklu. 
 
Tamna Nutkaktitauhimayunik Pilimaitunik Angunahuakviulimaitunik Nunaani 
havagiyauhimayunik uvani Imakguktikviani  2017, piyukhanik ungnuluinik ingilgayukhanik 
apkutainik atuktauvaktunik ingniukvinut piyukhanik 
aihikpaktaililugit/kuugluktaililugit/angunahuakyuaktaililugit pidjutiyanginik ilingaikgianginik 
nauvakgianginiklu.  Tamna nunatutukak pivaktuklu atuktauvaktuk kauhimayauvakhutik 
kayakgivaktukhaniklu tahapkunani nunalingni.  Tuktukakgangut anguyauvaktunik 
ungaahiktuliaknaitumik nunalingni, pilingnik aaktukvinit nirguukgainit pilakivaktunik nirgitiit 
nikikhakhiukpaktunik. Pidjutiplutiklu angunahuaktungniktunik kangnilguinik nunalingni, 
ilihimadjutiplugit angnaainaitumiklu nirgitinik. 
 
Tahapkuat KHTO nutkautigiyuitainiklu havakatigikpaktunik tahapkunani Havakvit Nunalikiyit 
munakgiyauvaktunik imalu ihiviukhginikmun naunaiyainikmun katitiktauvaktunik. 
 
Havagiyauyukhanik:  
 
Aipanginimit hitamanik ukiunik, Kugluktukmiut pivakhimayunik angunahuakpakhimayunik 
napiyanik pihimayunik tamakpianganik angunahuaktautaktunik 340 nik. Talvuna aipanganimit 
hila malikhugu angunahuaktauvaktunik takungnaktunik tahapkunani TAH pihimayunik 340  nik 
tamutkiktauhimaitunik imalu ungnuluitlu ungunahuaktauvaktutlu. 
 
Angunahuaktauvaktunik Nallautakgutauvaktunik: 
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2016/17 163 angunahuaktauvaktunik (aviktuihimaitumik kanukgitakhainik unguhuluit 
ungnuluiniklu) 
 
2017/18 174 angunahuaktauvaktunik: 101 unguhuluit; 73 ungnuluiniklu 
 
2018/19 93 ungunahuaktauvaktunik: 59 unguhuluit; 34 ungnuluiniklu 
 
2019/20 (talvunga Idjikgukvia 31, 2020) 128 angunahuaktauvaktunik: 60 unguhuluit; 68 
ungnuluiniklu 
 
Tamakpiavyainik angunahuaktauvakhimayunik kuniaktauvaktuniklu Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani 
tuktuinik uvani 2018 pihimayunik ilingaitunik tuktuinik; takungnaktuniklu ammigaitunik 
nurganik, ilauhimayunik malgiakakpakhutiklu. Nunalingni kuniaktauvaktunik aipangunimit 
auyami ilauhimayunik ilingaitunik tuktulik, niglaumainakhunilu hila, ikiklihimavakhunilu 
kiktukgiaklukpaktuk niglaumainakgumi, angnuukhikganginakpakhunilu, nipaluinakpakhunilu, 
taimaitumiklu pidjutinaktuk ilingaikgianginik ammihuakyuinik nauvaliayukhaniklu. 
 
Tahapkuat KHTO kauhimadjutigiyatlu ilingakpaliavaliktunik BNE tuktunik uvunalu 
ilidjuhikgingukfaakniaklugit nallautakgutaulutik havagiyaulutik, kihimi angnigutivaktukhaniklu 
mikharut TAH aah tamainak ungniguutivaktukhanik nakutkiyak atuktauvaktuk huli, pihimagumik 
havakhikhimagumik Nunavut Angiutauvaktunik.  
 
Tahapkuat KHTO havakuihimayunik pilutik Tamakpianganik Angunahuaktautaktunik taimaitunik 
Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani tuktuinik havakhiklutik kangilimaitunik 250 nik nirgitinik aa 1:1 
unguhuluit ungnuluinik nallautakgutaulutiklu. Uvunalu havagiyauyukhanik pipkailunilu 
ihumagiyauvaktukhanik mikharut kufiutilanginik nallautakgutauvaktunik tahapkunani Kavamat 
talvunalu pidjutitkiyumikpaktunik ipiknakpiaktuk tahapkunani nunalingni angunahuayuktuniklu 
havagiyauyukhaniklu havaktitauyukhanik tahapkuat KHTO. 
 
Havagivaktukhanik nikikhaigutinaitumiklu mikharutlu pitkuhiktukpaktunik kauhimayauvaktunik, 
tahapkuat KHTO pivaktunik naahugiplugit tahapkuanit Kavamanit Nunavut’s havakuihimayunik 
kihimi 107 nik pangniinakniklu. Ikikliyaugumik tahapkununa TAH pilugit 107 nik pangniinakniklu 
pilakilutik aah nakungikgutiluni ilingaktikgutivalialunilu nauvaliayumik nunalingnni. Inuit 
pikariakaktutlu nikainaktukariakakgumik nikikgiluakgumitkulu; tamnalu atuktaulluakpaktuklu 
inuhikgingnaktuk imalu nikigilluakpagumitkulu.     
 
 
 
 

 

 

  



 

 
Footer to change… 

ᑐᓂᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᓄᓐᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓕᕐᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᓄᑦ 

ᓈᓚᖕᓂᖃᕐᑎᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᕐᓄᑦ 

BLUENOSE ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᑐ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᑦ TAHᖓᓂᑦ 

ᒫᓯ 2-3,2020 

 
 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑐᐄᓐᓇᖅ:     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐆᕐᕈᑕᐅᔭᕐᕆᐋᓕᒃ: X 

 
ᐱᔪᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ: ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐆᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓕ1ᕐᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᕐᑐᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓐᓂᐋᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ TAH 

ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᐊᕼᐃᐋᒃ ᑭᕙᑖᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᑦ  

 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕙᕗᑦ: 

 ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐆᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓕᕐᕆᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒐᕐᑐᐄᖕᒪᑕ 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐆᑕᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓐᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐆᔭᕐᕆᐋᓕᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓕᕐᕆᔨᐊᓛᑯᑦ ᐊᑉᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓄᓗ  

 ᓄᓐᓇᕗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓕᕐᕆᕐᔪᐋᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑎᓚᐆᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᓯᐱ1ᕐᕆ 

13, 2019ᖑᑎᓗᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᕐᑎᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᖃᓂᐋᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓐᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᕙᒪᖏᑦᑕ ᓯᕗᒧᒃᑎᓚᐆᕐᑕᖏᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ  

o ᐊᓯᖑᖁᔨᓗᑎᒃ total allowable harvest ᐃᓚᖓᕐᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐄᑦ (TAH) ᖑᓂᕐᕋᕐᑕᐅᕙᑐᒃᒥᑦ ᑐᕐᕌᖓᑎᓗᒍ ᐊᕼᐃᐋᖅ 

ᑭᕙᑖᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᑦ 340ᖑᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᕐᕆᔭᐆᔪᖕᓇᕐᑐᑦ 

ᑭᒃᓕᖃᓕᕐᓗᒍ 107ᒧᑦ 

o ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐄᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᕋᑕᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ non 

quota limitation (NQL) 

 
 

ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐆᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᑭᐆᖑᓚᐆᕐᑐᒥᑦ 2018ᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᐄᓚᐆᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᖑᐹᓕᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᓗᑕ 19,000ᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐆᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ 2015ᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᓚᐆᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 38,592. 

 

    ᖁᕐᓗᕐᑐ ᐊᖑᓐᓂᐋᕐᑎᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐆᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒥᓐᓂᑦ  

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᒍᓯ 28, 2019ᒥᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᐹᓕᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ  

ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐋᕐᑎᑎᓚᐆᕐᒪᑕ ᓈᒪᒋᔭᐆᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒥᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᕐᕆᔭᐆᔪᖕᓇᕐᑐᑦ TAH  

ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ 250ᖑᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ 1:1 ᐊᕐᓇᓗᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓗᕐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᕐ  

ᐅᑭᐆᖓ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᓗᒍ… 

 
 



 

 
Footer to change… 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᕐᕆᔭᐆᔪᖕᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐋᕐᑕᐆᒃᐸᑕ 107ᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᐆᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐆᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐋᒃᓵᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᒃᓴᐅᓕᕐᕋᔭᕐᑐᑦ. 

 
ᓄᓐᓇᓕᒃᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᖃᓕᕐᐸᓕᐋᑎᓗᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᕐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖕᓇᕐᑐᑦ 107ᖑᓂᐋᕐᐸᑕ 

ᐊᒥᒐᕐᕆᔭᐆᓇᔭᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᕐᓗᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᕐᕆᔭᐆᔪᖕᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 250ᖑᒃᐸᑕ 

ᓈᒪᖕᓂᕐᓴᐆᓇᔭᕐᑐᖅ. ᐃᓚᒋᐋᕈᑎᕗᑦ, ᑯᐆᑕᖓ 340ᖑᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐆᓯᒪᖏᒪᑦ 

ᓄᖑᑕᐆᓚᐆᕐᓯᒪᖏᒪᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᖃᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᖁᐋᓵᕐᓇᕋᔭᖏᑐᑦ ᑐᕐᑐᐄᕈᑎᓂᐋᖏᓇᓱᒋᓗᑎᒍ. 

 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕗᑦ: 

  
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᒋᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐆᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᓄᓐᓇᓕᖓ ᖁᕐᓗᕐᑐᕐᒥᐆᓄᑦ ᑐᕐᕌᖓᔪᖅ 

ᐱᓯᒪᔭᕐᕆᒡᐊᖃᕐᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑭᖃᑎᐋᕐᖢᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐆᕐᕋᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕐᕋᓗᐋᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᕐᕆᔭᐆᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᑕᐆᕐᕋᑕᕐᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐆᑉ ᐃᓗᐋᓂ 

 

 250 ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐆᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᕐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᕐᑐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓐᓂᐋᕐᑎᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 1:1 ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᕐᕆᔭᐆᔪᖕᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓐᓇᓗᐄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ 

 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᕐᐳᖓ, 

 
 
ᐹᐱ ᑭᓕᖕᑭᖕᐴᑦ 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐆᑕᖅ 
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Kitikmeoni Inoet Katimayet tonihiyotaet Nonavomi Omayolikiyit Katimayenot
omiga Atoligomayaoyomik Ataotimot Agoyakhanik Aheakmi Kivalikheani
Toktonik.

Hivonikhiyotikhamik: Ihomaleogot: X

Ihomagiyaoyok: Kavamat Nonavomi Atoligomayat Ihomaleogotikhamik okonoga
Omayonik Monaginigagot Katimayenot kiniktot Ikiklivaligeagani Ataotimot
Agoyakhat Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktonik 340-nit 107-mot inikhiyagani
Agohaloenaknik Agovageagani Atatakagitomik kiklikagitoni.

HIVONIKHIYOTIT NALONAEKTAOYONIKLO

Kavamat Nonavomi (“GN”) tokhiktot Nonavomi Omayolikiyit Katimayenit
(“NWMB”) ikikligeaklogit Tamaeta Agoyaoyokhat (“TAH”) Aheakmi Kivalikheani
Toktonik amihoakyoknit Nonavomi 340-nit 107- inikhiyagani Agohaloenaknik
Agovageagani Atatakagitomik kiklikagitoni.

NWMB-kot agikhimayot Kitikmeoni Inoet Katimayenik (“KIA”) ilaoyagani
ilitagiyaonignik omiga piyotaoyomik.

KIA-kot Nonami Inoet Katimayet Kitikmeoni.  KIA-kot kivgakteoyot ihomagiyaenik
Kitikmeoni Inoet monaginigagot atokpaligeaganilo inoyoheni, ilitkoheni,
maligalikiyoheni, avatilikiyoheni manikhakheogotenilo inoteaknignik. KIA-kot
ihivgeoknigani GN-kot tokheotanik opalogaeyakniganilo oma tonihiyotip, KIA-kot
okakatikakhimayot Kogloktomi Ekaloktoteamilo Angonahoaktinik
Nanigeaktoktiniklo Timeoyonik, Kitikmeoni Nonami Omayolikiyit Katimayenik
(“KRWB”), Nonavot Tongavik Timeoyoklo (“NTI”).

KIA-kot havaktikaktot Takti Anne Gunn-mik ihigeogeagani GN-kot notaonikhanik
hivonikhiyotaenik atoligomayaoyomi TAH-mik. Takti Gunn toktonik ilitokhaeyi
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kaoyimanikakhoni kanoginiganik monagiyotiniklo toktot monaginigagot havanik
okeoktaktomi kavamani ihomakhakheokgotivlogilo monagikatigektot katimayit omayonik
monaginigagot avataoyomiklo aktoknignik ilitokhaotinik piyotikaktonik toktonik.
Okaohet ilitokhagakhani naonaeyaotinik GN-kolo atoligomayaenik ilaleotihimayot ovani
tonihiyotimi Oegoanilo A-mi.

Toktot ilomi atoknikateaktot Inoet ilitkoheni. Atogeagani toktot kayaknaktok Inoet
nikikhakateaknigani ilitkohikmiklo atokhimageagani. Omayonik agonahoaknik ilagiteakta
inoheni Inoet nonagiyaeni.

GN-kot pipkaeyot okoniga makpiganik ikayoktogeagani atoligomayanik ikikligeaknigani
TAH-mi 107-mot:

Inikhilotiklo agohaloenaknik agovageagani atatakagilotik kiklikagilotik:

1 GN-konit Naetomik Itkaeyotikhamik Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktot amigaeniganik
nalaotaganik 2018-mi nogivikni piksaleokhimayonik naonaeyaonmit
agoyakhaniklo atoligomayaoyonik;

2 okaohik 2018-mi amigaeniginik nalaotagaoyonik Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktot
amihoakyoet;

3 HTO-kot okakatigeknikot Onipkaga Aheakmi Kivalikheani Toktot Monaginigagot
Atolikoyaenik;

4 Onipkat Aheakmi Kivalikheani Toktot Amihoakyoet 2018-mi Nalaotagonmik,
Nonavomi;

5 Kavamat Nonateami Nalaotagotit Nogiyonik Aknaloknik Iniknigoktoniklo
Ataotimi Amigaenigit ilitokhakniganiklo Nogaet Inikneoyolo Aheakmi
Kivalikheani Kigaokmi Ataotimeoyot Manikameoyot Toktot: 2018-mi
Nogiveoyok Nona Piksaleotikot Ilitokhaot.

Tikoaktotikagitok Igilgat Kaoyimayaenik (“IK”) Inoelonet Kaoyimayaenik (“IQ”) GN-kot
tonihiyotaeni. Okaohikagitoli aktokniganik oma atoligomayoayot Inoet ilitkohenik,
aneaginiganik, ihomakhotiniklo agiktaohimayonik Nonavomi Agikatigegonmi,
Maligakyoamilo.

ILITOKHAKNIGA AKIGAKTOTAOYOKLO

KIA-kot kagikhimayot Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktot amihoakyoet ikiklivaleaniginik
piyageagaliktoklo atoligeagani nogogitagani pigeagotimik. Kiheani, nogogitagani
pigeagot mikiyomik ihoeliyotaoyageakaktok Inoet ihomakhotaenik ilagani Nonavot
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Agikatigegonmi, Maligakyoamilo ataotikot pipkaeniganik kagikhiyotimik tamat
atoligomayaoyomik GN-kot monagiyotimik pigeagotanik Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktot
amigaeniganik kagikhiteageagani aktoknigilaktaet Inoenaknot, ihomakhotaenolo.

KIA-kot tonihiyotaet inikhimayot aleoyoni ihoakhakhimayolo ilagani okoa okaoheoyot:

1 Inikhilotik TAH-mik agohaloet talvatoak agoyaoyokhat atatakagilotik kiklikhani
ihoaginmat pigeagot Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktonik. GN-kot ikayoktogeakaktotk
ikayoktikaklotiklo Inoenaknik nonagiyaoyonit Agonahoaktit Nanigeaktoktilo
Timeoyot (“HTO”) opalogaeyageagani nonagiyaoyomit atoligomayoayomik
nogogitagani monaginiganik Aheakmi Kivalikheani amihoakyoknik. Ona
piyotikageakaktotklo GN-kot ikayotanik KHTO-kolo atoliknigani
atoligomayaoyok.

2 GN-kot atoligomayat ilakagitok TK-mik IQ-miklonet;

3 Keoyotit NWMB-konit Tokhigaoyonik Tonihiyotaenik KIA-kot atoligomayaenik
NWMB-konot ihoanetot tonihiyotipta.

1. Ihageaginiga Pigeagot Nogogitagani Mikinikhamik ihoeliyotinik Inoet
ihomakhotaenik ovani Nonavomi Agikatigegonmi, Maligaqyoamilo
IlaleotivlogiloInoet Monagiyohet

KIA-kot atolikoeyot NWMB-kot kigiyagani inigekhimayok TAH-goyok Aheakmi
Kivalikheani amihoakyoet.

KIA tokhiktot okoa NWMB-kot pikoelotik GN-konik pigeagotikageagani nogogitagani
monaginigagolo Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktot takopkaeyomik atogeakaktonik ovanga
Nonavomi Agikatigegonmit, Maligakyoamilo, ayikotakagitomiklo monagikatigegonmi
kanoginiginik

inikhimayonik Nonavomi. Nonavomi Akikatigegot Apikhoeyilo naonaetot
pikageakakniganik nogogitagani piyotinik, nogogitagani opiyotit mikinikhamik
ihoeliyotiyokhat Inoet ihomakhotaenik.1

1 R v Sparrow-mit [1990] 1 SCR 1075, [1990] SCJ No 49. Takologolo Kadlak akigakteoyok Nonavomi
(Ministaoyomik Nogogitagani Pivaleanikot) 2001-mi NUCJ 1.

KIA-kot kagikhimayot Kavamat Nonateami kagitaoyakot kanogilineaknigiyaet havami
Aheakmi Kivalikheani amihoakyoet atoktokhani pigahoni okeoni pikaginiganiklo
nalonaelaktomik alagokniginik amihoakyoet agitilagit okonani TAH-mi 100-nik, 300-
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niklo. TAH-mik taemaetomik hatkigotaolimagitok naonaetomik ikikligeaknignik Aheakmi
Kivalikheani toktonik hivigitomi pivikhakaknikmi.

Ilaganilo, kiklikaktitagani Inoet agonahoaknigit agohaloenaknik talvatoagoneakmat
agoyakhat ikitot ilaginik toktot okeomi, agohaloet toktot kanikligagata nonagiyaoyomot
agoyaoyagani. Ona ihomalotaoliktok nikikhakateagagani, kahakniginik amet anogakhat
kakhalo, atokhimakniganiklo ilitkohikmi pigeagotaoyot. Una ihomalot okaotaoyok GN-
konot October 2-mi 2019-mi katimanikmi KHTO-kolo. Kiheani, GN-kot
aplogeagotikagitot ihoakhiyagani ona aktokniga Inoet agonahoakniganik, aneaginiganik,
ilitkoheaneniklo.

Agonahoaknik ilagiteakmago inoyoheni Inoet nonagiyaoyoni. Toktot atoknikaktot
pipkageagani Inoet aolagigeagani timikmini, napatikmikni, ilitkohikmiknilo. Inoet
ihomakhotaet agonahoaknikolo pitkohenik atoknikateaktot ihomagiyakhat honamilika
opalogaeyaknikmi toktonik nogogitagani piyotinik monagiyotiniklo. GN-kot atoknigit
TAH-mik oblomimot piyotaoginmat amigaegeakniginik Aheakmi Kivalikheani
amihoakyoet. GN-kot atoligomayat Atatakagilotik kikligiyaenik Aheakmi Kivalikheanik
amihoakyoet amigaegotilimagitot aktokniganik kitomilika TAH-mi Inoet
agonahoakniginit.

Pivaligeakaktot monagiyagani alat aktoknigit toktot anakhimayagani.

Pikaktok atoktomik havamik amakot agonahoageami. GN-kot makpigagit tikoaktoeyot
Ikayoktokniganik Opitpaktot Agonahoaktit Havaganik. GN-kot pikaktoyagitot
opalogaeyaotinik agikligeaknigani amigaekpaligeaganilo ikayotit omiga havamik. Ona
havak agikligeakaktok amigaekpaligeagani toktonik nikikaktot monagiyagani atoklogit
igilrat ayogiyotaet Inoet agonahoaktit. Havak akilikhiyokhaogaloaklo opitpaligotikhanik
takopkaeyomik nakogotaoniganik oma havap toktoni amigaenigini takonaktomiklo
akhokhayagani Inoet agonahoaktit ilaonigit.

GN-kot ihoakhaeginmata ihomalotinik nikikaktonik toktonik akhaknit. Ona ihomalot
kaganoak okaotaohimayok KHTO-konit nonagiyaoyonilo ilaoyonit. Akhaet
agonahoayoktot okoniga aktoknikakhotiklo toktonik amihoakyoknik. KHTO-kot
nonagiyaoyomilo ilaoyot okaoyihimayot

GN-koniik akhaet kaveoniginik amigaekpaleakmat, amigaetot takoyaovakhotik aknaet
malroknik pigakaktonik, pigahonik ilaginilo hitamanik. GN-kot atoligomaya TAH-mi
ilakaktok atolikoyaoyomik “nonagiyaoyomit” monagiyotikhamik holiyotinik
pivaligotaoyomik amihoakyoet otikpaleayagani amigaekpaligeaganilu amigilogit
aktoknigit ima:
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Amigaenignik naonaeyaelotik malgok okeok natkagat, nogivet nonat okeakhamilo
kanoginiginik aepagotoagagat.”2 Kiheani, okateakhimaginmat GN-kot tonihiyotaeni
okonoga holiyotinik kanoklo ikayolakmaga toktot nogogitagani.

Nakogotaoyok opalogaeyaot toktonik nikikaktot monagiyagani atokloageakaktok
monagiyagani amihoakhoet agitilaginik ikikligeaklogilo toktot tokovaktot.

KHTO-kot atoliktot monagiyotinik atoligomayamiknik Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktonik.

KHTO-kot ikayokteohimagitot nonagiyaoyomik toktonik agonahoaknikmik
atogeokhogilo toktonik agonahoaktitiyit aleahokhotik. Pikoegitot noevgotigiyagani
neovigeaganilonet toktot ilagani nikaenaet toneokhaktaonignik havami ikayokhimayolo
aheagoknikmik agonahoaknikmi aheanik omayonik ila omikmaktot. KHTO-kot
havakhimayolo inikhiyagani agonahoakvikhaogitonik toktonik kanitoani Kugluktuup.

Pivikhakaliktok GN-kot ikayoktogeagani Inoet nonagiyaeni HTO-kolo havakatigilogilo
Inoet pivaleayagani nogogitagani monagiyotikhamik opalogaeyaknigani mikinikhamik
ihoeliyotikaktomik Inoet ihomakhotaenik opihimatilogit ilageagotikhanik ihoakhaotinik,
ila amigaegeaklogit toktonik nikikaktot manikami monagiyotimik, atoktitpaligeagani
nogogitagani pigeagotit.

NWMB-kot atoktitiyokhaogitot notamik Aheakmi Kivalikheani TAH-mik taya. Aheani,
NWMB-kot pikoeyokhaogaloet GN-konik havakatikageagani KHTO-konik pivaleayagani
nakoyomik ihoaktomiklo Inoenaknit nogogitagani pigeagotiknik opalogaeyaonmik
Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktonik ihoahaotaoyokhamik toktot monaginiganik
agonahoaktaonigniklo.

2 Atogeakakniga TK-goyok IQ-lo.

Piyotikaktot makpigat pipkagaoyok, GN-kot ikitonik nonagiyaoyot katimanikaktotl
Takokhaoyoyagitok GN-kot ihomagiyakakmaga honaniklika TK-mit IQ-milonet
ihoakhaknigani atoligomayaoyok tonihiyotani NWMB-konot.

3 Keoyota NWMB-konot Tokheotanik Tonihoyotinik
Titikiyotimikni obloani February 4-mi 2020-mi, NWMB-kot tokhikhimayot ilaoyot
pipkaeyagani keoyotinik titigakhimayonik naonaetonik ihomagiyaoyonik. Naetomik
okaohea KIA-kot koeyota okoniga ihomagiyaoyonik inikhimayot aleoyoni. Amigaetkiyat
okateakhimayot keoyotit Oegoani A-metot.

1 Keoyotit tohaktaoyolo kaganoak naonaeyaotinit amigaeniginik nalaotaktaoyot
Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktot, okonigaloak:
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a) kaganoak ikiklikyoakniginik amihoakyoet agitilagit (napaenaolikhotik 2015-mit
2018-mot) tohaktaoyoklo ihomagiyaoyonik piyotikaktonik naonaeyaotit atoktot
nalaotagotit taya amihoakyoet agitilaginik.

KIA-kot Keoyota: nalonaetok ikayoktoeyok malgoknik ihomagiyaoloaktoknik 2018-mi
nalaotaganik Aheakmi Kivalikheani amihoakyoet (nalaotaktaoyot nalaomayut
tapkoagoyolo tamaetalo aknaloet otikpaktot nogivikmiknot).

b) nona kititiveoyok hivitonigalo naonaeyaoyotit

KIA-kot Keoyota: Hivitoyot avatiknogaktok tikmivlotik kolaohimayot agiyomik
nonamik naonaeyaeniklo aolaktigeakvikaktok nogitilogit (hagovalagitilogit)
kogovageagitotik.

c) naonaegotit kolavaet anaknignik nogiyolo kanogalok anakhimayolo

KIA-kot Keoyota: honaonignik amigaenigata atoktok ilaleotihimayok manikami
naonepkotit inikniknik toktonik nogaelo anakhimayhonik, inikneoyot akanloet agohaloet
kanoginigit, kaveoniginik noleaktaoyot aknaloet ihomagiyaoyoklo agoyaoyot amigaenigit.

d) kanogalok Inoet ilaonigit naonaeyaotini atokniginiklo Inoet kaoyimayaenik
amihoakyoet ilitokhaktaonigini

KIA-kot Keoyota: Hitamat Inoet taotoktilogit atoktilogo 2018-mi naonaeyaot, pikagitok
Inoet Koayimayatokaginik atoktaoniganik ilitokhakniganik amihoakyoet agitilagnik 2018-
mi.

e) nonagiyaet kanoginigit aktogotaolaktolo inuit holiyotaenit

KIA-kot keoyota: Hivonikhiyotit nonagiyaet kanoginiginik aktogotaolaktolo inuit
holiyotainit ilaogitot GN-kot 2019-mi TAH-mik tonihoyota

2 Nonavot Kavamat atoligomayanik TAH-mik NQL-miklo aheaniklo
atolikoyaoyonik, pikakat, hoklo

KIA-kot Keoyota: GN-kot atolikoeyot 2019-mi Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktot
amihoakyoet TAH-ga 107-nik toktonik Atatakagitomik Kiklikaktomik agohaloenaknik
agoyagani TG-kot GNWT-kolo agikhimakmata WRRB-kot kayaknaetkiyak TAH-mi 193-
nik homeniginik Aheakmi Kivalikheani amihoakyoet

3 Inoet Kaoyimayatokagit Aheakmi kivalikheani toktot, piyotikaktot okoniga:

a) Inoet pigeagotaet toktot monaginigagot ikiklivaleanigni



7

P.O. Box 360
Kugluktuk, NU X0B 0B0

Telephone: (867) 982-3310
Fax: (867) 982-3311

www.kitia.ca

b) inohikmi ilitkohikmilo atoknignik Aheakmi kivalikheani toktot amihoakyoet Inoenakni

c) kaoyimayalniginik toktok kanogileoknigini, homenigiloak nogiveoyok nonat
alagoknigilo okeoni

KIA-kot Keoyota: Pikaktok agiyomik IQ-nik kahaktonik ilaoyoniklo KHTO-kot
Nonagiyaoyomi Aheakmi Kivalikheani Monagiyotimik Opalogaeyaonmik.
Takokhaoyoyagitok IQ-nik ilaoginiganik GN-kot atoligomayani.

4 Ataniktoeyotikatiget ihomagiyakhaet ihoakhaetilogit monagiyotikhani
opiyotikhanik avanmot atoknigini amihoakyoet.

KIA-kot Keoyota: Hivonikhiyotit amiginigagot monaginigagotlo avanmot atoktaoniginik
NWT-konit NU-konilo ataniktoeyonit ovoga Ihomakhakheoktit Kamiteoyokot
Havakatigegotinik okonani

Omayot Monaginigagot naonaetot hivonikhiyotit agoyakhanik monaginigagot avanmot
atoktaonigni ataniktoeyotigot pigahot monagikatigektonik katimayinit.

KIA-KOT ATOLIKOYAET

Piyotigivlogit naonaektot ihomagivlogilo akigaktoeyotit koleoyoni, KIA-kot
ihomagiteakhogit tokhiktot okoa NWMB-kot ihomaleoyavot ima:

1. Nogogitagani ihomalotikaktok Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktonik amiheakyoknik

2. Nogogitagani pigeagot Aheakmi Kivalikheanik toktot amihoakyoet ihoateaktokhak
hivoliktoktaolonilo KHTO-konit Inoenaknilo. Opalogaeyaot ilakalaktok
agonahoaknikmi atogeakagitonik, toktonik nikikaktonik omayot monaginiganik,
aheanik omayonik agonahoaknikmik (ihoaknikat), ilitokhaknikmik amigiyotiniklo
nalaomayonik notaonikhaniklo amigaenignik, (aknaloelo nogaelo), nonagiyaet
hilap pivaleayolo aktokniginit. GN-kot pipkaeyokhat ikayotikhaenik KHTO-kot
atoliknigani opalogaeyaot

3. Nogogitagani pigeagot nalaomayokhak ihomakhotaenik Inoet agonahoaknikot
ihomakhotaenik ilitagiyaonigniklo akhogotaeniklo agonahoakhimaginageagani
ilitkohikmiklo pigeagotiknik piyotikaktonik toktonik

4. Nogogitagani pigeagot ilitakhoyokhak toktot ilagiya atoknikateaktokmik
ilaonikmik ilitkohikmi, okaohikmi nikikhakateaknikmilo
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5. GN-kot pigeagota ovani nalaktitivikmi ihoaginmat. GN-kot atoligomayot
ikitkiyanik TAH-mi pikagitomik akhogotikhanik atolikniganik ilageagotit
nogogitagani monagiyotinik okaohenik HTO-kot nonagiyaoyonilo ilaoyot
okakatigektilogit, onalo ihageagiyaoyomk toktonik nikikaktot omayot
monaginiganik. GN-kot havakatikakneakot HTO-konik, NTI-konik, KIA-konik,
GNWT-konik, TG-konik aheniklo ihoakhaeyagani ihoaktomik, Inoenaknit
nogogitagani monagiyotinik pigeagonmik notkaktitiyotikhamik ikiklivaleanignik
Aheakmi Kivalikheanik toktonik amihoakyoknik ihomagilogilo Inoet Itkilgilo
ihomakhotaet

6. GN-kot nalonaektitaet ovani piyotaoyomik ilaopkaeginmat honaniklika TK-nik IQ-
niklonet, hivonikhiyotikhali kayaknakmata nakogotaoyagani monagikatigeknik
Aheakmi Kivalikheani toktoknik ilaoyageakakhotiklo hivonikhami
atoligomayaoyonik NMWB-konot

7. Pikagiloni notamik TAH-mi inigektaoyonik Aheakmi Kivalikheani amihoakyoet
pikagilonilo NQL-mi okoaginaknik Inoet toktonik agovageagani agohalenaknik
talvatoak. Aheavot GN-kot havakatikakneaktok HTO-konik aheniklo
pivaleayagani Inoenaknit nogogitagani monagiyotinot opalogaeyaonmik
pipkaelotiklo ikayotikhanik atoliknigani opalogaeyaot KHTO-konit.

TAMAETA ILA IHOMAGITEAKHOHI TONIHIYOTAOYOK:

OVANI 14-MI OBLOANI FEBRUARY-MI 2020-MI
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Abbreviations and Acronyms
ENR-GNWT Department of Environment and Natural Resources,

Government of Northwest Territories
GN Government of Nunavut
KHTO Kitikmeot Hunters’ and Trappers’ Organization
KIA Kitikmeot Inuit Association
SRRB Sahtu Renewable Resource Board
TAH Total Allowable Harvest
TG Tłįchǫ Government
WRRB Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resource Board

KIA Technical response to NWMB’s issues relevant to theGovernment of Nunavut’s proposal to modify the TAH forBluenose East caribou
To address NWMB’s issues, on behalf of KIA, I reviewed GN’s briefing note and presentation for
NWMB’s December 2019 regular meeting and given that the submission was a summary, I also
reviewed GNWT’s information specifically
the 2018 calving ground survey report which
was provided to NWMB1. Relevant
information is available through the WRRB
proceedings and so I also reviewed the
technical information summarized in the
WRRB’s Reasons for Decision reports2 as well
as using the NWMB and SRRB’s public
registry to find relevant information and
documents.

1. Responses and feedback on the most recent science population
abundance estimate for Bluenose East caribou, particularly about:

1.1. The recent steep decline in population size (by half in 2015-2018) and feedback
on the assumptions associated with the statistical models used to estimate the
current population abundance.

Summary: The evidence supports that the two main assumptions for the 2018 estimate of the
Bluenose East herd (the estimates are accurate and precise and all the breeding cows return to
their calving ground).
Comment: The Bluenose East herd declined 50% between 2015 and 2018 which is an annual
and high rate of decline of about 20%. Only slightly less than a quarter of the caribou estimated
in 2010 were left in 2018 (an 82% decline). The estimate in 2018 was 19,294 2+ years old and its
statistical confidence limits were 6,527-22,524 which do not overlap those estimated in 2015
(33,859-43,325).

The 2018 estimate of herd size is based on extrapolating from the number of caribou
estimated during a systematic aerial survey of the calving ground using visual and aerial
photography methods that have become standardized since 2010. The number of caribou is
then extrapolated to estimate the number of breeding cows and then in a further
extrapolation, to the total number of 2 year and older caribou in the herd. The first assumption
is that all the breeding cows migrate to the calving ground. In 2018, all 16 collared cows with a
known calving location history returned to within the 2018 mapped Bluenose-East calving
ground. Movements of collared cows between Bluenose East and the neighboring Bluenose

1 https://www.nwmb.com/en/public-hearings-a-meetings/meetings/regular-meetings/2019/rm-004-2019-kugluktuk-december-4-2019/english-92 https://www.wrrb.ca/public-information/public-registry
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West and Bathurst calving grounds since 2010 have been extremely infrequent so there is no
current evidence that emigration is a factor.The second assumption is that the estimates are both accurate (minimal bias) and
precise. Although in June 2018, patchy snow cover meant caribou were not easy to see, paired
observers and recounting was used to estimate and correct levels of accuracy for both aerial
and photo counts. The allocation of survey effort and the photo coverage were reasonable and
lead to conventionally acceptable levels of precision for example; the estimate of breeding
females was precise (7.7%). The extrapolation of the counts of caribou on the calving ground to
herd size has been standardized since 2014 in NU and is conceptually and statistically
consistent.

The report for the calving ground survey is detailed and I did not find any substantive
issues to question the methods or whether the under-lying assumptions were invalid or weak.
Even with rigor of methods and detailed statistical analyses, it is worth remembering that the
emphasis is on standardization to ensure the estimates are comparable over time (to measure
trend). The resulting numbers are estimates: a mid-value within a likely range of values.

1.2. The area covered and the duration of the aerial surveys

Summary: Extensive reconnaissance flights covered a large area and the survey was anchored
to the peak of calving (when movements are minimal) with no delays.
Comment: There were no weather-caused delays during the survey that could have influenced
the estimated numbers. The peak of calving was about 8 June which is within the typical date
range (for example, 5-6 June in 2015). Extensive reconnaissance flights covered a large area.
The calving area including the high density has shifted slightly west but overall, the area
covered in June 2018 is similar to other calving ground surveys in 2010, 2013 and 2015.

1.3. The level of Inuit involvement in the study and use of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit in
the population assessment.

Summary: While four Inuit were observers during the 2018 survey, there was no evidence that
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit was used for the assessment of herd size in 2018.
Comment: The 2018 Bluenose East calving ground report acknowledges four Kugluktuk HTO
representatives who were observers during the survey. I did not find mention of Inuit
Qaujimajatuqangit for the calving ground survey in GN’s presentation in December 2019
although for example, IQ was previously shared with GN in 20073 on the Bluenose East caribou
herd.

It is a current and recurring theme that management decisions struggle to be based on
the co-production of knowledge (in this case, science and indigenous society). For example, in
the WRRB’s 2019 Bluenose East hearings, Dr. John B. Zoe (TG) recounted that “One (1)
purpose of traditional knowledge research is to gather and use the Elders' knowledge, but also
create space for that knowledge in decision-making and management”.4

3 Dumond, M. 2007. Western Kitikmeot caribou workshop. Government of Nunavut, Department ofEnvironment, Final Wildlife Report: 19, Iqaluit, 47 pp.4 Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd WRRB Public Hearing. p 82
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2. Any information which is used in demographic models including
indices of cow and calf productivity/survival, and collar movement
data.

Summary: The demographical model integrates field data on adult cow and calf survival, adult
sex ratio, number of breeding females and an assumed harvest rate.
Comment: GNWT’s computer demographic model uses GNWT’s field data on spring and fall calf
cow, and bull cow ratios and integrates them with the collared cow survival rates to generate
rates such as adult and calf survival and productivity. The model has the strength that it
incorporates trends in the field data. Details for the field data are not published but are
summarized in the GNWT calving ground survey reports. The calving ground reports have been
at roughly 3-year intervals which imposes a time lag in the availability of the annual estimates.

The individual field estimates tend to align with the model estimates but the devil is in
the details. Annual variability in adult survival is high partially because sample size is relatively
low. Adult survival, for example, was especially low in 2012/2013 (60%), recovered to 93% in
2015, but then declined for the next 3 years to 76% in 2017 based on the collared caribou.
However, to illustrate, there can be differences between field and model estimates such as the
model estimate of cow survival for 2017 is 72%. Based on the demographic model, adult
survival suggests the same declining trend in cow survival from 2015 to 2018 collar estimates
but the 3-year average suggests an increase although lower than the level expected for halting
the decline and recovery.

Although these differences in field and model adult survival rates are a few percentage
points, they are noteworthy as trends in herd size are especially sensitive to levels of adult
female survival (as adult females are the typically the majority of a herd). Both GN and GNWT
refer to the modelled survival rate of 72% for 2017/18 which is too low to expect the decline to
halt without management actions to increase it. The survival estimates include harvest
mortality which was 373 caribou in 2016-2017 and 323 caribou in 2017-2018.

GNWT’s demographic model projects estimated numbers of breeding females which
align closely with the field estimates.  This adds credibility to using the model. Thus there is no
evidence to disagree with GNWT’s conclusion that harvest likely had minimal effect on survival
rates from 2015 to 2018 (in contrast to before 2015). Furthermore, using the model, GNWT
projected that by 2021, the herd would be reduced to about 10,000 (a further halving of herd
size) and that a harvest between 100 and 300 would not have a detectable impact.

2.1. Habitat conditions and potential impacts from human activities in the range of
the Bluenose East caribou herd.

Summary: Information on habitat conditions and potential impacts from human activities were
not included in the GN’s 2019 TAH submission.
Comment: The GNWT 2018 calving ground report was not designed to address this although
concerns for habitat and human activities especially for calving and summer ranges were
reviewed and are the basis for recommendations in the 2019 WRRB’s Reasons for Decision
report. The recommendations included one for mobile protection measures for Bluenose East
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caribou in the NWT which echoes the recommendation in Kugluktuk’s draft 2019 Community
Management Plan filed at the NWMB December 2019 meeting.

3. Information regarding the relationship between environmental
variables and health of Bluenose East caribou.

Summary: Information on environmental variables and health were not included in the GN’s
2019 TAH submission although some information on weather and caribou survival is available in
GNWT’s 2018 calving report.
Comment: Although preliminary, GNWT’s analysis suggests that June temperatures correlate
with cow survival: the drought index was unusually severe in summer 2012 when adult survival
was reduced to 60%. Summer hot temperatures and low wind speeds are favorable to warbles
flies harassment which in turn correlates with calf survival.  However, more analysis is needed
including updated trends in weather and a more detailed understanding of why survival is
affected.

4. The Government of Nunavut’s proposed TAH and any alternative
recommendations, if any, and why.

Summary: GN recommended in 2019 for the Bluenose East caribou herd a TAH of 107 caribou
with the Non-Quota Limitation of a male only harvest while TG and GNWT have accepted
WRRB’s more conservative TAH of 193 for the range of the Bluenose East herd.
Comment: At the December 2019 NWMB regular meeting, the GN briefing note recommended
that the NWMB reduce the TAH for the Bluenose East caribou herd to 107 caribou with the Non-
Quota Limitation of a male only harvest based on a herd-wide TG/GNWT recommendation TAH
of 300 bulls.

The GN briefing note mentioned the January  2019 TG and ENR-GNWT joint
management proposal for WRRB with its recommendation of a herd-wide TAH of 300 bulls
using the same harvest allocation used in 2015 (35.8% for Kugluktuk). GN noted that WRRB
had, in June 2019, determined a total allowable harvest of 193 bulls as a more conservative
TAH than TG and GNWT. GN did not summarize WRRB’s reasoning for the more conservative
TAH which, however, WRRB did share with NWMB in December 2019. WRRB’s reasons are the
recent high rate of decline, uncertainties about the underlying mechanisms for the decline, the
importance of caribou for food security and cultural strength, and the comparison to the rate of
decline of the Bathurst herd.

There is then, an alternative recommendation for the TAH as TG and GNWT had in
August 2019 accepted WRRB’s determination for TAH of 193 caribou and also accepted the
determination for the proportional allocation of the total allowable harvest for the 2019/20 and
2020/21 harvest seasons as Tłıch̨ǫ Citizens: 39.29% (76 animals) and members of an Indigenous
people who traditionally harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ includes Nunavut): 60.71% (117 animals).

The Kugluktuk Hunters and Trappers Organization (KHTO) has developed a community-
based management plan for the Bluenose-East herd which was provided to NWMB in
December 2019. KHTO explained that it has implemented 4 of the 7 proposed management
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actions (No organized community or sport caribou hunts; no sale/purchase of caribou under the
country food distribution program; support a shift in harvest to alternate species like muskoxen
and create a no harvest zone for the BNE around the community). The other management
actions include KHTO setting harvest limits, a requirement for reporting and educating KHTO
members and reaching out for partners to create a predator management program.

In 2019, GN did not include a recommendation for wolf management but GNWT did in
their 2019 joint proposal to WRRB acknowledge they were drafting a wolf management
proposal which became available in January 2020 for the NWT.

5. Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit of the Bluenose East caribou, related to:
o Inuit approaches to caribou management in times of decline
o the socio-economic and cultural value of the Bluenose East caribou herd to Inuit
o knowledge of caribou behaviour, especially about the location of calving grounds and
changes over time

IQ is outside my field although I am aware that the Inuit have a remarkable amount of
information some of which has been compiled on these topics especially by the KHTO and is
summarised in, for example, the KHTO Community Bluenose East Management Plan.

6. Inter-jurisdictional considerations when setting management actions
for shared herds.

Summary: Information on monitoring and management is shared between the NWT and NU
jurisdictions through the Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management while
specific information on harvest management is shared through the jurisdiction of three co-
management boards.
Comment: The KHTO Community Bluenose East Management Plan acknowledges that while
Kugluktuk is the only community in NU that harvests the Bluenose East, the herd is harvested in
the NWT.

In the NWT and Nunavut, the Bluenose East herd falls under the jurisdictions of three
governments: TG, GNWT and GN and three co-management boards NWMB, SRRB and WRRB
and the Yellowknives Dene First Nation, NWT Métis Nation, and North Slave Métis Alliance. The
SRRB is developing community based management plans (Colville Plan - Dehlá Got'ın̨ę Ɂǝdǝ
Plan and Deline Community Conservation Plan).

Management knowledge and actions are coordinated through the Advisory Committee
for Cooperation on Wildlife Management (Gwich'in Renewable Resources Board, Ɂehdzo
Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę́ Nákedı, Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board, Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife
Board and Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board, Nunavut Wildlife Management
Board).

Completed by:
Anne Gunn Ph.D.
Salt Spring Island, BC
10 February 2019
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ᑖᓂᐅᕐ ᓲᓴᒃ 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 

P.O. Box 1379, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  

X0A 0H0 

 

 

ᐅᑉᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᓂᐅᕐ, 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᒋᐊᕐᓂᒥᑦ ᐅᓗᑕᒫᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᖁᔭᓪᓇᒦᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᒪᑦᓱᒧᖓ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.   

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ: 

 

• ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᑐᓂᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᓴᖏᓂᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ−ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (RWOs)  

 

• ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓕᓯᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒃᑯᑦ.  

 

• ᑐᑭᐊ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐱᒪᑐᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᓐᓇᒃᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᔪᑦ − ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
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ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ − ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᒪᑐᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᖢᒋᑦ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᓕᒫᒥ, ᓄᓇᓕᑦ−ᐃᓕᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑐᓂᕐᒃᒥᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ−ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᔭᒐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑲᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ−ᑲᔪᓯᖁᓪᓗᑎᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂᑦ 

ᒥᑭᒃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒍᑎᖃᖅᐸᑕ ᐃᓕᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ 

ᓱᕈᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᑎᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ 

ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ.   

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑐᐃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ. 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᑦ 

 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒧᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 2010−ᒥ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐱᑕᓕᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᒪᐅᑎᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. 

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ−ᐃᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᑯᓄᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᒃᑐᐃᓗᓂ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ. 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐱᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ, ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᖢᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᒃᑐᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ. 

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᔾᔨᕙᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓐᓇᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐸᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒎᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃᓗ. 
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• ᐆᒃᑑᑎ ᐅᓇ, ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ 2016, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᓵᑑ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓕᓪᓂᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂ−ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ−ᐃᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᓯᑐᐃᓂᐃᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ−ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖓᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᓕᓃ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᓐᓇᒃᑐᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᖏᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ−ᐃᓕᓯᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑰᑕᓂᒃ 

ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᒃᑐᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᑉ−ᑲᓚᖕᓚᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

 

• ᓄᓇᓕᐊᑦ ᐅᓇ ᑰᕐᕕᐅ ᓖᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ SRRB ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᖓᔪᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᐊᓂ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑦ, ᐊᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ SRRB, ᑐᓂᓯᔪᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᓱᓕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᑦ ᑐᖓᑎᓕᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᐱᒍᓲᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ−ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓴᖏᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ. 

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᓐᓇᒃᑐᐃᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ−ᐃᓕᖓᔪᑦ ᑐᖓᔪᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 5.7.3 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ. 

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᓱᑲᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (s. 5.3.3), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑯᐊ NQL ᐊᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ (s. 

5.6.50). 

 

• ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᓈᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖕᒥ.   ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, 

ᒥᑭᒃᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅ ᖃᑕᐅᒫᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒪ33ᓐᓇᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᓕᓯᓂᖅ ᒥᑭᒃᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᓱᕈᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᑭᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᑦᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ.    

 

• ᐊᔾᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᖓ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᑕ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᑉ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ−ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑭᐳᒃᑕᖅᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪ3ᓐᓇ 1.3:1.  
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ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐊᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ. ᐸᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ NQL ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᒻᓯᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᓱᕈᐃᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ. 

 

• ᐃᓱᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒍᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᓱᓕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ 340 ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓗᒍ 107 ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ−ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ NQL.   

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᓪᓗᑦ 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᒧᑦ, ᔭᒐᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓂᕿᑲᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᓕᖓ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᑉ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 

 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐊᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ. 

 



1 
ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 5, 2020 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨᖏᑦ  ᑎᑭ ᓯ ᒪᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨ ᓂᖅ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  340-ᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪᐅᖓ ᐋᕿᒃ ᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  

107-ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᒃ ᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓃᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖁᔨ ᓂᖅ  ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖏᑲᓗᐊᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐃᓱ ᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑰ ᑕᑎᒍ ᑦ  

 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᖃᐃᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖔᖅᑐᑦ  (ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ ) ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭ ᕐ ᕕᖓᓂᒃ  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᓪ ᓗ 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ : ᐅᑯ ᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᑎᑦ ᑎᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -

ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ , ᒪ ᓐ ᓇᓵ ᖑᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᕐ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᓗ ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  (ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ) ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ . 

ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᑦ ᑎᐊᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᑎᑦ ᑎᒋ ᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᖃᕆᕗᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᓱ ᐃᓗᑕᐅᔪ ᓂ 

ᑎᑎᖃᓂ. ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2010-ᒥ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑐᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᑲ ᕋ ᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  120,000-ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , ᑭ ᓯ ᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᑎᒋ ᕗᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦ ᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ 68,300-ᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  

2013-ᒥ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕᒫ ᓂᓐ ᓇᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  38,600 ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2015-ᒥ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕᒫ ᓂ 19,300 ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2018-ᒥ . 

ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓᑦ ᓴ ᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖕ ᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᐃᓄᖕ ᓄᑦ  ᓂᕿᒃ ᓴ ᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᑮ ᓇᐅᔭ ᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2010-ᒥ . ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋ ᕗᑦ  ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᓪ ᓚᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᑖᕐ ᕕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔫ ᖕ ᓂᒃ ; 

ᓴ ᑑᒥ ᐅᑕᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᑖᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  (ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᑖᕐ ᕕᒋ ᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ).  

 

ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2016, ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  (WRRB) ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒥ ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᕝ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ , ᑕᒫ ᓃᓐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ 750-ᓂ (ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  

ᐸᓐ ᓃᑦ ) ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ, ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓗᑎᒡ ᓗ ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᑐᐊᑦ ᑎᐊᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ . ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫ ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕌ ᒍ ᒥ   2019-ᒥ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓕᕆᔪ ᓂᒃ , 

ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕆᐊᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  193-ᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓃᓐ ᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ , ᐃᓚᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ  1% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2018-ᒥ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓴ ᑑᒥ ᐅᑕᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ  

ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒥ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2016-ᒥ , ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒡ ᓗ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -

ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ  ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥ ᐅᑕᓄᑦ -Deline ᒪ ᓕᒋ ᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕ ᓄᑦ -ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᓯ ᐊᓂᒃ , ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ   (ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥ ᐅᑦ  2016-ᒥ ) ᑐᒃ ᑐᕝ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱ ᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  150-ᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐱᔭ ᐅᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐱᕈᐊᓂᓵ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐸᖕ ᓃᑦ .  2019-ᒥ  ᑎᑎᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐋᕿᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑏᑦ  

ᓄᓇᖓᓐ ᓂ ᑎᐊᓕᓇᐃᑉ  ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖅᓴ ᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᔭ ᐅᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᕈᐊᓂᓵ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ  

ᐸᖕ ᓃᑦ .    

 

ᐊᒥ ᐊᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓇᓂ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᑦ ᑎᐊᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᖃᕆᕗᑦ  ᒪ ᑯ ᓂᖓ 

ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖅᑐᓂᒃ : (1) ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , (2) 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ (3) ᒪ ᓐ ᓇᓵ ᖑᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᖅ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2016-ᒥ ᒃ  2019-ᒧ ᑦ . ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  

ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᓱ ᐃᔪ ᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᓕᐊᕆᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ  107-ᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓂᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -

ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ . ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕆᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  340-ᓂᒃ  107-ᒧ ᑦ  ᒪ ᓕᖕ ᒪ ᑕ 

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᓄᓇᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓵ ᑐᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᑖᕐ ᕕᒋ ᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ.   

 

  

1. ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ  
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ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᒐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᖁᖓᓯ ᕈ ᑦ ᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐅᔭ ᒥ ᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖃᑕᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ , ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᕐ ᒦ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ  1996-ᒥ ᒃ  ᓄᓇᖏᓐ ᓃᓲ ᖑᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᖏᓂᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᓂᒧ ᓪ ᓗ ᑐᑭ ᒧ ᓪ ᓗ ᑭ ᐹᕆᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ  200,000-250,000 km
2
 (ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  1). ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ 

ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᓴ ᖑᓕᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯ ᖓᓂ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ , ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᖏᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐊᐅᔭ ᕐ ᕕᒋ ᕙᑕᖏᑦ . ᐊᒥ ᐊᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᖏᑦ  ᐃᓚᖃᕆᕗᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᑲ ᓴ ᒃ  ᐅᑮ ᕕᒋ ᕙᑦ ᑕᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , 

ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂᓗ ᓂᒋ ᐊᓂᓗ ᑕᓯ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊᖓᑕ Great Bear Lake-ᒥ ᒃ . ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑖᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓃᑉ ᐳᑦ : ᓵ ᑑᒥ ᐅᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᑖᕐ ᕕᒋ ᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  

(ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᑖᕐ ᕕᕆᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ).   

 
ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  1. ᐊᕐ ᕌ ᒍ ᑕᒫ ᖅ  ᓇᔪ ᖅᐸᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖏᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ , 1996-2009-ᒥ , 

ᖃᐅᔨ ᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂ ᖁᖓᓯ ᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .  

 

ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᔫ ᓐ  2018-ᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕖᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓐ ᓂᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ  19,294 ± 3,230 (95% ᓇᓗᓇᕐ ᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  (CI) ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , 

ᑕᒫ ᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕝ ᕙᓪ ᓗᐊᑲ ᓴ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᔫ ᓐ ᒥ  2015-ᒥ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ 38,592 ± 4,733-

ᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒡ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  

(ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  2). ᑕᒡ ᕘᓇ ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᖁᐊᖅᓵ ᕐ ᓇᖅᑑᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ , ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  

ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑑᖕᓂᒃ : 1) ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᑕᒫ ᖅ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᖏᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  (-22% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓃᓕᖅᑐᓂ 

ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ) -  ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᓕᓂᖅ ᓵ ᓘᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᑕᐃᔅ ᓱ ᒪ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕌ ᒍ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᑯ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓃᓚᐅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  2015-ᒥ ᓗ 2018-

ᒥ ᓗ ᓴ ᓂᐊᓂ -16% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᑕᒫ ᖅ  ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᖃᑦ ᑕᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  2010-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2013-ᒥ ; ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2) ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  2015-ᒥ ᒃ  

2018-ᒧ ᑦ  ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕈᑎᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪ ᒃ , ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  2021-ᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ  
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ᑕᒫ ᓐ ᓃᓐ ᓂᐊᕋ ᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᕗᑦ  ᖃᓂᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ 10,000-11,000 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ, ᐊᕝ ᕙᓪ ᓗᐊᖏᓐ ᓃᓪ ᓗᑎᒡ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2018-ᒥ . ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᓯ ᑕᒪ ᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  (2010, 2013, 2015, ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2018-ᒥ ) ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓᑦ ᓴ ᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  

ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ , ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃᒃ ᑯ ᑦ -Boulanger et al. (2019). ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᓕᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑐᔮ ᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᔭ ᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᓐ ᓂ 2006-2009-ᒧ ᑦ , 30% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᑕᒫ ᖅ  ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .  

 
ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  2. ᓇᓚᐅᑦ ᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  (ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ±95% ᓇᓗᓇᕐ ᓂᖃᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ ) ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ , ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂᒃ  

2010-2018-ᒧ ᑦ  ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᒐ ᒥ ᒃ . 

  

ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯ ᑕᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᓐ ᓇᓵ ᖅ  ᒪ ᓕᖕ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ  

ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᓕᔪ ᐊᓗᖕ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒐ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓂ 2010-2015-ᒧ ᑦ . ᐱᖓᓱ ᐃᓕᖃᖓᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᒃ  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯ ᑕᖃᓲ ᖑᕗᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , 

ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐃᑉ ᓚᐅᖃᓲ ᖑᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᕐ ᕆᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᑕᐃᒍ ᐃᓂᖅ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .  

 

 

ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯ ᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓂᐹᖑᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ ; 

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᒐ ᓴ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᕗᑦ  (ᐆᒃ ᑑᑎᒋ ᓗᒍ  Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓂᖔᖅᑐᑦ -Boulanger et al. 2011-ᒥ ) 

ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᓯ ᒪ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᐊᑯ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓃᑦ ᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ  84% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 90% 

ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ . ᖃᐅᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᖁᖓᓯ ᕈ ᑦ ᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐅᔭ ᒥ ᓖᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ , ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᓪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᒦ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕈ ᑎᖏᑦ  

ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᕕᐅᓲ ᖑᕗᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᑦ ᑑᑎᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐊᑯ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓈᔅ ᓴ ᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂ ᑕᒫᖓᑦ  71% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 79% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᒃ , 

ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ ᑕᒫ ᓂ 2015-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2018-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2017-2018-ᒥ  

ᑕᒫ ᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  72% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ Bᐅᓛᔭ ᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓂᖔᖅᑐᑦ -Boulanger et al. 2019-ᒥ ). ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  

ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅ ᓴ ᒦ ᑦ ᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᑦ ᑎᐊᖅ  ᐅᖓᑕᓃᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  80% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ .  
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ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᐃᑉ ᓕᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑕᒃ ᑯ ᓇᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᑲ ᑎᖅ ᓱ ᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᖅᑭ ᖓᓂ ᔫ ᓐ ᒥ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 2010, 2013, 2015, 2018 

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2019-ᒥ , ᓇᓚᐅᑦ ᑖᕐ ᓇᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  (% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᑦ ᑎᒍ ᑦ ) ᓄᓕᐊᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ . 

ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖏᒻ ᒪ ᑕ ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊᓗ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓚᐅᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  2010-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2015-ᒥ , 

ᖃᓂᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓃᑐᓂᒃ  60%-65% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕝ ᕙᓯ ᖕ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓚᐅᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᖃᓂᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ 80% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᒦ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᕐ ᕌ ᒍ ᒥ  2013-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2018-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᓱ ᓕ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ  87.5% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᔫ ᓐ  

2019-ᒥ  (ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  3). ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐃᑉ ᓚᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᖕ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂᒃ , ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᑎᒍ ᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  

ᓄᓕᐊᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᔮ ᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ , ᑕᒫ ᓂᑐᓐ ᓇᕈᑎᒡ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  80% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐ ᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ .  

 

 

 
ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  3. ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᒡ ᕙᓂ (% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᑎᒍ ᑦ ) ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᓄᓕᐊᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᔫ ᓐ ᒥ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅᐸᕆᔭ ᖏᓂ ᓄᕐ ᕆᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓂ 

ᐊᕐ ᕌ ᒍ ᒥ  2010-2019-ᒥ . ᑲ ᑎᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓈᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᓯ ᕆᔾ ᔪ ᑎᓂᒃ , ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᑲ ᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ  ᓱ ᓕ ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᒃ ᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᑲ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᖃᑦ ᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . 

 

ᐅᑭ ᐅᒻ ᒪ ᕆᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕋᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ : ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᓯ ᕗᓂᐊᒍ ᑦ  ᐊᐅᔭ ᖓᓂ ᔫ ᓐ ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᓄᕆᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ , ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓯ ᕗᓪ ᓕᕐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑎᑭ ᐅᒪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᖅᑭ ᓄᑦ  9-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖁᓕᓂᒡ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  10 ᑕᖅᑭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ , ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᔭ ᐅᒐ ᒥ ᒃ . 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯ ᑕᓪ ᓚᕆᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐱᒋ ᐊᕐ ᕕᖃᓲ ᖑᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 30-ᓂᒃ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ :100-

ᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᕐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖃᑕᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᓯ ᕆᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯ ᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ ; ᑭ ᓯ ᐊᓂᓕᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ , ᑕᒪ ᓐ ᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯ ᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖓ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲ ᖑᒋ ᕗᖅ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓄᑲ ᓴ ᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  (85-90% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓃᑯ ᑎᒃ ). ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᑐᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᒍ ᑎᒃ , ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓇᓂ 

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᖓᑦ  2010-ᒥ ᒃ  2018-ᒧ ᑦ , ᓄᕐ ᕋᓖᑦ :ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊᓘᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ  (45-50-ᖏᓂᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ :100-ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓗᑎᒡ ᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ ) ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ . ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᓄᕐ ᕋ ᐃᑦ :ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᐃᓕᖓᒐ ᔪ ᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  30-ᖏᓐ ᓃᔅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᓄᕐ ᕋᖏᑦ :100-

ᖏᓐ ᓃᔅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᖏᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂᒃ  2014-2018-ᒥ  (ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  4).  



5 
ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 5, 2020 

 
ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  4. ᐅᑭ ᐅᒻ ᒪ ᕆᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕋ ᐃᑦ -ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , 2008-

ᒥ ᒃ  -2018.-ᒧ ᑦ  

 

ᐊᑕᐅᑎᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑕᑯ ᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ , ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ , ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  

ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ , ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᕙᓐ ᓂᖏᓗ ᓄᓕᐊᕈ ᓐ ᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᔫ ᓐ ᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐅᑭ ᐅᒫ ᕆᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᓄᖃᖃᖅᑎᒋ ᓂᖏᑦ :ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᑦ ᑎᓗᐊᖅᑐᒦ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  

ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᒋ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒡ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᑲ ᔪ ᓰ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓗᐊᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᓪ ᓗᓂᓗ ᑕᒪ ᓐ ᓇ ᐱᐅᓯ ᒋ ᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᖏᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᓃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ . 

 

ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᖁᖓᓯ ᕈ ᑦ ᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  2010-2015-ᒥ  

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2016-2018-ᒥ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓇᖅᑐᔮ ᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓐ ᖏᓂᖏᑦ  ᑭ ᐴᑎᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᒋ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓴ ᓂᓕᕆᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕿᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᖏᓐ ᓇᒥ ᒃ  ᓴ ᖑᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ 

2010-ᒥ  2018-ᒧ ᑦ  ᑎᑭ ᓪ ᓗᒍ  (ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  5). ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᑭ ᐴᑎᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᕆᕕᒋ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᓕᖓᔪ ᔮ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧ ᒌ ᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯ ᒥ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓅᒐ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᑑᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ . ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  199-ᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  

ᐱᖓᓱ ᓂᒃ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐅᑎᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓᑦ ᓴ ᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᒋ ᕙᒃ ᑕᑐᖃᕆᔭ ᒥ ᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ 2010-2015-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕᓕᒪ ᐅᓚᐅᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᑭ ᐴᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᑐᖃᕆᓐ ᖏᑕᒥ ᓄᑦ  (2.4% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᑦ ). 

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  174-ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᑐᖃᕇᓐ ᓇᖅᑕᒥ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ ᑕᒫ ᓂ 2016-2018-

ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᖓᓲ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᐊᓄᐊᖃᑦ ᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖕ ᓄᑦ  (1.7% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᑦ ). ᑕᒪ ᓐ ᓇ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓇᖅᑐᖅ  

ᓅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓴ ᓂᓕᕆᔭ ᒥ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓄᑦ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᕙᓐ ᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᓐ ᓂ 2015-2018-ᒥ .   
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Movement Events: 2010-2015 

 
Movement Events: 2016-2018 

 
ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  5. ᑭ ᖑᓕᕇᒃ ᑐᓂ ᔫ ᓐ ᒥ  ᑕᕿᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕖᑦ  ᓇᓃᓐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᔭ ᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᖓᓯ ᕈ ᑦ ᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓴ ᓂᓕᕆᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯ ᖕ ᒥ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑐᑉ -ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᓱ ᓕ ᓴ ᓂᓕᕆᖕ ᒥ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖅᐸᓯ ᐊᓂ ᖃᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂᒃ  2010-ᒥ ᒃ  2018-ᒧ ᑦ . ᖃᐅᔨ ᕕᖃᓲ ᑦ  ᑭ ᖑᓕᕆᒃ ᐸᒃ ᑑᖕ ᓂᒃ  

ᒪ ᕐ ᕈ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒎ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᖅᑮ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᔪ ᓐ ᒥ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᓇᓃᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓖᑦ  

ᖁᖓᓯ ᕈᑎᖓᓂ ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓘᑉ . ᐊᖕ ᒪ ᓗᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᑎᒃ ᓯ ᖑᐊᑦ  (ᖁᓛᓂ) ᑐᕋᖓᕕᒋ ᔭ ᖏ ᑕᑯ ᒃ ᓴ ᐅᑎᑦ ᑎᔪ ᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐅᑎᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓᑦ ᓴ ᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᒋ ᕙᒃ ᑕᑐᖃᕆᔭ ᒥ ᓄᑦ  ᑭ ᖑᓕᕇᒃ ᑐᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ, ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᑐᑭ ᒧ ᐊᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐱᑎᒃ ᓯ ᖑᐊᑦ  ᑕᑯ ᒃ ᓴ ᐅᑎᑦ ᑎᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓴ ᖑᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  

ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖕ ᓄᑦ . Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓂᒃ -Boulanger et al.. (2019).  

 

 

2. ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᕐ ᓗᖅᑐᑉ -ᑲᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯ ᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ : ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑎᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕙᖅᒥ , 

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  

ᒥ ᐊᓂᕆᔭ ᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌ ᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᖅ  ACCWM-ᑯ ᑦ . ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  

ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᐅᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᐊᓪ ᓚᓂᒡ ᓗ ᒍ ᐃᑦ ᓯ ᓐ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᓄᓇᓕᖕ ᓂᓗ ᐅᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  (Ɂehdzo Got’ı ̨ne ̨ 

Gots’e ̨̨́ Nákedı-ᑯ ᑦ )-ᓴ ᑑᒥ ᐅᓂ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐅᐊᒃ ᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , 

ᕿᑎᖅᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑎᓕᒫ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕋ ᐃᑦ  ᑲ ᓇᑕᓕᒫ ᒥ  

ᒥ ᕐ ᖑᐃᖅ ᓯ ᕐ ᕕᖓᓐ ᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖏᑦ  ᐱᔭ ᕇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  2014-

ᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ , (ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  2014-ᒥ ) ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐱᔨ ᑦ ᑎᕋᐅᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖅ  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯ ᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐱᓱ ᐃᓕᖃᖓᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᑦ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ .  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌ ᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᖅ  ACCWM-ᑯ ᑦ  

ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ  ᐃᓚᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᑦ  

ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓇᓃᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ (ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  6). 

ᓯ ᑕᒪ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᑲ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ : ᐃᕕᐅᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓇᔅ ᓴ ᐅᑎᑎᒍ ᑦ , ᖁᖅ ᓱ ᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᑯ ᓐ ᓂᖅ ᓱ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᓯ ᕆᕗᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᖁᖅ ᓱ ᔮ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᑕᖅ ᓴ ᓕᑦ  ᐊᑯ ᓐ ᓂᖅ ᓱ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᓯ ᕆᕗᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃ ᑐᑦ  

ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ . ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᑭ ᒡ ᓕᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃ ᑐᒦ ᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ  20,000-ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑖᓃᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑭ ᒡ ᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᕕᐅᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖃᕈᑎᒃ  60,000-ᓂᒃ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ . ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᕐ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , 

ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᓕᓐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᑕᕗᑦ  ᑕᖅ ᓴ ᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᒃ , ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊᓗ ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓂᖅᐸᖑᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓃᔅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ (ᐊᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᓂ ᓈᓴ ᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂ) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪ ᓂ. 
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ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  6. ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ  ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  

ᒥ ᐊᓂᕆᔭ ᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  (ᑕᑯ ᒃ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᓴ ᐅᒥ ᐊᓂ) ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕᖅ ᓴ ᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒡ ᓗ. ᐱᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  (2014). 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᑕᒫ ᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᒻ ᒪ ᐅᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆᒥ  

2017, 2018 ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2019-ᒥ , ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᓄᑖᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᖓᓱ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑎᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒡ ᓗ, ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᑕᖅ ᓴ ᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃ ᑐᒦ ᑐᓄᑦ , ᑕᒪ ᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2018-

ᒥ ᓗ 2019-ᒥ ᓗ. 

 

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖅ : ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪ ᖃᖏᓚᖅ  

ᐅᔭ ᕋ ᖕ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᖕ ᓄᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᕐ ᒥ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  (ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  7), 

ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᒻ ᒪ ᒋ ᑦ  ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓂ ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖏᓐ ᓂ, ᐱᖓᓲ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᐊᓕᒎ ᔭ ᓂᒃ  ᓯ ᑎᓂᖅᐹᓂᒃ  

ᐅᔭ ᕋ ᖕ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᒐ ᓴ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓕᒫ ᖅ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯ ᑏᑯ ᑕᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  ᐊᖅᑯ ᑏᑦ . ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ Tundra Copper-ᑯ ᑦ  ᐅᔭ ᕋ ᖕ ᓂᐊᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖏᓐ ᓂ 

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ 2014-ᒥ ᓗ 2015-ᒥ ᓗ, ᑭ ᓯ ᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᑲ ᓐ ᓂᓚᐅᕈᓃᓛᐅᖅᑐᑦ . 

ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᒐ ᓴ ᐃᓪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ 

ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᕝ ᕕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓄᕐ ᕆᕖᑦ  ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  

ᓄᕐ ᕋᖃᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴ ᕋᐃᑦ ᑐᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊᓗᖕ ᒦ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ . 

ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᖏᓪ ᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᓴ ᖅ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  

ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᐊᒃ ᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᓪ ᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᕆᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑭ ᒡ ᓕᖃᕐ ᕕᖏᓐ ᓃᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐊᐅᔭ ᕐ ᕕᒋ ᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ  (ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ Tundra Copper-ᑯ ᑦ  ᐅᔭ ᕋ ᓐ ᓂᐊᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᖅᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ). ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᒐ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓪ ᓗ ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᒋ ᕗᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ᓗ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᓗ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᓪ ᓗ ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᕗᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᒐ ᓴ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᑎᑦ ᑎᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨ ᓂᖅ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᔭ ᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ .  
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ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  7. ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᑕᒫ ᖅ  ᓇᔪ ᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᖁᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᓴ ᖑᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᖅ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᐃᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ .  

 

ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ : ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᕐ ᔪ ᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᕿᒻ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  ᓯ ᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᓱ ᐃᔨ ᐅᓗᑎᒡ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᒐ ᓴ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋ ᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒪ ᕈᐃᑦ  

ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖁᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖁᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒍ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᓄᕐ ᕋ ᐃᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᑯ ᑖᒍ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ. ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᖃᖅᐳᑦ . 

 

ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑲ ᑐᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎᒌ ᒍ ᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᔪ ᕐ ᓇᕋ ᔭ ᖏᒻ ᒪ ᖔᑕ ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑭ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ , ᑲ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  2016-2017-

ᒥ , ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᑭ ᖃᓚᖓᓂᖏᑦ , ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ 

ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᖏᖏᑦ ᑑᑎᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒪ ᕈᓕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᕐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ . 

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ , ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊᓗ ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  

ᓯ ᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᔪ ᕐ ᓇᕋ ᔭ ᖏᒻ ᒪ ᖔᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ . ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ  

ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ , ᑭ ᓯ ᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕆᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ . 

 

 

2019-ᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  ᐱᔪ ᒥ ᓇᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᓄᓇᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᑮ ᕝ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐱᖓᓱ ᐃᓕᖃᖓᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  (ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  8a). 

ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑎᑦ  ᑮ ᓇᐅᔭ ᓕᐅᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  $900-ᓂᒃ , 

ᐊᒦ ᔭ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ , ᐃᓗᐃᑲ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᕐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᔫ ᒥ ᓇᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᑮ ᓇᐅᔭ ᖅᑕᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ  $400-ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᕐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒦ ᔭ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ   ᐃᓄᐃᑦ /ᐊᓪ ᓚᐃᑦ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᑐᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᓕᕆᔭ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓱ ᓕᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᖅ  ᐊᑭ ᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ  $350-ᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒦ ᔭ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᓕᒡ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒦ ᔭ ᐃᔨ ᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᖃᓗᓈᑦ  ᓄᓇᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᓕᒡ ᓗᑎᒃ .  

ᖃᓂᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ 60-ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  2018-2019-ᒥ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓯ ᓚᐃᕕᐅᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐱᔫ ᒥ ᓴ ᐅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  2019-

2020-ᒥ , ᐊᑭ ᑦ ᑐᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐱᔫ ᒥ ᓴ ᐅᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  (ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  8b). 
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ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  8a. ᐱᐅᓯ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓯ ᓚᐃᕕᐅᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ , 

ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᖁᖓᓯ ᕈ ᑦ ᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᑮ ᕕᖏᓐ ᓂ 2018-2019-ᒥ , ᐱᐅᓯ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔫ ᒥ ᓴ ᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᑲ ᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ . 

 

 
ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᑎᖅ  8b. ᐱᔫ ᒥ ᓴ ᐅᑏᑦ  ᐊᒪ ᕈᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔪ ᒪ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐃᑲ ᔫ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐱᐅᓯ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓯ ᓚᐃᕕᐅᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ 

ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  2019/2020-ᒥ . 

 

ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑐᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎᒌ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᕐ ᒥ  ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᓱ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᕐ ᒥ  ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑏᑦ  
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ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ /ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᑭ ᒡ ᓕᖃᕐ ᕕᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓄᓇᒥ , ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦ ᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᑭ ᒡ ᓕᖃᕐ ᕕᖏᑦ  

ᐃᓚᖃᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ. 

 

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᓱ ᓕ, ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᓱ ᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓯ ᕗᓪ ᓕᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕ ᓄᑦ -ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕ ᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ , ᐃᓚᖃᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᔪ ᕈ ᓐ ᓃᖅ ᓴ ᐃᕙᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᓱ ᐃᕙᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  

ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐅᑮ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ , ᒪ ᓕᒡ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᓪ ᓚᐃᑦ  

ᐃᓕᖅᑯ ᓯ ᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓈᒻ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ . ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒦ ᕝ ᕕᒃ ᓴ ᖏᑦ  ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐋᕿᐅᒪ ᔭ ᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

2020-ᒥ  ᐃᑲ ᔫ ᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ.  

 

 

3.  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  2016-2019-ᒥ  

ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2016, ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  (WRRB) ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒥ ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᕝ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  750-

ᓂᒃ  (ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓃᑦ ) ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᕐ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ, ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓗᑎᒡ ᓗ ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔩ ᑐᐊᑦ ᑎᐊᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ . 

(ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  2016). ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᐃᓄᖕ ᓄᑦ  ᓂᕿᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑮ ᓇᐅᔭ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᓯ ᕗᓂᐊᒍ ᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2010-ᒥ . ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  2019-ᒥ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᓕᒫ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  193-ᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓃᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  1% 

ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2018-ᒥ  

(ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  2019).  

 

ᓵ ᑑᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐊᓪ ᓚᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᓂ 

2016-ᒥ , ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᓕᐅᓚᐅᕆᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥ ᐅᑕᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᒪ ᓕᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ -ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᖓᓐ ᓂ 

ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥ ᒃ  (ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃ 2016) ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓱ ᖃᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  150-ᓂᒃ , ᐱᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐱᕈᐊᓂᓵ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐸᖕ ᓃᑦ   (ᓵ ᑑᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᖏᑦ  2016). ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2019-ᒥ , ᑎᑎᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓵ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  

ᐋᕿᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥᖔᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓚᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱ ᖃᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ  30-ᓂᒃ  ᐱᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᕈᐊᓂᓵ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐸᖕ ᓃᑦ , ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -

ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . 

 

ᐱᒋ ᐊᓕᓵ ᕐ ᓂᖓᓂ 2015 ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  ACCWM-ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ , 

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᓪ ᓗ, ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑎᖏᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  1,800 ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , ᑕᒫ ᓂᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖃᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  80% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓂᐅᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐅᖓᑖᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ , ᐅᑭ ᐅᑉ  ᐊᒥ ᐊᒃ ᑯ ᖓᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2014-2015. ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑐᑉ -

ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖃᑦ ᑎᐊᖏᑲ ᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ , ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  

ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭ ᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓃᓐ ᓇᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓂᖅ  1,000-ᓂᒃ /ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᑕᒫ ᖅ . 

ᐃᓱ ᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᕐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑎᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᓗ 

ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2015-2016-ᒥ , ᓴ ᓂᕐ ᕙᐃᕕᐅᓚᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  

ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᖏᓪ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑐᕐ ᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᑎᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ . ᑭ ᖑᓂᐊᖑᑦ  

ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᐅᒋ ᐊᓚᐅᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ᐅᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᐸᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᓂᒃ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᓪ ᓗ ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓴ ᓂᕐ ᕙᐃᕕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓚᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ . 

ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᓴ ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕆᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ , ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᒐ ᓴ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖃᕈᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ , ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ.  

 

ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ -ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᓗ ᐊᕕᒃ ᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᒪ ᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  1,800-ᖏᓃᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ᐅᓄᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  ACCWM-ᑯ ᓂᒃ  

ᑕᒫ ᓂ 2015-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓇᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  1,000-ᖏᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  
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ᐱᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭ ᖅᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  2015-ᒥ  (ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  9), 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕕᑦ ᑎᓗᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᐃᑦ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᒪ ᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ : ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅ 

39.2%, ᓵ ᑑᒥ  16.4%, ᑎᑦ ᓲ ᒥ  1.6%, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᖕ ᓂ 0.9%, ᓄᓇᑦ ᐊᑉ  ᐊᓪ ᓚᖓᔪ ᐃᑦ  ᑲ ᑐᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎᒌ ᖏᑦ  0.4%, 

ᐊᑮ ᑦ ᓱ ᒥ ᐅᓂ 2.1%, ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓯ ᓚᐃᕕᐅᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᓪ ᓚᖓᒧ ᐃᑦ  ᑲ ᑐᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐ ᓂ 1.8% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ . 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐋᕿᐅᒪ ᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᒪ ᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  36.8% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᑦ , 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐃᓱ ᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓄᑦ , ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ .  

 
ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  9. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᓂᕐ ᕙᐃᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᒥ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᐃᑦ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᕗᑦ  7-ᖑᔪ ᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  

ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᑕᒫᖓᑦ  ᐱᒋ ᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  2015-ᒥ . ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓴ ᓂᕐ ᕙᐃᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐊᐃᑦ ᑐᐃᕝ ᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2015- ᑐᕌᖓᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ᑕᓄᑦ , ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐅᖏᑐᓐ ᓄᑦ . 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑕᒡ ᕙᓂ ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᐅᒪ ᔭ ᐅᖁᔨ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  (ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒪ ᑕ 

ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᐃᓂᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  1,800 ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ᐅᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  1,000 ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ), ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐃᓱ ᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᐅᓂ ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐃᑦ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ .  

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪ ᓚᕆᖕ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᖃᑕᖅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ  

2016-ᒥ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᐊᓘᓯ ᒪ ᖏᓚᑦ . ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᑎᖏᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᖃᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑐᖃᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖅ  126-ᓂᒃ  (94-ᓂᒃ  

ᐸᖕ ᓂᕐ ᓂᒃ , 33-ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᕐ ᓂᒃ ) ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ 2016-2017, ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᓚᖏᑦ ᑎᐊᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ 2017-

2018 ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2018-2019-ᒥ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐅᑮ ᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑎᑭ ᑕᐅᓴ ᕋᐃᖏᑦ ᑐᓂ, ᐅᖓᓯ ᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᓄᓇᖏᓐ ᓂ. ᐊᓯ ᖏᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓚᐅᖏᒻ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐅᑭ ᐅᕐ ᒥ  2016-2017-ᒥ  

(ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎ 15 ᐸᕐ ᓃᑦ ), 2017-2018-ᒥ  (ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎ ᖁᓕᑦ  10 ᐸᖕ ᓃᑦ ), ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕᒫ ᓂ 2018-

2019-ᒥ  (ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎ 100 ᐸᕐ ᓃᑦ *). ᑕᐃᒪ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓚᖓᒍ ᑦ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  

ᐃᑮ ᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑎᑭ ᑕᐅᓴ ᕋᐃᖏᑐᒻ ᒪ ᕆᖕ ᓃᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ , ᐱᔭ ᕐ ᓂᖅᑑᖏᓐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ . ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᑕᐅᖅ , ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑏᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᖕ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯ ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᑕᐅᕗᖓᐅᕝ ᕕᖕ ᓂ ᐊᓕᒎ ᔭ ᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᓯ ᑎᓂᖅᐹᖅᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᖕ ᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭ ᕋ ᖕ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᖕ ᓄᑦ , ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖅᐸᓯ ᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  

ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓱ ᓕ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᕐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᔪ ᕈ ᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . 

(*ᓱ ᓕ ᐅᑕᕿᔪ ᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ). 

 

4. ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍᒥ  2019-2020 

ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᕆᐊᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᓕᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑭ ᖑᓂᐊᒍ ᑦ  2018-ᒥ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ, 

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᔾ ᔪ ᐊᖅ ᓯ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᔮ ᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  2018-ᒥ ᒃ  2021-ᒧ ᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦ ᑖᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒦ ᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯ ᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᓐ ᓂᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᕐ ᓂᒡ ᓗ 

ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᓂᒃ . ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓴ ᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᕗᑦ  Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ -

Boulanger et al. (2019). ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᒐ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᑕᑯ ᒃ ᓴ ᐅᕗᑦ  ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  10-ᒥ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᒍ ᑎᒃ  0-ᒥ ᒃ  

2,000-ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐸᓐ ᖕ ᓂᐅᒍ ᑎᒃ  ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓘᒍ ᑎᒃ . 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓐ ᖏᒃ ᑯ ᑎᒃ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᐊᕋ ᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᕗᑦ  ᖃᓂᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ 11,000 ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2021-ᒥ . 

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕋ ᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐃᑦ  2021-

ᒥ . ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐊᕐ ᓗᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓄᑦ  ᓴ ᓂᐊᓂ ᐸᖕᓂᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᒃ ᐸᒃ ᑯ ᑎᒃ  

ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓃᖃᑕᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖅᓴ ᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ . 

 

 
ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  10. ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖃᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᒫ ᓂ 2021-ᒥ , ᐊᑐᕈᑎᒃ  

ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᑦ ᑑᑎᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᒪ ᕝ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  100% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓂᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 100% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᕐ ᓂᒃ . ᐱᓪ ᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ : ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  

ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖃᕋ ᔭ ᖅᑐᑦ  0.716-ᒥ ᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᐃᓕᖓᒐ ᔪ ᒍ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓄᕐ ᕆᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖃᑕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  0.301. ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᕗᑦ  Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ -Boulanger et al. 

(2019). 

 

 
ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  11. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᓕᐊᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᓕᒡ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐃᔾ ᔪ ᐊᖅ ᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᓇᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃᒧ ᑦ -Boulanger ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐋᑕᒻ ᔫ ᔅ ᑭ ᒧ ᑦ -Adamczewski (2016). 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᓕᔪ ᐊᓗᖕ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ .  
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ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᓱ ᓕ, ᓂᕈᑐᓂᖅ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᔾ ᔪ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᓕᐊᖏᓐ ᓂ Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃᑉ -Boulanger ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐋᑕᒻ ᔫ ᔅ ᑭ ᐅᑉ -Adamczewski (2016-

ᒥ ). ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᕈ ᕆᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , 

ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᑑᑎᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓘᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓘᓂᖏᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ . ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᐅᔭ ᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐃᔾ ᔪ ᐊᖅ ᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ , ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓂ 11-ᒥ . ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂ ᑕᑯ ᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ , ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕋ ᔭ ᖅᐳᑦ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕋ ᔭ ᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ . ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ , ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖁᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖅ  (% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒦ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ) ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓂᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓂᒃ .   

 

2019-ᒥ , ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᓗᖅᑐᑉ -

ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖁᔨ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  193-ᓂᒃ  ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓂᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ , ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᕕᖃᓐ ᖏᓂᖏᑦ  ᓯ ᓚᑖᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑖᕐ ᕕᒋ ᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  (ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  2019).  

ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓇᓴ ᐅᑎᖏᑦ  ᑭ ᒡ ᒐ ᖅᑐᐃᕗᑦ  1% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2018. This 

is a reduction of ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᑎᒋ  74% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  750-ᓂᒃ  ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓂᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  

ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᓕᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ 2016-ᒥ  (ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  2016).  

 

2019-ᒥ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᖁᔨ ᓂᖅ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓇᓂ 

ᑎᑎᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓵ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᓯ ᐊᖏᓐ ᓂ, ᑕᒫ ᓂᖁᔨ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  30-ᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , 

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᑎᒋ  80% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2016-

ᒥ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᑦ  ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᒋ ᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  150-ᓂᒃ  

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , ᐱᔭ ᐅᖃᑕᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᕈᐊᓂᓵ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  (ᓴ ᑑᒥ ᐅᑦ  

ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  2016).  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᓕ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᖁᔨ ᓂᖅ  107-ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓃᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ , ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪ ᓗᓂᒋ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2020-ᒥ . ᑕᒪ ᓐ ᓇ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᑎᒋ ᑦ  71% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2016-ᒥ  340-ᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  (ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐸᖕ ᓂᐅᓂᖏᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᒐ ᑎᒃ ). 

ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ  ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ , 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐃᓱ ᖃᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .  

 

ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᓱ ᐃᕗᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᒃ ᓴ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ ’’ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖁᔨ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 107-ᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓂᖅᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ . ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭ ᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  ᒪ ᓕᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓵ ᑑᒥ ᐅᓂ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᒃ ᖠᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , 2019-ᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ , 

ᒪ ᓕᑦ ᑎᐊᕆᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ . (ᒥ ᐊᓂᕆᔭ ᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ , ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  ACCWM 2014). 
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ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ : 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋᓛᖏᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌ ᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᖅ  ACCWM-ᑯ ᑦ . 2014. 

ᒥ ᐊᓂᕆᔭ ᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  – ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᐊᕙᖅᒥ , ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -

ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑏᑦ  (ᕿᖑᓪ ᓕᖅᐹᑦ ). 

ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ   

Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃ-Boulanger, J., A. ᒐ ᓐ -Gunn, J. ᐋᑕᒻ ᔪ ᔅ ᑭ -Adamczewski ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑯ ᕌ ᕝ ᑦ -Croft. 2011. 

ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕈ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ . ᐅᖃᓕᒫ ᒐ ᖏᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᖅ  75: 883-896. 

Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃ-Boulanger, J. ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ J. ᐋᑕᒻ ᔫ ᔅ ᑭ -Adamczewski. 2016. ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᔾ ᔪ ᐊᖅ ᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᓕᐊᓪ ᓗ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᓪ ᓗ, ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ . ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᓕᐊᖏᑦ  262.  

Bᐅᓛᓐ ᔭ ᐃ-Boulanger, J., J. ᐋᑕᒻ ᔪ ᔅ ᑭ ᒃ -Adamczewski, J. ᓂᓯ -Nishi, D. ᒃ ᓚᕝ -Cluff, J. ᐅᐃᓕᔭ ᒻ ᔅ -Williams, H. 

ᓴ ᐃᔩ ᓐ -ᑯ ᕌᕗᑦ -Sayine-Crawford ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ L.M. ᓴ ᐃᔩ ᓐ -ᑯ ᕌᕗᑦ -LeClerc. 2019. ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓄᓕᐊᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  2018. ᓄᕐ ᕆᕖᑦ  ᓄᓇᖏᑦ  

ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ . ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᓪ ᓗ, ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ . 

ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᓕᐊᖏᑦ  278. 

ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥ -Délı ̨ne ̨. 2016. ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᓂᑦ : ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒥ ᒃ ᑯ ᓯ ᓴ ᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ . 

http://srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=document&layout=default&alias=1287-2016-009-

deline-caribou-plan-approved-16-01-08-edition&category_slug=proposal-for-decision-and-supporting-

documentation&Itemid=697  

ᓵ ᑑᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  2016. ᑭ ᖑᓪ ᓕᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᓕᐊᑦ  ᓵ ᑑᒥ ᑦ  

ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ  ᑭ ᐅᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒋ ᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔫ ᑉ  ᕋᐳᑦ  

ᒪ ᒃ ᓚᐅᑦ  (ᒥ ᓂᔅ ᑕᖓᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᓪ ᓗ) ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓ ᓵ ᑑᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  

ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑐᓴ ᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐ ᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑲ ᓕᐊᑦ  - 

ᐊᒥ ᐊᒃ ᑯ ᓯ ᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌ ᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᒃ ᑑᐱᕆ 26, 2016-ᒥ .  

www.srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=369&Itemid=2401  

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ . 2016. ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ 6-8 ᐄᐳ 2016-ᒥ , Bᐄᑦ ᓱ ᑰ ᒥ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  

ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᖁᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᖓᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᓯ ᕋ ᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ .  ᐃᓚᖏᓐ ᓂ A. ᔫ ᓐ  13, 2016. www.wrrb.ca/public-

information/public registry?f%5B0%5D=field_proceeding%3A8289&f%5B1%5D=field_category%3A23 

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ . 2019. ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ 9-11 ᐄᐳ 2019-ᒥ  Bᐄᑦ ᓱ ᑰ ᒥ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  

ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᖁᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᖓᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᓯ ᕋ ᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ . ᔫ ᓐ  18, 2019. www.wrrb.ca/public-

information/archives?f%5B0%5D=field_proceeding%3A7599&f%5B1%5D=field_category%3A23 

http://srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=document&layout=default&alias=1287-2016-009-deline-caribou-plan-approved-16-01-08-edition&category_slug=proposal-for-decision-and-supporting-documentation&Itemid=697
http://srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=document&layout=default&alias=1287-2016-009-deline-caribou-plan-approved-16-01-08-edition&category_slug=proposal-for-decision-and-supporting-documentation&Itemid=697
http://srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=document&layout=default&alias=1287-2016-009-deline-caribou-plan-approved-16-01-08-edition&category_slug=proposal-for-decision-and-supporting-documentation&Itemid=697
http://www.srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=369&Itemid=2401
http://www.wrrb.ca/public-information/public%20registry?f%5B0%5D=field_proceeding%3A8289&f%5B1%5D=field_category%3A23
http://www.wrrb.ca/public-information/public%20registry?f%5B0%5D=field_proceeding%3A8289&f%5B1%5D=field_category%3A23
http://www.wrrb.ca/public-information/archives?f%5B0%5D=field_proceeding%3A7599&f%5B1%5D=field_category%3A23
http://www.wrrb.ca/public-information/archives?f%5B0%5D=field_proceeding%3A7599&f%5B1%5D=field_category%3A23


 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓴᕐᕕᕆᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᔾᔨ 2 & 3, 2020, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᓪᓗ 



 

 

 

 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ  

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᓪᓗ  

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

 
1. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑ2-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

2. ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

3. ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

 ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 

4. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

2 

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐊᖓ J. Adamczewski ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 



3 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ: 

 

 
9-ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ 4 ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ 

ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ B, Fournier ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 



4 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ: 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ 

2018 

ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ B, Fournier ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 



5 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ 

 
COSEWIC = ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

SARA = ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ) 

SARC = ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ (ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ) 

CMA = (ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

 

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

 COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ (2016): 
 ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ 

  

 SARA - ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
 ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ (ᓱᓕ 
 ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑐᑦ) 

 

• ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 

 SARC-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ (2017): 
 ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ 

 

 CMA-ᑯᑦ (2018): ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ 

 



6 

(ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ) 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 2020 
 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᕐᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥᓗ 

 

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐊᖓ  J. Adamczewski ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᒫᓂ ᔫᓐ 2018-ᒥ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 
ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑕᒫᓂ 2018-ᒥ: 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᑦ 
ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᔫᕐᒥᒃ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ- ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

2018-ᒥ: 
ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑎᖕᒥᔫᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
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Type Non-breeding Breeding

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ  

2009-ᒥᒃ 2018-ᒧᑦ 

 

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐊᖓ  J. Adamczewski ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
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• ᓄᕐᕆᕖᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖕᓃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

• ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ (ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆᒥ) ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ: ᐸᖕᓃᓪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 

 

 ᐃᓚᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐸᖕᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓄᑦ: ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐸᖕᓃᓪᓗ 

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐊᖓ  J. Adamczewski ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ  
2010-ᒥᒃ 2018-ᒧᑦ 

 

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐊᖓ  J. Adamczewski ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
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1. ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ: 84-90% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ: 71-79% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ 2015-ᒥᒃ 2018-ᒧᑦ 
 

2. ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ: 30-50:100-ᖏᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒐᔪᖕᓂᖏᑦ 30:100  2014-ᒥᒃ - 2018-ᒧᑦ 
 

3. ᐃᑉᓚᐅᓖᑦ: ᑕᒫᓃᑉᐸᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ 80% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 64% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ,2015-ᒥ, 83% 

 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ 2018-ᒥ, 87.5% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ 2019-ᒥ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ- 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ: 

ᐆᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ 2015-

2018-ᒧᑦ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᕿᓐᖓᐅᒻᒥ 

 
    

  

1 

  

  

2 0   

63   65   48   

0 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ 2015-ᒥᒃ 2018-ᒧᑦ 

179  ᒪᕐᕉᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑑᒃ ᑭᖑᓕᕇᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᔫᓐᓂᒥ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: 

176  ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖕᑐᖃᕐᒥᓄᑦ 

  3  ᑭᐴᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ 

98.3% ᐳᓴᓐᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᑐᖃᕐᒥᓄᑦ 
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ - 

(GN) 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ - NWMB  

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ 

(GNWT) 

ᒃᖡᑦᓲᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ (TG) 

ᐅᐊᑮᓯᒥᐅᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ - WRRB 

ᓵᑑᒥᐅᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ - SRRB  

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 



17 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᓕᓐᓈᐃᒥ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 

(ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ)  

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᕐᒥ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ- 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ: 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

2014  

(3 ᐱᖓᓱᑦ  
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ) 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ: 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

(ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ - ACCWM-ᑯᑦ)  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

2018-ᒥᓗ & 2019-ᒥᓗ 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ: 

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ &  

ᐱᕙᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

2019 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ- ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ: 

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᑮᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂ: ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 2017 

• ᐊᒥᔅᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 2019-

2020 

• ᒃᖡᑦᓲᒥ ᐊᒪᕈᖅᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ 2020 

• ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐊᒪᕈᖅᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

2019-2020 
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ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ    

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ   

ᓯᓚᐃᕕᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒪᕈᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ (2019  

ᐊᒪᕈᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᔪᒥᓇᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓐᖓᐅᒻᒥ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ:  

3 ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐱᖓᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ 3 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 

 

ᓵᑑᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓵᑑᒥᐅᓂ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐅᐊᑮᓯᒥ 

ᐅᐊᑮᓯᒥᐅᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
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ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

2500ᑦ-4000ᑦ/ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ 

2010-ᒥᒃ 2014-ᒧᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ/ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᕐᒥ:  

• 340 ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

 

ᓴᑑᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ-ᑕᐃᓕᓐᓈᐃᒥᐅᑦ 

• 150 ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ (80% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓃᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐸᖕᓃᑦ) 

 

ᐅᐊᑮᓯᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᖏᑦ:             

• 750 ᐸᖕᓃ (ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ) 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ 2016-ᒥ:  

ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ 3 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ 3 ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᓯᒪᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

2015-ᒥ  

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐊᖓ  J. Adamczewski ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
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ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᓯᓚᐃᕕᒥᐅᑦ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ, 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ 

ᑕᐃᓕᓐᓈᐃᒥᐅᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ 
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐃᑦ 

2016-2017 15 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ 93 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ,  

33 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

108 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ,  

33 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

2017-2018 10 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ 0 10 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ 

2018-2019 100 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ* 0 100 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᑳᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 2016-ᒥ 2019-ᒧᑦ  

*ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᖑᐊᓖᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐅᑕᖅᑭᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᒃᖡᑦᓲᒥᐅᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 2021:  

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

 
(ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃ 

71.6% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓃᑐᒥᒃ 

ᓄᕐᕋᖅᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ 0.301-ᒥᒃᑯᑎᒃ  
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ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏ 

ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 2016 -ᒥ 

 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐃᑦ 

2019/2020-ᒥ 

 ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ 2016-ᒥᒃ 

2019/2020-ᒧᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ 

340 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ  

(ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐸᖕᓃᓗᓐᓃᑦ) 

(ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ): 

107 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ 

71 % ᐳᓴᓐᑏᑦ 

ᓴᑑᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥᐅᑦ 

150 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ  

(80% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐸᖕᓃᑦ) 

30 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ 80% ᐳᓴᓐᑏᑦ 

ᐅᐊᑮᓯᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐅᐊᑮᓯᒥ 

750 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ  

(ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂ) 

193 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ 

(ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

ᑐᒃᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂ) 

74% ᐳᓴᓐᑏᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 2016-ᒥᓗ 

2019-ᒥᓗ  
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ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ (107-ᓂᒃ ᐸᖕᓂᕐᓂᒃ) 

• ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

• ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ 2015-ᒥᒃ 

2018-ᒧᑦ 

• ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

• ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
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ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ 2018-2019: ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  

• ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ACCWM-ᑯᑦ 

 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ, ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 21, 2018 & ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 17, 2019 

• ᑕᐃᓕᓇᐃᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑎᓯᐱᕆ. 11 & 12, 2018 

• ᐅᐊᒃᐅᐊᑏᒥᓗ ᒐᒥᑏᒥᓗ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 21, 2019-ᒥ, ᐅᐊᑏᒥ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 22, 2019 Bᐄᑦᓱᑰ, ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 23, 2019 

• ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 24, 2019 

• ᑰᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ, ᕗᐊᑦ ᓯᒥᑦᒥ ᐊᓪᓚᖓᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ,  ᓯᒥᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ, ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 29, 2019 

• ᑐᓖᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓵᑑᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 30, 2019 

• ᓗᑦᓱᓪ ᑮᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ, ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 6, 2019 

• ᓯᓚᑉᐃᕕᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᖓᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒡᔪᐊᖏᑦ, ᕗᕕᐊᕆ 18, 2019 

• ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᕕᕗᐊᕆ. 20, 2019 

• ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᐄᐳ 15 & 16, 2019 

• ᐅᐊᑮᓯᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᐄᐳ 9-11, 2019-ᒥ 
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ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐊᖓ J. Adamczewski, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ 2010-ᒥᒃ 

2018-ᒧᑦ 

ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ? 
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Mah́sı cho! 
This Ɂekwę́ Conservation Plan is based on Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨godı ́(stories) and ɂeɂa (laws and 
principles) passed down to us by our ɂehtséokǝ (grandparents). The Plan was first drafted by a 
group of invited Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨leaders and experts during a meeting on July 14-16. The 
meeting was co-hosted by the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨(Renewable Resources Council), Délın̨e ̨
First Nation and Délın̨e ̨Land Corporation, and sponsored by the Species At Risk Stewardship 
Fund. The facilitation team was Michael Neyelle, Walter Bayha and Deborah Simmons. Jane 
Modeste assisted in ensuring that Dene concepts were properly spelled and as technically 
correct as possible when combined with a primarily English text. 

The Conservation Coaches Network (CCNet) partnered with NWT Environment and Natural 
Resources (ENR) to offer a course in using the Opening Standards for the Practice of 
Conservation in Yellowknife in March 2105, which Michael Neyelle and Walter Bayha used in 
guiding plan development. Stuart Cowell, a CCNet instructor from Australia with considerable 
experience working with aboriginal peoples there, kindly agreed to mentor the facilitation 
team.  

Mah́sı cho to the meeting participants for their dedication to developing a community-driven 
plan. The support of the community leaders is crucial to the success of the plan. Even more 
important is the support and involvement of the community in joining forces to take action in 
ɂekwę́ conservation. 

Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Working Group Members 
Michael Neyelle, Chief Leonard Kenny, Alfred Taniton, Dora Blondin, George Baton, Jimmy 
Dillon, Raymond Tutcho, Walter Bayha 

Technical and Coordination Support 
Deborah Simmons (facilitator and technical writer), Dennis Kenny (illustrator), Ed Reeves 
(coordination), Jane Modeste (language specialist), Janet Winbourne (technical writer), Lorraine 
Land (legal counsel), Micheline Manseau (caribou ecologist), Stuart Cowell (indigenous 
conservation planning specialist), Ted Mackeinzo (youth advisor and coordination)   
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Délın̨e ̨Belarewıĺe Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ Planning Participants 

Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Working Group Members 
Michael Neyelle, Chief Leonard Kenny, Alfred Taniton, Dora Blondin, George Baton, Jimmy 
Dillon, Raymond Tutcho, Walter Bayha 

Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨Community Members 
A total of 53 people participated in one or all of the following events: July 16 presentation, 
November 4 public meeting, December 7 public meeting.  
Alfred Betsidea, Alfred Taniton, Alphonse Takazo, Andre Blondin, Andrew John Kenny, Arsenne 
Ayha, Bernice Neyelle, Bobby Modeste, Bruce Kenny, Cecilia Tutcho, Chris Yukon, Christine 
Wenman, Clarence Tutcho, Danny Gaudet, Danny McNeely, Dave Taniton, David Tetso, Dolphus 
Baton, Dolphus Tutcho, Douglas Taniton, Earl Mackeinzo, Ethan Baton, Freddie Vital, Fredrick 
Kenny, Gary Elemie, George Baptiste, George Kenny, Gerald Tutcho, Gina Dolphus, Gordon 
Taniton, Hughie Ferdinand, James Takazo, Jimmy Tutcho, Joe Blondin Jr., John Tutcho, Jonas 
Modeste, Leon Modeste, Leon Takazo, Louie Nitsiza, Mary Rose Yukon, Morris Neyelle, Nathan 
Modeste, Neil Mackeinzo, Paul Modeste, Raymond Taniton, Ron Cleary, Russell Kenny, Sidney 
Tutcho, Stanley Ferdinand, Stella Mackeinzo, Tahti Bayha, Tommy Betsidea, Wilfred Kenny 

Technical and Coordination Support 
Deborah Simmons (facilitator and technical writer), Dennis Kenny (illustrator), Ed Reeves 
(coordination), Jane Modeste (language specialist), Janet Winbourne (technical writer), Lorraine 
Land (legal counsel), Micheline Manseau (caribou ecologist), Stuart Cowell (indigenous 
conservation planning specialist), Ted Mackeinzo (youth advisor and coordination), Heather 
Sayine-Crawford (wildlife manager/biologist)   
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Ɂekwę́ Ɂeɂa –Law of the Caribou 
Story told by Charlie Neyelle 

This story was told to me by se ɂıt̨á, my father. Ɂıt̨á used to say, “Make sure you take good care 
of this story and what it says. Learn this ɂeɂa, this law for ɂekwę.́ In the future, when you kill 
ɂekwę,́ this is how you must work on ɂekwę ́in the future. You must work this way on ɂekwę ́
until the day you die. 

A long time ago there was a Dene couple who had a baby. This baby would cry and cry. The 
baby cried so much, the parents became exhausted. They finally fell asleep because they were 
so tired. When they woke up in the morning, the baby was gone. They could see his tracks in 
the snow, so they followed his trail. The baby’s footprints turned into ɂekwę́ footprints, walking 
across the lake to join the other ɂekwę́. Then the parents understood why the baby was crying. 
He wanted to join ɂekwę́. 

The following year, there were really lots of ɂekwę́ arriving. There in the middle of the herd was 
the little boy who had turned into a yaŕégo (young male ɂekwę́). The little ɂekwę́ could see his 
parents. He said to benǫ (his mother), “Ɂéne ̨(mother), don’t worry about me. You can use the 
sinew and the babiche from my 
body for your sewing.”  

And he said to en̨e ̨hǝ́ ɂıt̨a ́hǝ́, “My 
skin can be your clothing and your 
bedding, you can use it for your 
sleeping mat. So, you two, do not 
worry about me.”  

Finally ɂekwę́ said, “Ɂıt̨a,́ when you 
work on me, when you cut my 
head off, place it in front gently. 
For the rest of the body parts, you 
cut and place them behind gently. 
Don’t throw the meat behind. 
Make sure you carry it and place it 
gently behind the head.”  

This is how the yaŕégo wanted to 
be treated kanat́s'ezé (when he 
was hunted). He was making a law 
for himself.  
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Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨ęk’ǝ Gokǝdǝ́ Glossary 
“Our Dene kǝdǝ́ (language) is very important to us. Dene kǝdǝ́ must be part of our Ɂekwę ́
Conservation Plan so that it will be really meaningful for us.” – Alfred Taniton 

Note that Dene kǝdǝ ́has its own meaning and Dene terms do not directly correspond to English 
terms. There was a lot of discussion about Dene concepts among the Ɂekwę ́Working Group 
members in developing this Conservation Plan. This glossary is a work in progress, and gives 
approximate and summary descriptions of the meanings in English.  

For a Dene kǝdǝ ́alphabet and pronunciation key, see Appendix A. 

Dene English 
ɂededah́k’ǝ́ habitat, where people and animals can find good food 
ɂedets’ę́ k’aóts’erewe governance; we are our own bosses, but we have to follow 

the law 
ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨ hunters, harvesters, trappers 
Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı  Sahtú Renewable Resources Board (helper of the ɂehdzo 

got’ın̨e)̨ 
ɂehtsǝ́ǝ kǝ grandparents 
ɂekwę́  ɂekwę́  
ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e ceremonial harvest (we thank the creator for ɂekwę́) 
ɂekwę́ nıɂ̨ah caribou make a thundering sound when the populations 

return 
ɂéne ̨ mother 
ɂeɂa law, principles, policy 
ɂı ̨t̨a ́ father 
Areyǫnę́ ełóot’ın̨e ̨ats’ıt̨’e.  We are all one family. 
ası ̨ı́ ̨kats’ınıw̨e ̨ harvesting all things 
bedzıo adult male caribou (big) 
belarewıĺe gots’ę́ ɂekwę́ caribou for all time 
Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨ Délın̨e ̨Renewable Resources Council 
Dene béré traditional Dene foods 
Dene béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e alternative harvest (we hunt and gather all kinds of different 

Dene foods) – linked to the totality of the Sahtú Needs Level 
Dene kǝdǝ́ Dene language 
Dene naóweré Dene knowledge 
Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨ ̨ the whole concept of what Being Dene (being who we are) 

means to our grandparents 
Denecho kǝ gok'ǝ́ta ́nat́s'ezé. We have to hunt like our grandparents did. The  
dıǵa wolf 
gogha horıĺa in danger, at risk 
Goɂǫ́ beghǫ gots’edé nıd̨é 
dza ́ǫt’e. 

When people talk about ɂekwę́ too much, it’s not good. 
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Dene English 
goreghǫ shrubs 
hǝ́ and, with 
Ekaá k’énı ̨t́’é ewıĺat́’a ́kút’a. You’ve harvested the quota, so that’s it – shutting down the 

harvest. 
mah́sı cho thank you very much; welcome; hello 
mǫ́la outsider 
nat́sezé, kanat́sezé hunting, hunting something 
nę́nę́ land, habitat 
Sahtú  In this document, mainly refers to Great Bear Lake (in other 

contexts refers to the Sahtú Region defined by the Sahtú 
Dene and Métis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement) 

Sahtú Got’ın̨e ̨ Dene of Great Bear Lake 
tsıa young caribou 
tsıd́a female caribou 
yaŕégo young male (smaller) 

 

List of Acronyms 
DGG Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨Government 
DLC Délın̨e ̨Land Corporation 
DRRC Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨(Renewable Resources Council) 
ENR NWT Environment and Natural Resources 
SMART Specific, Measurable, Actionable, Realistic, Time-bound 
SRRB Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources 

Board) 
TTIBRSC Tsa ́Túé International Biosphere Reserve Steering Committee 
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Introduction 
“In the past we were told, take only what you need. Now things are changing. This is the 
first time we’re trying to make a plan like this. If we make one, we need to abide by it. 
Maybe it could work.” – Dora Blondin 

Sahtúgot’ın̨ę (the people of Great Bear Lake) are extremely concerned about news that ɂekwę́ 
(caribou) populations are declining. The Sahtúgot’ın̨ę prophets have said that ɂekwę́ will remain 
with us as long as we take good care of them. This means that that we must make wise 
decisions gogha horıĺa (when they’re in danger). The Délın̨ę Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę (Renewable 
Resources Council) is working with our community to make changes so that ɂekwę́ will decide 
to come back. Following the words of Dene ɂehtséokǝ (our grandparents), we believe that it is 
necessary to follow ɂekwę́ ɂeɂa (caribou law) and not people’s law in our action plans.  

At the present time, our role in ɂekwę́ stewardship, and the co-management system set up in 
the land claim, are being challenged. We are determined to take action ourselves, whatever 
happens, so that ɂekwę́ will come live with us again. If we strengthen our stewardship 
practices, we will be better able to work with our co-management partners in conservation. 
This document is a starting point for discussion about how we can best follow ɂekwę́ ɂeɂa at 
this time.  
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How This Plan was Made 
“This plan has to be worked on, put together and then go back to the community and say, 
“this is what we want.” There have to be future consultations. If we don’t do it right, we are 
going to start arguing again in the future about the plan. To avoid that let’s make sure that 
what we put into the plan is going to be accepted by the community. The plan must be 
good. There is hardly any opposition to it. Everybody must be in agreement with it.” – 
Andrew John Kenny 

This plan took a lot of work to prepare, with the help of a technical group, a Working Group, 
and the community. The technical group met to do homework before and after Working Group 
meetings. The Working Group met to provide guidance to the technical group and prepare for 
public meetings. The plan is a living document, and it is expected that it will continue to be 
revised and updated over time. 

The following have been key events in the planning process during 2015-2016: 

July 14-16  Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Working Group meeting to prepare the first draft 
November 2 and 4 Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Working Group meetings to review and revise the draft and 

prepare for public presentation 
November 4 Délın̨e ̨Public meeting – plan approval-in-principle 
November 23 Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Working Group meeting to plan for Harvest Policy 

implementation with ENR staff (Heather Sayine-Crawford and Leeroy 
Andre) 

December 7 Public meeting to discuss Harvest Policy implementation 
January 6-7 Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Working Group meeting to review plan implementation and  

Ten Year Vision 
The ten year vision is a picture of the future that Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨keep in mind as they take 
action so that ɂekwę́ will come live with us again.  

“What we’re putting in this plan is for our future.” – Raymond Tutcho 

“We should talk about what vision our elders had in the past. Ɂekwę ́are free to roam 
wherever they want. As Dene, we’re also free to roam wherever we want, just like ɂekwę,́ 
and there is a relationship between us. We want to continue that good relationship to take 
care of each other. If we know that ɂekwę ́are declining, how are we going to fix the 
problems?” – Walter Bayha 

Ten Year Vision: Dene and ɂekwę ́are free to maintain 
their relationships through their own ɂeɂa. 
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Ɂeɂa 
When the earth was created, dıǵa (wolf) and ɂekwę́ held a big meeting around the Aklavik area. 
Dıǵa said to ɂekwę́, "Ɂekwę́ should not be on earth any longer." Ɂekwę́ responded, "As long as 
we've been here, we've been good and we've eaten well. We've done nothing to you. We have 
not destroyed your food. You have lived well off us. So what's wrong with us?"  

Dıǵa said, "That's right. There's nothing wrong with ɂekwę́. They don't get in anybody's way. So 
we shouldn't tell them what to do. Let them graze, and feed, and wander around. Let's not 
destroy them completely, because in the future we will need them."  

from Ɂekwę ́Gulí (The Fate of Ɂekwę)́, told by William Sewi (Sahtú Atlas, 2005) 
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Here are some ɂeɂa (laws or principles) that guide how this plan is designed.  

1. Goɂǫ́ beghǫ gots’edé nıd̨é dzá ǫt’e (when people talk about caribou too much, it’s not 
good). The talk disturbs ɂekwę́ and they don’t like it. This is true for all animals. When 
ɂekwę́ move away, this is a sign that they want to be left alone. Ɂekwę́ make their own 
decisions – we’re not the boss of them. We need to give them a rest for as long as it takes 
for them to recover. Dene ɂehtséokǝ say that when they decide to return, ɂekwę́ nıɂ̨ah, 
they make a thundering sound.  

2. Dene ts’ıl̨ı ̨(who we are, the whole concept of what being Dene meant to our 
grandparents) and our way of life includes Dene béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e (harvesting a wide variety 
of country foods), including fish, moose, beaver, muskrat, small game, game birds, and 
berries during specific times of the year and depending upon what is most abundant.  

3. Areyǫnę́ ełóot’ın̨e ̨ats’ıt̨’e (we are all one family). Dene ts’ıl̨ı ̨also involves maintaining 
strong sharing relationships within our community and with other communities and regions. 
Ɂekwę́ are our relatives. 

4. Denecho kǝ gok’ǝ́tá náts’ezé (we have to hunt like our grandparents did). This means that 
the knowledge of respectful practices needs to be taught, learned and practiced by women 
and men. The rule that ɂekwę́ must be treated humanely (for example, they must not be hit 
with a stick), needs to be fully understood. Strong leadership is needed to ensure that 
nat́sezé (hunting) decisions are respected.  

Dene hǝ́ ɂekwę́ hǝ́ 
What makes people and ɂekwę́ healthy?  

• Sharing relationships (Dene Ts’ıl̨ı)̨ 
• Ɂedets’ę́ k’aóts’erewe (governance) 
• Travelling freely 
• Living with ekwę́ 
• Population cycles to keep the balance (coming and going) 
• Keeping the land healthy 
• Ası ̨ı́ ̨kats’ınıw̨e ̨(harvesting many different foods) for survival.  

Scope 
In preparing this plan, Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨seek to achieve these three things:  

1. Build consensus on the community’s vision for the people and ɂekwę́ in the future. 
2. Develop a plan of action that is realistic and supports the vision. 
3. Build support for a Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨approach to ɂekwę́ conservation within the community, 

the region, the NWT, and beyond. 
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Our Plan in the Big Picture 
Ɂekwę́ planning must by law involve aboriginal peoples, since they must be “consulted and 
accommodated.” Délın̨e ̨needs to have its own plan defining the community’s role in 
stewardship. We can also be part of larger planning processes that involve other regions that 
ɂekwę́ travel through. These include: 

• The Bluenose Caribou Management Plan (2014) and Action Plans (now being drafted) 
• Federal and NWT Species At Risk Assessments and Listings for barren-ground ɂekwę́ 
• Sahtú regional ɂekwę́ planning, involving Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı (Sahtú Renewable 

Resources Board) 

Taking Care of Ɂekwę ́- The Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East 
Barren-ground Ɂekwę́ Herds Management Plan 

During 2007-2013, there was a lot of discussion with communities across the NWT about what 
a plan for the “Bluenose caribou” herds should look like. The Advisory Committee for 
Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM), created to share information and coordinate 
wildlife management among wildlife management boards in the different regions, took on the 
role of developing a Management Plan for the Bluenose herds through a collaborative process 
involving 17 communities and 6 land claim areas. 

Who Sits on the ACCWM? 

The ACCWM was founded through a Memorandum of Understanding for Cooperation on 
Wildlife Management signed in 2008 by the Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board, the Tuktut 
Nogait National Park Management Board, the Wek’eezhii Renewable Resources Board, the 
Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board), the Wildlife Management 
Advisory Council-NWT, the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board, and the Nunavut Wildlife 
Management Board. 

The Taking Care of Caribou Management Plan for the Bluenose herds, often referred to as the 
Bluenose Caribou Management Plan (BCMP), was approved by consensus of the participating 
wildlife management authorities in November 2014. It sets out the reason for the plan and the 
goals that the Plan hopes to achieve, as follows: 

While the immediate need for the plan was in response to reported declines in the 
herds, the intent is for the plan to address caribou management and stewardship over 
the long term. The ultimate goal is to ensure that there are caribou today and for future 
generations. The management goals are to maintain herds within the known natural 
range of variation, conserve and manage caribou habitat, and ensure that harvesting is 
respectful and sustainable.  
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The BCMP is a framework for collaborative ɂekwę́ management, laying the foundation for 
development of Action Plans. It is based on regional inputs by ACCWM members, as well as 
information provided in two companion documents: the community engagement document 
“We have been living with the caribou all our lives…” and a science-based technical report.  

On July 2, 2015, the Minister of ENR announced that the Government of the NWT would take 
the BCMP as “primary guidance on monitoring and management of the Cape Bathurst, 
Bluenose West and Bluenose East caribou herds.” The ACCWM has started developing Action 
Plans providing more details on how management actions can be undertaken.  

The Délın̨e ̨Plan builds on the BCMP and supports cross-regional Action Planning by providing 
specific guidance on what ɂekwę́ management looks like from a community perspective. It 
offers a community vision, community perspectives on the key problems to be addressed, and 
actions that the community can help to lead, with support from its co-management partners. It 
is important that community plans and accomplishments are shared with other regions and 
decision-makers so that there can be recognition of the role that Délın̨e ̨has to play in 
conservation. 

Federal and NWT Species At Risk Assessments and Listings 

Since 2003 the Government of Canada has had a Species at Risk Act. A Government of the 
Northwest Territories Species at Risk (NWT) Act was passed in 2009. The Acts are designed to 
work in a complementary way with other legislation and cooperatively with aboriginal people. 

In April 2015, the NWT Species at Risk Committee (SARC) released the draft ‘Species Status 
Report for Barren-Ground Caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus) in the NWT’ for review. 
The species status report compiles and analyzes 
the best available scientific, community and 
traditional knowledge on the biological status of 
ɂekwę́, as well as existing and potential threats and 
positive influences. It includes up-to-date 
information on the following herds: Porcupine, 
Tuktoyaktuk Peninsula, Cape Bathurst, Bluenose 
West, Bluenose East, Bathurst, Ahiak, Beverly 
(North and South), and Qamanirjuaq.  

The report identifies many, varied threats currently 
having negative impacts on ɂekwę́. The threats are 
complex, difficult to predict, and many are 
expected to increase in the future, such as climate 
change. The importance of ɂededah́k’ǝ́ (habitat), 
and of retaining sufficient good ɂededah́k’ǝ́ for 
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ɂekwę́ to survive, were stressed throughout the report. Ɂekwe are scheduled to be assessed 
under the NWT Species At Risk Act. 

As soon as a species has been assessed as a species at risk, the Conference of Management 
Authorities can develop consensus agreements on actions to protect the species or its 
ɂededah́k’ǝ́. Before reaching an agreement, each Management Authority does the consultation 
they are required to do. 

If a species is listed as Special Concern, Threatened or Endangered on the NWT List of Species at 
Risk, a management plan or recovery strategy must be done. A management plan recommends 
objectives for the management of the species. A recovery strategy recommends objectives for 
the conservation and recovery of the species. Both types also recommend approaches to 
achieve those objectives. 

Sahtú Regional Strategy 

Already there has been a lot of discussion among the communities of the Sahtú Region about 
how people can work together in stewardship of ɂekwę́. In addition to all the community inputs 
for the BCMP, there was a lot of discussion at the Bluenose West Ɂekwę́ Management Hearing 
convened by Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı in 2007. More recently, Délın̨e ̨was the host of 
Ɂekwę ́ghǫ Łǝńats’edǝ ́– A Gathering for the Caribou on January 27-29, 2015. A regional 
leadership meeting on caribou stewardship was hosted by Colville Lake on April 21-22. During 
these meetings, there were a number of consensus resolutions that have helped to inform 
Délın̨e’̨s ɂekwę́ conservation plan. 

Approach 
“We need a Deline plan, made by the people of Deline. If it comes from government, people 
will never agree to it. Everyone will support it if it comes from Deline.” – Chief Leonard 
Kenny 

“We have to come up with a plan. If we don’t come up with a plan we are going to continue 
arguing with each other, the governments and the people.” – Jimmy Dillon 

This plan is developed based on an Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation approach, 
keeping in mind that it’s helpful to: 

• Trust the process. 
• Change the process when it needs changing. 
• Own the concepts and language of the process, make it our own. 
• The facilitator helps the planners move through the process; leaders who are 

knowledgeable about the process and topic have a distinct role in guiding plan 
development. 
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Michael Neyelle and Walter Bayha have taken a course in the Open Standards, and have 
benefitted from mentorship by Stuart Cowell, who works with aboriginal peoples in Australia. 
Michael’s and Walter’s leadership is important in adapting the Open Standards to fit Délın̨e’̨s 
needs.  

Program Areas 
Four program areas developed for this plan are drawn from a review of the five program areas 
identified in the Bluenose Caribou Management Plan (BCMP 2014). 

 
1. Ɂededáhk’ǝ́ – the areas of ɂededah́k’ǝ́ and land use are combined, since they are linked in 

terms of the ways in which they affect ɂekwę́. 
 

2. Nátsezé – we can’t do much about predators because they need to achieve their own 
balance, but it’s important that everyone agrees on a way of supporting good nat́sezé 
practices. 
 

3. Ɂedets’ę́ K’áots’erewe (Governance) – We are our own bosses, but we have to follow Dene 
ɂeɂa. This is not listed as a program area in the BCMP, but is considered to be an important 
issue affecting ɂekwę́ stewardship across the regions.  

 
4. Dene Náowérǝ́ (Knowledge) – includes research, education, advocacy and communication.  

4.
Dene 

Náowerǝ́

1. Ɂededáhk'ǝ́

2. Nátsezé

3. Ɂedets’ę́ 
K’áots’erewe
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Steps in the Process 
Following the Open Standards approach, a 
structured process is developed here for 
each program area. The process looks like 
this. We have already gone through the 
process more than once, and a lot has been 
learned (see the History section below). 

History 
An important part of planning is looking 
back to see what worked and didn’t work. 
There are four main periods in the history of 
Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨that we can learn from.  

1. Old time Dene way of life - Ɂekwę́ hǝ́ 
Dıǵa hǝ́ had a meetıng. 

2. Government comes – nat́sezé 
restrictions, starvation and resistance. 

3. Land claim agreement – co-
management, management plan, and 
learning across cultures. 

4. Self-government –Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨
learning to be who they are in changing 
times. 

Stories 
Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨have stories that carry the 
knowledge and lessons learned across the 
generations. A series of keystone stories can 
be told and included in the plan in order to 
make it more meaningful.

1. Define 
Issue

2. Plan

3. Act

4. Monitor

5. Adapt

6. Share 
Learning

Figure 1: Six Steps in the Process 
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Problems We Face 
The key problems that we identified for each program area give us an idea of the work that 
needs to be done.  

Ɂededah́k’ǝ́  
“If we can take care of this earth, this land, then there’s a good chance ɂekwę ́can survive a 
bit longer. The caribou and the Dene people live together. The reason they live together is 
because they don’t want the caribou to disappear.” – Alfred Taniton 

• The land is drier. 
• There is more risk of fire. 
• There are more goreghǫ (shrubs) on the tundra. 
• Development is happening in other areas that ɂekwę́ travel through. 
• There is less ɂededah́k’ǝ́ (good home, habitat) for ɂekwę́ to survive in. 
• Ɂehtséo Ayha predicted that ecological and cultural integrity would be at risk in the future. 
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Nat́sezé 
“We rely too much on ɂekwę;́ we should be looking at alternatives” - Freddie Vital 

“Our nátseze ́practices have changed during the years. Way back, ɂekwę ́were close. These 
days we have to go hundreds of miles to get ɂekwę,́ so the distance alone is becoming a 
factor. We should get together and come up with a community nátseze,́ rather than people 
going individually” – Raymond Tutcho 

 “Monitoring nátseze ́is very important. We need to have a plan for both nátseze ́and 
monitoring – both could be done through a community nátseze.́” – Michael Neyelle 

• The tag system brings back memories of the colonial days. 
• Nat́sezé restrictions can lead to an erosion of people’s way of life and relationships with 

ɂekwę́. 
• The ɂekwę́ migration is being disrupted by increased presence of ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨in the 

Délın̨e ̨District and in other regions. 
• Nat́sezé practices have changed with airplanes and skidoos, so there’s more nat́sezé of tsıd́a 

(female caribou) in spring. 
• In other regions, ɂekwę́ nat́sezé is being restricted. 
• A culture shift is needed to address changes in ɂekwę́ populations and maintain good 

relationships with our neighbours. 
• Nat́sezé monitoring is needed to keep track of our relationship with ɂekwę́. 

Ɂedets’ę́ K’aóts’erewe 
“People need to come together and then decide what to do; we need to fix this problem in 
the community. We need to get people to work together.” – Michael Neyelle 

“Now we’re having problems. And if we want to deal with it, we need to do it together. We 
need to come together as one because as aboriginal people we all depend on ɂekwę.́” – 
Morris Neyelle 

“Government has to support our plan. They should listen to us. We shouldn’t always be the 
ones who are accepting their ideas. They have to accept some of our ideas, as people who 
have lived in this area since the beginning of time. If, as the case may be, there is a decline 
in the caribou herd, as responsible parents, elders, we can tell our young people not to 
harvest that many. All of us can agree to this plan. I agree that it should be us, the 
community, that makes the decision, not the mǫĺa government.” – Alfred Taniton 

• There is confusion about governance processes at various scales (family, community, 
region, territory, federal). 

• A crisis management approach has led to top-down decisions by ENR. 
• The allocation system has led to a cross-regional competition for ɂekwę́ quota. 
• Families are competing for ɂekwę́ quota. 
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• There is a lack of trust and confidence to work with decision-makers. 
• There is a lack of consensus among community leaders. 
• Sahtú communities are not working together. 

Dene Naówérǝ́ 
“We should learn the ways of ɂekwę,́ study ɂekwę.́” – Raymond Tutcho 

“We know science is good, but elders don’t feel comfortable with the way scientists do their 
research. To fix that, elders need to know exactly what kind of information the scientists are 
gathering …. Our knowledge comes from the wildlife and the land.” – Jimmy Dillon 

“What we are doing here is making a plan for the chief to go by, so the responsibility would 
be to communicate this plan. That’s where the chief would come in when he travels around, 
for people that are interested in this plan that we are putting together for this caribou. 
Once we put this plan together we can share it.” – Raymond Tutcho 

• People need to gain a better understanding of the changing environment. 

• The old systems for passing on traditional knowledge and skills are not as strong as they 
used to be.  

• We’re worried about our young people and whether they’ll be able to hunt in the future. 
Will there be caribou for them to hunt? Will they have the skills they need? 

• There is a lack of understanding of the Délın̨e ̨approach in other regions. 

A Message from the Youth 
by Ted Mackeinzo, Deĺın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Intern 

When on a hunting trip or just going out on the land, you should involve youth. Describe the 
land, the names and the importance of the area. Please describe it in both Dene language and 
English so the youth can better understand and gain knowledge and wisdom. 

The youth don’t mind if they don’t get paid. They just want to be given chances to go on the 
land. Most youth don’t own any survival gear. So please help our youth by providing rides, a 
place to sleep, and meals for the trip. 

Taking our youth on the land to hunt, trap, fish and monitor will support the Ɂekwę́ 
conservation plan because it will teach the youth how we take care of our land, ensuring our 
culture and traditions are preserved. That’s how we can make sure the caribou will come back. 
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Workplanning: A Path to Conservation 
“We also have to think about how to take good care of ɂekwę.́ If we waste what we kill, 
ɂekwę ́will know and next time he will never come back.” – Charlie Neyelle 

“The plan has to be powerful to make sure that ɂekwę.́ don’t disappear. This is what we 
care about – that it’s going to be there in the future.” – Morris Neyelle 

 “It’s so important that we come up with a strong conservation plan for ɂekwę.́ As Dene 
people we’ve always respected ɂekwę ́…. For the future we need to cooperate and work 
together and we need to communicate with as many people as we can.” – Alfred Taniton 

We need to have a clear path for putting our Ɂekwę́ Conservation Plan into action. There are a 
lot of challenges that face the community in achieving its vision for the people and ɂekwę́. In 
each of the four program areas we need to decide what we want to achieve. The goals and 
strategies we identify need to be SMART.  

Specific – be clear what the goal is about 
Measurable – you can measure progress 
Actionable- it’s a thing you can do 
Realistic- it is actually possible 
Time-bound – you know when it will be done 

A good workplan answers the following questions:  

1. What are the priority actions (things that are easy to do, or most urgent)?  
2. How can the objectives and strategies be achieved?  
3. Who should lead the work, who should be involved 
4. When can the actions take place?  
5. What are the funding supports and constraints?  
6. How should the process be monitored, adapted, shared? 

The Workplan is a living document that will develop over time as priority actions are 
accomplished and new priorities emerge, or as opportunities arise. Some activities are already 
underway through other processes, so don’t need to be prioritized as new initiatives.  

In this version of the Conservation Plan, the Délın̨e ̨community is prioritizing new program 
initiatives related to the Nat́sezé program area, since this is a time-sensitive and especially 
challenging issue that requires strong governance. Appendix B, “Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa” is 
Délın̨e’̨s harvesting policy. Appendix C, “Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Code” summarizes the policy so it can 
more easily be applied in practice. Appendix D, “Practicing our Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa” documents 
some of the work that was done to refine and add more detail the first version of the policy in 
response to questions from ENR. 
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Note: A list of acronyms used in the following workplan is provided on page vii. 

Health – Dene, Ɂekwę́, Nę́nę́ 
Objective Strategy Lead(s) 
1. DGG achieves International 

Biosphere Reserve status for 
Sahtú watershed by 2020 to take 
care of ɂekwę́ and nę́nę́. 

• Secure funding to support staffing 
capacity (complete, from Pew 
Foundation). 

• Lobby territorial and federal 
governments and UNESCO. 

TTIBRSC 

2. DGG’s Destination Délın̨e ̨
ecotourism program self-
sustaining by 2020. 

• Business plan 
• Expansion to muskox nat́sezé 
• Training for guides 
• Marketing 

Destination 
Délın̨e/̨ DLC 

3. DRRC identifies critical ɂededah́k’ǝ́ 
for ɂekwę́ to be submitted to 
Sahtú Land Use Planning Board for 
inclusion in the Five Year Review, 
by 2018. 

• Critical ɂededah́k’ǝ́ mapping. ENR/ DRRC 

Nat́sezé 
Objective Strategy Lead(s) 
1. DRRC establishes level and 

protocol for ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı 
ts’ın̨ıw̨e and sharing by fall 2016. 
For details on progress in this 
program area since the Belarewıĺe 
Gots’ę ́Ɂekwę ́plan was first 
drafted in July 2015, see 
Appendices B-D. 

• Calculate Minimum Needs Level 
(DRRC and SRRB). 

• Define ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e 
target, and sharing protocol. 

• Develop policy for distributing 
CHAP funding to ɂehdzo got’ın̨e.̨ 

• Develop policy for visiting 
ɂehdzo got’ın̨e.̨ 

DRRC/ SRRB 

2. DRRC has established robust plan 
for ası ̨ı́ ̨(all species) kanat́sezé 
monitoring by fall 2016. 

• Meeting with SRRB and ENR to 
develop monitoring plan, 
including lessons learned from 
past experience (Sahtú Harvest 
Study completion project, 
already funded). 

• Establish health monitoring 
program as a means of 
monitoring nat́sezé. 

DRRC/ SRRB 

3. DRRC develops and implements 
protocol for on-the-land 

• Promote work toward 
certification of environmental 
monitor trainees. 

DRRC/ENR 
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Objective Strategy Lead(s) 
monitoring of ɂekwę́ herds by 
2016, in partnership with ENR.  

• Include design for note taking 
and reporting, and 
interpreting/drawing conclusions 
from observations. 

4. DRRC hosts ası ̨ı́ ̨kats’ınıw̨e ̨
gathering and awards ceremony 
by June 2016 to monitor plan 
implementation and review the 
plan, combined with a celebration 
of people’s relationships with 
ɂekwę́.  

• Funding proposal to ENR. DRRC 

5. DLC continues moosehide and 
ɂekwę́ hide tanning program, 
promotion of alternate country 
foods, and muskox nat́sezé. 

• DRRC continues hide collection 
program. 

• Muskox outfitting and 
subsistence nat́sezé. 

• Country food security program. 

DLC/DRRC/ 
Destination 
Deline/ DLC 

 

Governance 
Having a strong approach to governance will help to structure positive relationships within the 
community, with other Sahtú Region communities, with the SRRB and ENR, and with aboriginal 
user groups outside the region. Délın̨e ̨has its own strengths in governance to build on, and can 
also use co-management processes (such as the ACCWM/Bluenose Caribou Management Plan), 
and Species At Risk Act as mechanisms for achieving governance objectives. 

Objective Strategy Lead(s) 
1. DRRC finish, validate, and 

build support for Délın̨e’̨s 
Ɂekwę́ Plan by fall 2015. 

• July 14-16 Working Group meeting 
and public presentation. 

• Review by DFN, DLC and DRRC through 
presentations by Walter and Mike. 

• Review by SRRB, SSI and ENR. 

DRRC 

2. Review ACCWM Action Plan 
relevant to BNE ɂekwę́ by 
December 2015. 

• Assess how Action Plan might affect 
the Délın̨e ̨plan; provide comments to 
SRRB. 

DRRC /SRRB 

3. Review Species At Risk 
Barrenground Ɂekwę́ 
Assessment Report by 
December 2015. 

• Assess how Assessment Report might 
affect the Délın̨e ̨plan, whether/how 
ɂekwę́ should be listed; provide 
comments to SRRB. 

DRRC /SRRB 
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Dene Naówérǝ́ 
Objective Strategy Lead(s) 
1. By fall 2015, DRRC has 

reviewed results of ENR 
ɂekwę́ census. 

• Letter by ACCWM requesting photo 
census results as soon as possible 
(preliminary results show more 
decline). 

DRRC/ SRRB 

2. By 2017, the DRRC and 
SRRB are leading a research 
and education program to 
learn about ɂekwę́ ecology 
in partnership with Dr. 
Micheline Manseau (Parks 
Canada and University of 
Manitoba). 

• Develop research questions and 
objectives. 

• Prepare a Letter of Intent for the 
Cumulative Impact Monitoring 
Program (SRRB with DRRC) – fall 2016. 

• Prepare a Letter of Intent for the 
SSHRC Partnership Fund (SRRB with 
DRRC) – winter 2016. 

• Consider submitting proposals to 
NSERC (SRRB). 

DRRC/ SRRB 

3. By 2017, the DRRC has 
hosted an environmental 
leadership training course in 
partnership with Canadian 
Boreal Initiative. 

• Meet with Canadian Boreal Initiative to 
develop training plan (SRRB and DRRC). 

• Submit funding proposal. 

DRRC/ CBI 

4. By 2016, DRRC has hosted a 
hunter skills course in 
partnership with ENR.  

• Meet with ENR to develop training 
including Sight Your Rifle event (SRRB 
and DRRC). 

DRRC/ ENR 

5. By 2016, DRRC has 
completed Food Security 
research project in 
partnership with the SRRB 
and Wilfrid Laurier 
University, and developed 
country foods and sharing 
promotional materials. 
Funding already secured. 

• Meet with Andrew Spring to plan the 
research timing, questions, objectives 
and methods. (Andrew is back from 
vacation on July 20.) 

DRRC/ SRRB 
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Learning as We Go 
How are we going to check whether our plan is working, and follow up on lessons learned by 
making changes to the plan? We know that there will be problems, and we’ll learn a lot along 
the way. In order to move forward, we need to trust each other and work together on solutions 
for each problem that comes up. 

It’s important to review the plan often to see what’s working, what’s not working, how we are 
progressing on our objectives, and plan our next steps. We started working on this plan in July 
2015, so our first six month review was planned for January 2016. Also, according to our 
Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa, we’ve planned a meeting when we think that Bluenose East nat́sezé has reached 
100 in order to discuss harvesting the final portion of the allocation, and ekaá k’énı ̨t́’é ewıĺat́’a ́
kút’a (you’ve harvested the quota, so that’s it – shutting down the harvest). 

Every meeting of the Ɂekwę́ Working Group, there has been a chance to look back on progress 
and challenges in implementing the plan. Every Working Group and public meeting since July 
2015 has addressed new problems and questions that have arisen in the planning and 
implementation process. Solutions have been developed for problems, and more details have 
been provided. The plan is truly a living document that is regularly being revised and updated.  

During meetings of the Working Group and Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨on January 6-7, it was recognized 
that there were major obstacles to implementing some of the objectives outlined in the Ɂekwę́ 
Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa and Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Code (Appendices B and C) during the first year of the plan. In 
particular, it will take time to build capacity and skills in certain areas, including with younger 
hunters and with respect to the community’s efforts to include caribou health samples as part 
of the hunting process. The Working Group emphasized that a lot of advance planning and 
collaborative effort is needed to make more progress during the 2016-2017 harvest season, 
drawing upon lessons learned this year. 
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APPENDIX A: Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨ęk’ǝ Gokǝdǝ́ Alphabet and 
Pronunciation Key 
Note: This summary is a work in progress, and will be refined in collaboration with community 
and university linguists. Thanks to Keren Rice, Ingeborg Fink and Maida Percival for their 
assistance. For more information about Deĺın̨e ̨Got’ın̨ęk’ǝ gokǝdǝ,́ see 
http://dobes.mpi.nl/projects/deline/language/.  

Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨kǝdǝ́ (language) is a dialect in the Athapaskan or Dene language family known to 
linguists as “North Slavey.” Within the community, there is variation in how people speak, since 
the different families have historically travelled from different places – but people understand 
each other very well.  

In the Northwest Territories, an effort to standardize spelling systems in Dene kǝdǝ́ was 
initiated in 1987, and a report was completed in 19901. Although many elders had learned to 
write in the syllabics system introduced by missionaries, language specialists agreed to use a 
transfer from English spelling system that would more precisely represent the sounds in Dene 
kǝdǝ́ as a tool for keeping the language alive. 

The best way to learn the pronunciations is to listen to fluent speakers. Although the Dene 
alphabet looks somewhat similar to the Roman alphabet that we use for English, the 
pronunciation often sounds different than English. We thank Dr. Keren Rice and the authors of 
the Dogrib Dictionary2 for their contributions to this pronunciation key.  

The Alphabet 
The Dene kǝdǝ́ is missing some of the regular English alphabet, and some are added. There is a 
silent letter called a “glottal” or “click” ɂ which comes first in the alphabet, along with nasalized 
vowels, a “shwa” ǝ, a “crazy” or voiceless ł, and several “double consonants” and “glottalized 
consonants.” 

ɂ (glottal) a a ̨b ch ch’ d dl dz e e ̨g gh gw h ı ı ̨j k k’ kw kw’ l ł m n o ǫ p r s sh t t’ tł 
tł’ ts ts’ u u ̨w wh x y z zh 

  

                                                       
1 NWT Education, Culture and Communications, 1990. Reports of the Dene Standardization Project. Yellowknife, 
NWT: Government of the NWT. 
2 Tłıc̨hǫ Community Services Agency. 2007. Reading and Writing in Tłıc̨hǫ Yatıì: Tłıc̨hǫ K’ę̀e ̨̀ Ets’eetł’èe xè Enıh̨tł’è K’e 
Yats’ehtıı. tlicho.ling.uvic.ca.  

http://dobes.mpi.nl/projects/deline/language/
http://tlicho.ling.uvic.ca/
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Pronouncing the vowels 
a Dene words: Sahtú, ıt̨a ́‘father’; English words: ‘father’ 

e Dene words: bedzıo ‘adult male caribou’; English words: bet 

ə Dene words: kǝdǝ́ ‘language’; English words: bay 

o Dene words: denecho ‘grandparents’; English words: toe 

u Dene words: tu ‘water’; English words: boo! 

Nasalized vowels are made through the nose, and they sound like you have a cold. They are 
written with a little hook under the vowel. English does not have nasalized vowels that are like 
the Dene ones. 

 gots’e̜  ‘from a place’ 

 gots’é̜  ‘to a place’ 

You also need to write ‘tone.’ This tells you if your voice must go up or down. It is written with a 
slanted line above the vowel that is used if your voice is higher on the vowel. English does not 
have tones. 

 jih ‘mitts’   jıh́ ‘hook’ 

Pronouncing the consonants 
Many of the consonants are pronounced very much like they are in English. Listen to the Dene 
words to hear what the consonants sound like. An English word with a similar sound is also 
given if there is one, but some of the sounds are not found in English. 

ʔ ʔah ‘snowshoes’, seʔaá ́‘my snowshoes’  uh-uh 
b bə ‘knife, bekwı ́‘his, her, its head’   boy 
ch cho̜ ‘rain’; necha ‘it is big’    chop 
ch’ ch’oh ‘porcupine’, bech’a ‘away from it’  no English sound 
d də ‘river’, seda ́‘my eye’    day 
dl dlo̜ ‘mouse’      no English sound 
dz dzene ‘day’, sedzee ‘his, her heart’   beds 
g gah ‘rabbit’, begóné ‘his, her arm’   go 
gh seghú ‘my tooth’     no English sound 
h hehji̜ ‘I sing’      hi 
j jıé ‘berries’      jar 
k kó̜ ‘fire’, ʔehkə ‘boy’     cat 
k’ k’oh ‘cloud’, sek’oh ‘my neck’   no English sound 
kw kwə ‘rock’, ʔekwé̜ ‘caribou’    queen 
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kw’ kw’i ‘mosquito’, sekw’ené ‘my bone’  no English sound 
l sela ́‘my hand’     line 
ɬ ɬue ‘fish’      no English sound 
m mah́si ‘thank you’, ʔama ́‘mother’   make 
n ne ̜ ‘land’      net 
r sets’aré ‘my hat’     no English sound 
s sah ‘bear’      sing 
sh shıh́ ‘mountain’     ship 
t te̜ ‘ice’, seta ́‘my father’    toe 
t’ t’o ‘paddle’, ʔi ̜t’ó̜ ‘leaf’    no English sound 
tɬ tɬe ‘lard, oil’      no English sound 
tɬ’ tɬ’uh ‘rope’      no English sound 
ts tsa ́‘beaver’, tse ‘wood’, ʔi ̜ts’é ‘moose’  cats 
ts’ ts’a ‘hat’      no English sound 
w sewé ‘my liver’     wind 
wh whé ̜ ‘star’      no English sound 
x xah ‘goose’      no English sound 
y ya ‘louse’, seya ‘my son’    yes 
z si ̜zi ‘my name’     zip 
zh zha ‘louse’      beige 
 

Consonants with no English sound 

For the new/unusual sounds, “gh,” “zh,” “crazy l,” glottals, and double consonants, it’s helpful 
to describe how these sounds are made in the mouth and throat.  

Crazy l 

The crazy l or “ł” is one of several consonants in Dene kǝdǝ́ that are made by the flow of air in 
the mouth. The crazy l is pronounced like a “breathy l” with air pushed out while the tongue is 
in the position for pronouncing the l sound. It’s like a “sh” sound and l squished together, as in 
the Yiddish word “schlmozzle.” 

Glottalized consonants, “clicks,” or ejectives3 

Altogether, about 17% of the world’s languages have glottalized consonants or consonants with 
“clicks” like in Dene kǝdǝ́, but not English. There are a variety of kinds of glottalized consonants, 
and the kind that are used in the Dene kǝdǝ́ are called “ejectives” by linguists. This is when 
there is a stoppage in the voice box. The glottalized consonants in Sahtú Got’ın̨ęk’ǝ gokǝdǝ́ are:  

                                                       
3 Thanks to Maida Percival, whose research comparing Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨and Oromo glottalized consonants as 
described in Sahtú Gotıc̨h'ádıı́ - Wildlife of the Sahtú Region Facebook posts on May 2, 2014, October 24, 2014 and 
February 18, 2015 was used for this section. www.facebook.com/SahtúWildlife.  

http://www.facebook.com/SahtuWildlife
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ch’ k’ kw’ t’ tł’ ts’ 

In order to practice making an ejective sound, start by holding your breath. Now, while you're 
still holding your breath, try to make a "k" sound. Make the sound as loudly as you can, so that 
somebody sitting next to you can hear it. Now relax and breathe again. Congratulations! You've 
just made an ejective k’4. Practice the same thing with a “t” sound, and you can pronounce 
“got’ın̨ek̨’ǝ.”  

English speakers often over-pronounce ejectives, and Dene kǝdǝ́ speakers often pronounce 
them very subtly. So sometimes English speakers can’t hear Dene people pronouncing ejectives, 
and often Dene speakers smile when they hear English people trying to pronounce them.  

Here are diagrams of Dora Blondin pronouncing the words té and t’é, “ashes, charcoal.” There 
is a burst, followed by a very short silence for the ejective t’.  

Double consonants 

The following double consonants are part of the Dene kǝdǝ́ language: 

ch dl dz dz gh gw kw sh tł ts wh zh 

Most of the double consonants are easy to figure out how to pronounce because they’re similar 
to English. One of them, “tł,” has a crazy l which is described above. There are also two double 
consonants, “gh” and “zh,” that don’t have equivalent sounds in English, but are similar in kind 
to other English consonants with an “h,” including “ch,” “sh,” and “wh” (linguists call this kind 
of sound a “fricative”). 

The “gh” sound is a “breathy g” pronounced with the back part of the tongue touching the back 
part of the roof of the mouth similar to making the sound for “g” but more lightly, and air 
pushed through to make a soft sound, almost like a gurgle.  

The “zh” sound is an “breathy z” pronounced with the tip of the tongue touching the front of 
the mouth behind the teeth similar to making the sound for “z” or “j” but more lightly, and air 
pushed through to make a soft sound, like treasure. 

  

                                                       
4 Source: Karen Steffen Chung citing Peter Ladefoged, 
http://homepage.ntu.edu.tw/~karchung/Phonetics%20II%20page%20four.htm.  

http://homepage.ntu.edu.tw/%7Ekarchung/Phonetics%20II%20page%20four.htm
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APPENDIX B: Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa – 
Harvest Policy 
Belarewıĺe Gots’e ̨Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for All Time 

Approved in principle by Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨public meeting, November 
4, 2015. Reviewed and updated based on discussions at December 8 public meeting. 

Preamble 
“We don’t just go out for nátseze ́– we go out because we love our Dene nęńę”́ 

 – Alfred Taniton 

Whereas ɂekwę́ populations have been rapidly declining and Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨are preparing a 
community conservation plan for ɂekwę́, and the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨is responsible for 
leading implementation of the plan under Chapter 13 of the Sahtú Dene and Métis 
Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement, the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨is hereby exercising its 
power to establish a Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa (Caribou Harvest Policy) as one mechanism for 
implementing the plan.  

In order to ensure consistency with the land claim agreement, the ɂeɂa is structured according 
to the clauses describing Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨powers under 13.9.4, with the addition of clauses 
regarding the provision of funding support from the Community Harvest Assistance Program 
(CHAP). 

This ɂeɂa is complemented by the Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Code (Appendix C), which summarizes the 
policy so it can more easily be applied in practice. 

The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨recognizes that although it is the lead community organisation for 
nat́sezé management, the success of this ɂeɂa will depend on support from other community 
leadership organisations, elders, ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨and women, youth, and ENR. This ɂeɂa needs 
to be combined with a strong Dene Naówerǝ́ program, including research, communication, and 
education. 

Objectives 
The land claim establishes the Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨“to encourage and promote local involvement in 
conservation, nat́sezé studies, research and wildlife management in the community” (13.9.1). 
This is supported by the larger objectives of Chapter 13 in wildlife conservation and nat́sezé 
(13.1), and the overarching land claim objective listed in Chapter 1 to “to recognize and 
encourage the way of life of the Sahtú Dene and Metis which is based on the cultural and 
economic relationship between them and the land” (1.1.1c). For this reason, the Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé 
Ɂeɂa addresses both conservation measures to reduce negative impacts on ɂekwę́ populations, 
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but also ways of supporting the vitality of Dene béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e (alternative subsistence 
harvest).  

Ɂeɂa 
Nat́sezé is not a cause of decline, but Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨have always managed nat́sezé to sustain 
populations for the future. This policy is founded on four main ɂeɂa (laws or principles) based 
on the teachings of Ɂehtsǝ́ǝ (Grandparent) Bayha.  

5. Goɂǫ́ beghǫ gots’edé nıd̨é dzá ǫt’e (when people talk about ɂekwę́ too much, it’s not 
good). The talk disturbs ɂekwę́ and they don’t like it. The problem is with the people, not 
ɂekwę́. When ɂekwę́ move away, this is a sign that they want to be left alone. We need to 
give them a rest for as long as it takes for them to recover. Dene ɂehtsǝ́ǝ kǝ say that when 
the populations return, ɂekwę́ nıɂ̨ah, they make a thundering sound.  

6. Dene ts’ıl̨ı ̨(who we are, the whole concept of what being Dene meant to our 
grandparents) and our way of life includes Dene béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e (harvesting a wide variety 
of country foods), including fish, moose, beaver, muskrat, small game, game birds, and 
berries during specific times of the year and depending upon what is most abundant.  

7. Areyǫnę́ ełóot’ın̨e ̨ats’ıt̨’e (we are all one family). Dene ts’ıl̨ı ̨also involves maintaining 
strong sharing relationships within our community and with other communities and regions.  

8. Denecho kǝ gok’ǝ́tá náts’ezé (we have to hunt like our grandparents did). This means that 
the knowledge of respectful practices needs to be taught, learned and practiced by women 
and men.  

Approach 
“To restrict ourselves, to say we can’t harvest what our needs are, that needs to be talked 
about. We need to talk about about a way to do it. We have to be fair. We can’t be 
unilateral in making rules. We have to do it together.” – Alfred Taniton 

The approach guiding this ɂeɂa is twofold:  

1. Maintenance of a limited ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e to maintain Dene Ɂeɂa and spiritual and 
teaching relationships with ɂekwę́. 

2. Support for Dene béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e (alternative harvest) and sharing in order to maintain and 
strengthen Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨(Being Dene) and social relationships. 

Ɂeɂa Topics 
The following ɂeɂa topics are included in this document: 

1. Ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e hǝ́ Dene béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e hǝ́ (ceremonial harvest and Sahtú 
Needs/alternative harvest) 

2. Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé Methods 
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3. Season and Location of Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé 
4. Nat́sezé Monitoring and Enforcement 

Ɂeɂa 1: Ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e hǝ́ Dene béré ts’ın̨ıw̨e hǝ́ (ceremonial 
harvest and Sahtú Needs/alternative harvest) 

The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨recognizes that the land claim agreement provides a mechanism for 
protecting Dene and Métis nat́sezé rights through a formula that establishes the Sahtú 
Minimum Needs Level. However, the community wishes to ensure that ɂekwę́ are there for 
future generations, and for this reason supports a reduced and coordinated ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı 
ts’ın̨ıw̨e (ceremonial harvest) instead of subsistence nat́sezé to serve “minimum needs.” Dene 
béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e to compensate for this shift is supported. 

1.1 The only ɂekwę́ nat́sezé supported by Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨for the next two years will be 
ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e; there will be no subsistence ɂekwę́ nat́sezé, pending review 
of new ɂekwę́ status data. 
 

1.2 Ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e is supported for a maximum of 150 Bluenose East ɂekwę́ and 
50 Bluenose West ɂekwę́ according to specified methods, seasons, and locations as 
outlined below. Ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e will be planned with elders, will be led by 
experienced ɂehdzo got’ın̨e,̨ and will involve youth. A nat́sezé meeting will be held with 
elders to discuss the success of the hunt, the health of the herd, and the teaching of 
traditional skills and knowledge. The total CHAP budget for ɂekwę ́gha máhsı ts’ın̨ıw̨e 
will be $10,000. 
 

1.3 Dene béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e is supported with a focus on fish, moose, muskoxen, furbearers, 
waterfowl, game birds, as well as wild berries and plants and community garden 
produce. Organised seasonal nat́sezé trips including youth and elders will be conducted 
linked to the whitefish runs and geese and duck seasons. Traditional food preservation 
methods and sharing practices will be part of the Dene béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e program. The 
total CHAP budget for organised seasonal nátseześ is $14,000. Where possible, 
supplementary funds will be sought. 
 

1.4 A Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨awards program is established for families, ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨or ɂehtsǝ́ǝ kǝ 
that demonstrate excellence in practicing Dene Ɂeɂa and conservationist nat́sezé 
traditions. The total CHAP budget for the Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨awards program is $5,000. 
 

1.5 Muskoxen, moose, and tǫdzı full health sample kits are compensated $150. Muskox 
hides are purchased for a maximum of $200 for large and high quality hides.  
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Ɂeɂa 2: Ɂekwę́ gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e Methods 
“People had their own system of sharing before any mǫĺa came around. Someone would go 
around with a packsack full of fish, or a load of wood.” – Alfred Taniton 

2.1 Ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨should travel with snowshoes to make it possible to pursue and kill 
wounded animals; the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨will distribute snowshoes to ɂekwę́ ɂehdzo 
got’ın̨e.̨ The total initial CHAP budget for snowshoes is $2,000 for 10 sets of high quality 
traditional snowshoes and harnesses. The Deĺın̨e ̨Land Corporation and First Nation will 
plan a training workshop in snowshoe making. 
 

2.2 Ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨should travel safely and well prepared, at minimum with the following 
equipment: a sleeping bag, an ax, matches, and a packsack with first aid kit, extra 
clothing, and food. 

 
2.3 No wastage is permitted. Ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨should bring back and share as appropriate all 

usable parts of ɂekwę́ as our ancestors did, including hides. An incentive program for 
hide purchase will be established. 
 

2.4 Ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨should not stress ɂekwę́ by chasing them, since this affects meat quality, 
leads to vulnerability to predators, and can lead to earlier death. 
 

2.5 There will be no nat́sezé of the larger bedzıo that are important for taking care of the 
herd. Only smaller yaŕégo nat́sezé is permitted.  
 

2.6 Traditional protocols for respectful behaviour around ɂekwę́ should be practiced, as 
taught by elders, including:  

• Do not hit ɂekwę́ with a stick. 
• Women do not step over blood. 
• Thank the ancestors and ɂekwę́ for a successful nat́sezé. 
• Do not leave gut piles on lakes. 
• Dispose of bones respectfully in the bush, under a tree – bones should not be 

put in the garbage, on roads, or in the garbage dump. 
 
2.7 The shift to ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e means that traditional sharing practices must be 

renewed, since ɂekwę́ is no longer the major subsistence food. Family elders should 
have responsibility for ensuring that nat́sezé is properly processed and shared according 
to tradition. 
 

2.8 A mentoring or “buddy” system will be used. This way, less experienced ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨
are properly taught and monitored to ensure that our nat́sezé ɂeɂa is respected. 
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Ɂeɂa 3: Season and Location of Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé 
3.1 Ɂekwę́ gha mah́sı ts’ın̨ıw̨e will take place during the fall/winter to for only yaŕégo 

(smaller males).  
 

3.2 Nat́sezé will be focused at Ɂehdaıl̨a and Neregha/Enakǝ Túé areas. Ɂekwę́ when they are 
in the Tekacho and It̨séré Túé areas will be allowed to rest and renew their health for 
travel to the calving grounds. Allocations of gas to ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨for ɂekwę ́gha máhsı 
ts’ın̨ıw̨e will accommodate the additional distance required to reach the Ɂehdaıl̨a and 
Neregha/Arakǝ Túe ́areas. 

Ɂeɂa 4: Nat́sezé Monitoring and Enforcement 
4.1 Nat́sezé numbers, sex and location will be reported to the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨and in 

turn, nat́sezé will be reported to the Délın̨eg̨ot'ın̨e ̨Government and Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨
Gotsę́ Naḱedı.  
 

4.2 A community self-regulation approach will be used, in which the community will stop 
nat́sezé once the limit is reached. 
 

4.3 A strong education program will be developed to ensure that people understand and 
respect Délın̨e’̨s self-regulated nat́sezé limit. 
 

4.4 When the community has reached a threshold of nat́sezé 100 Bluenose East ɂekwę́, a 
community meeting will be called to plan for harvestıng the final portion of the ɂekwę́ 
allocation, and closure of nat́sezé once this is reached. 
 

4.5 Ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨are required by the community to bring back health sample kits, 
including documentation. An award of $50 will be provided for return of health sample 
kits. 
 

4.6 Ɂehdzo got’ın̨e ̨who violate this ɂeɂa may be denied future CHAP funding support. The 
community will consider traditional restorative means of supporting respect for the 
community ɂekwę́ nat́sezé ɂeɂa. Referral to ENR will be a last resort. 
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APPENDIX C: Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Code  

A. Preamble 
Whereas… 

I. The people of Délın̨e,̨ Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e,̨ have a deep understanding of the land, the water 
and the animals. With this understanding comes a tremendous respect for the food that 
nature provides. 

II. Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨have for centuries managed their relationship with the land, water and 
animals by way of the community’s own laws that reflect their respect for the food that 
nature provides. 

III. Section 1.1.1(c) of the Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement 
provides that an objective the Land Claim Agreement is to recognize and encourage the 
way of life of the Sahtú Dene and Metis, which is based on the cultural and economic 
relationship between them and the land. 

IV. If one thing could be singled out that binds Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨most strongly to their land 
and heritage, it would be their relationship with ɂekwę́ (caribou). 

V. Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨are extremely concerned about news that ɂekwę́ populations are 
declining. 

VI. Section 13.9.1 of the Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement 
provides that there shall be a Renewable Resources Council in each Sahtú community to 
encourage and promote local involvement in conservation, harvesting studies, research 
and wildlife management in the community. 

VII. Section 13.9.4 of the Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement 
provides that a Renewable Resources Council has the authority to manage the local 
exercise of Participants’ harvesting rights, including the methods, seasons and location 
of ɂekwę́ harvests. 

VIII. Section 13.9.6 of the Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement 
provides that local Renewable Resources Councils shall participate in the collection and 
provision, to government and the Sahtú Renewable Resources Board, of local harvesting 
data and other locally available data respecting wildlife and wildlife habitat. 

Therefore the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨sets forth here a Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Code for 2015-2017 (“the 
Code”).  
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B. Definitions and Interpretation 
1. In this Code,  

“Ɂeɂa” means Dene law or policy. 

“Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı” means the Sahtú Renewable Resources Board for the purpose 
of this Code and means the Renewable Resources Board as described in 13.8 of the Sahtú Dene 
and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement. 

“Ɂekwę́” means barren-ground caribou. 

“Ɂekwę́ gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e” has the same meaning as “Ceremonial Harvest” for the purpose of 
this Code and means the harvest of ɂekwę́ where, as distinct from subsistence harvests, the 
sole purpose of the harvest is to maintain the relationship of Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨with ɂekwę́, and 
where the methods, seasons and locations of said harvest are outlined in this Code. 

“Alternative Harvest” has the same meaning as “Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e” for the purpose of this 
Code and means the harvest of fish, moose, muskoxen, furbearers, waterfowl, game birds, wild 
berries, plants, and other community garden produce, and is linked to the totality of the Sahtú 
Needs Level; 

“Bedzıo” means an adult male caribou. 

“Bluenose East Area” means the Caribou Management Zone S/BC/03, as set forth in the Big 
Game Hunting Regulations, NWT Reg 019-92 under the Wildlife Act, SNWT 2014, c 3. 

“Bluenose West Area” means the Caribou Management Zone S/BC/01, as set forth in the Big 
Game Hunting Regulations, NWT Reg 019-92 under the Wildlife Act, SNWT 2014, c 3. 

“Ceremonial Harvest” has the same meaning as “Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e” for the purpose of 
this Code, and means the harvest of ɂekwę́ where, as distinct from subsistence harvests, the 
sole purpose of the harvest is to maintain the relationship of Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨with ɂekwę́, and 
where the methods, seasons and locations of said harvest are outlined in this Code.  

“Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e”̨ has the same meaning as “Délın̨e ̨Renewable Resources Council” for 
the purpose of this Code and means the Renewable Resources Council established by Section 
13.9 of the Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement. 

“Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e”̨ has the same meaning as Délın̨e ̨Participant(s) under the Sahtú Dene and Métis 
Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement for the purpose of this code. 

“Délın̨e ̨Renewable Resources Council” has the same meaning as “Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e”̨ for 
the purpose of this Code and means the Renewable Resources Council established by Section 
13.9 of the Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement. 
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“Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e” has the same meaning as “Alternative Harvest” for the purpose of this 
Code and means the harvest of fish, moose, muskoxen, furbearers, waterfowl, game birds, wild 
berries, plants, and other community garden produce, and is linked to the totality of the Sahtú 
Needs Level. 

“Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨Awards Program” means a program established to recognize families, hunters, 
harvesters, trappers, elders and others who demonstrate excellence in practicing Dene law 
and/or conservationist hunting or harvesting traditions.  

“Harvest” means hunting in accordance with the Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land 
Claim Agreement.  

“Health Sample Kit” means a package containing a data sheet plus materials for the collection 
of a backfat measurement, fecal sample, blood sample, and skin sample from ɂekwę́. 

“Participants” means persons enrolled in the Enrolment Register pursuant to chapter 4 of the 
Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement, and “Participant” means any one 
of them. 

“Renewable Resources Council”, or “RRC”, means a Renewable Resources Council as described 
in 13.9 of the Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement and more 
specifically means the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨for the purposes of this Code.  

“Sahtú Needs Level” means a Sahtú Needs Level as described in 13.5.3 of the Sahtú Dene and 
Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement. 

“Sahtú Renewable Resources Board” has the same meaning as “Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı” 
for the purpose of this Code and means the Renewable Resources Board as described in 13.8 of 
the Sahtú Dene and Met́is Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement. 

“Tsıd́a” means an female caribou.  

“Yaŕégo” means a young male caribou. 

C. Vision and Objectives  
2. The ten year vision that guides this code is that Dene and ɂekwę́ are free to maintain their 

relationships through their own ɂeɂa. 

3. The objectives of this code are to: 

a) address the long term management and stewardship of ɂekwę́ populations by 
establishing rules and guidelines for Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e.  

b) maintain the relationship of Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨with ɂekwę́.  
c) ensure the presence of ɂekwę́ populations now and into the future. 
d) encourage and promote local involvement in the conservation and management of 

ɂekwę́ populations. 
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e) ensure that any harvest of ɂekwę́ is conducted in a respectful and sustainable 
manner, consistent with traditional Délın̨e ̨harvesting practices. 

f) ensure maintenance of and support for the Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e. 

D. Application 
4. This Code applies 

a) in respect of Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨harvesting ɂekwę́ in 
i. the Bluenose East Area. 

ii. the Bluenose West Area. 

b) in respect of Sahtú Participants from outside Délın̨e ̨who harvest:  
i. ɂekwę́ in the Bluenose East Area. 

ii. ɂekwę́ in locations where Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨have traditionally harvested in the 
Bluenose West Area. 

c) in respect of Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨participating in the Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e.  

E. Ɂekwę́ gha Mah́si Ts’ın̨ıw̨e (Ceremonial Harvest) 
5. The only ɂekwę́ harvest that shall take place during the calendar years 2015, 2016 and 2017, 

respectively, shall be Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e. Any Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e shall be 
conducted in accordance with the methods, seasons and locations outlined in this Code. 

6. The purpose of Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e is to maintain the relationship between the 
Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨and ɂekwę́, and to honour our grandparents.  

7. For Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e for each of 2015, 2016, and 2017 harvests, Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨
shall harvest a maximum of: 

a) 150 Bluenose East ɂekwę́. 
b) 50 Bluenose West ɂekwę́.  

8. Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e shall be organized by the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e,̨ and shall 
include the following requirements:  

a) consultation with elders who shall plan the hunt. 
b) a written agreement between hunters and the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨regarding 

hunting protocols to be observed. 
c) involvement of experienced Délın̨e ̨hunters who shall lead the hunt.  
d) involvement of youth. 
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e) a meeting to discuss:  

i. the success of the hunt. 
ii. the health of the herd. 

iii. the teaching of traditional skills and knowledge.  

9. The total annual budget for Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e shall be $10 000.  

10. The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨may, in its discretion and after review of any new information 
regarding the status of the Bluenose East and Bluenose West ɂekwę́ herds, determine that 
Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨may harvest in excess of the level set out in Section 7. 

11. The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall develop an education program to inform Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨
about the Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e.  

F. Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e (Alternative Harvest) 
12. Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e shall include the harvest of fish, moose, muskoxen, furbearers, 

waterfowl, game birds, as well as berries, plants and other community garden produce.  

13. Both youth and elders may participate in Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e.  

14. Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e shall be organized by the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e,̨ and shall be based on 
traditional Délın̨e ̨food preservation methods and sharing practices.  

15. Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e shall take place seasonally, occurring in accordance with the whitefish 
runs and geese and duck seasons.  

16. The total annual budget for Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e shall be $14,000.  

17. Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨shall receive compensation for the following: 

a) $50 for a Health Sample Kit submitted for each muskoxen, moose or boreal 
woodland ɂekwę́. 

b) Up to a maximum of $200 for each muskoxen hide, with the price depending on the 
size and quality of the hide.  

G. The Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨Award Program 
18. The Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨Award Program shall be established to recognize families, hunters, 

harvesters, trappers, or grandparents who demonstrate excellence in practicing Délın̨e ̨law 
and conservationist hunting traditions.  

19. The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall meet at least once per year to determine which 
Participant(s) will receive the Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨Awards. 

20. The total annual budget for the Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨Award Program shall be $5,000.  
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H. Harvest Methods 

Equipment  

21. Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨shall carry the following equipment when participating in any harvest of 
ɂekwę́: 

a) snowshoes.  
b) a sleeping bag.  
c) an ax. 
d) matches.  
e) a packsack.  
f) a first aid kit.  
g) extra clothing. 
h) food. 

22. The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨may distribute snowshoes to Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨harvesting ɂekwę́.  

23. The total annual budget for the snowshoe distribution under Section 21 shall be $2,000.  

24. The Délın̨e ̨Land Corporation shall fund and organize one snowshoe making training 
workshop in each calendar year.  

Protocols 

25. Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨who participate in any harvest of ɂekwę́ shall not:  

a) hunt tsıd́a. 
b) hunt the large bedzıo. 
c) chase ɂekwę́. 
d) treat ɂekwę́ in a way that is not humane. 

26. Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨who harvests ɂekwę́ during a harvest shall:  

a) preserve and return from the harvest all usable ɂekwę́ parts, including the hide, and 
share those parts in accordance with Délın̨e ̨traditional practices. 

b) observe respectful practices for women and men in the vicinity of and handling 
ɂekwę́. 

c) dispose of ɂekwę́ bones in the bush or under a tree. 
d) thank the ancestors and ɂekwę́ for a successful hunt. 

27. No Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨shall dispose of ɂekwę́ bones in the garbage, on roads, or in the garbage 
dump.  

28. No Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨shall dispose of ɂekwę́ guts in or near any lakes.  
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29. The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall establish an incentive program for the purchase of ɂekwę́ 
hides.  

I. Season and Location of Ɂekwę́ gha Mah́si Ts’ın̨ıw̨e 
30. Ɂekwę́ gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e shall take place during the fall and winter seasons, so as to 

ensure that all ɂekwę́ harvested are yaŕégo. 

31. Ɂekwę́ gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e shall be restricted to the Bluenose East Area and the Bluenose 
West Area, as defined in this Code.  

32. The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall allocate to any Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨who participates in a Ɂekwę́ 
Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e the amount of gas that is required to travel the additional distance to 
reach the Bluenose East and Bluenose West Areas.  

J. Monitoring  
33. Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨who participate in harvest of ɂekwę́ and who harvest ɂekwę́ in that harvest 

shall, as soon as possible after ɂekwę́ is killed, provide an ɂekwę́ Health Sample Kit to the 
Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e.̨ 

34. Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨shall be compensated $50 for each ɂekwę́ Health Sample Kit provided. 

35. If Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨do not provide an ɂekwę́ Health Sample Kit in accordance with Section 33, 
that person shall provide the following information to the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e:̨  

a) the number of ɂekwę́ harvested.  
b) whether ɂekwę́ harvested were yaŕégo or tsıd́a.  
c) where ɂekwę́ were harvested. 
d) any other information required by a person designated by the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo 

Got’ın̨e.̨ 

36. When, as determined by the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨or the Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı, the 
number of harvested Bluenose East ɂekwę́ reported reaches 100, the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨
shall call a community meeting to plan for the harvest of the remainder of ɂekwę́ as 
described in Section 6 of this Code, and closure of Ɂekwę́ Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e once that level 
is reached. 

37. The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall prepare, for any community meeting convened under 
Section 36, the following information: 

a) a proposal for public discussion of Ɂekwę́ gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e. 
b) information regarding the Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨ ̨award. 
c) a proposal for Dene Béré Kats’ın̨ıw̨e for the remainder of the year.  
d) a proposal for the process for determining the allocation of the remaining 50 ɂekwę́ 

for the year. 
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e) a review of the percentage of yaŕégo and tsıd́a ɂekwę́ harvested to date for the year.  
f) suggested measures to be undertaken by the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨and other 

wildlife management authorities if someone harvests ɂekwę́ after the total Ɂekwę́ 
Gha Mah́sı Ts’ın̨ıw̨e level of 150 ɂekwę́ is reached. 

38. The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall keep a record of the number of ɂekwę́ harvested and 
reported under Sections 33 and 35 as well as other known information about ɂekwę́ 
harvested but not reported under Sections 33 and 35.  

39. The Manager of the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall meet at least once each month with the 
Chief of Délın̨e ̨First Nation, NWT Environment and Natural Resources staff and Ɂehdzo 
Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı staff to report on the record under Sections 33 and 35 of ɂekwę́ 
harvested in the previous month and to confirm the total monthly Délın̨e ̨harvest numbers 
for that month. 

40. The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall report the final numbers for each month to the Ɂehdzo 
Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı following the confirmation of the total monthly Délın̨e ̨harvest under 
Section 39.  

41. A representative of each of the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e,̨ the Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı and 
the Department of Environment and Natural Resources shall meet together at least once 
each calendar year to evaluate the record of ɂekwę́ harvested and determine the final total 
Délın̨e ̨ɂekwę́ harvest number to be provided to other wildlife authorities.  

K. Enforcement  
42. In the event that a Participant under the Sahtú Dene and Metis Land Claims Agreement 

harvests ɂekwę́ does not comply with this Code, the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall convene a 
Sentencing Circle to determine an appropriate response. 

43. A Sentencing Circle convened under Section 42 shall include the following people: 

a) the person who allegedly has not complied with this Code. 
b) two representatives of the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e.̨ 
c) at least two Délın̨e ̨elders named by the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨in consultation with 

the Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨Government. 
d) one representative of the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources. 
e) family members of the person who has allegedly not complied with the Code and 

who can be named by that person or by the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨or the Délın̨e ̨
Got’ın̨e ̨Government.  

44.  The people involved in the Sentencing Circle convened under Section 42 shall discuss: 

a) the allegations that the Participant identified in Section 42 did not comply with this 
Code. 
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b) the impacts of that non-compliance with the Code on the relationship between 
Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨and ɂekwę́. 

c) what steps should be taken to address the Participant’s alleged non-compliance with 
the Code. 

45. In the event that a Participant:  

a) does not comply with this Code and does not participate in a Sentencing Circle; or 
b) does not comply with this Code and does not complete the steps identified by a 

Sentencing Circle in Section 44(c); 

then the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨shall refer the matter to the Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources for enforcement pursuant to the provisions of the Wildlife Act, SNWT 2014. 
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APPENDIX D: Practicing Our Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa 
Updated following December 8, 2015 public meeting 

This is a living document, and will be revised as questions about how to put Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa 
into action are addressed by the Deĺın̨e ̨Ɂekwę ́Working Group and Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e.̨ 

Once the ɂekwę́ conservation plan was complete, the Ɂekwę́ Working Group realized that it 
would be important to work together with ENR to implement the plan. There was a big focus on 
Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa, since this is the area where there’s been an agreement to support the 
community approach.  

During a meeting on November 23, the Working Group worked on six questions about how the 
Ɂekwę́ Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa could work in practice, and more work was done during a public meeting 
on December 75. There is further planning required to put a number of the items into action.  

Questions 
1. How is the harvest going to be monitored? 
2. What steps till be taken if hunters don’t report their harvest? 
3. Who is responsible for harvest monitoring? 
4. How is it being communicated with the public?  
5. When we reach 100 and 150 caribou harvested, what happens to close down the hunt? 
6. How will the harvest of tsıd́a be minimized? 
7. How should the funding be dealt with? 
8. Are visitors allowed to harvest?  
9. How are Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨going to be authorized to harvest? 
10. How will health sample kits be organised?  

Question 1: How is the harvest going to be monitored? 
This is required under land claim Section 13.9.6 – Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨must provide harvest data to 
the SRRB and GNWT. 

NUMBER ONE RULE: harvesters have to report to the Deĺın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e.̨ 

                                                       
5 Participants at the December 7 meeting included: Technical team members: Michael Neyelle, Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo 
Got’ın̨e ̨President and Jimmy Dillon, Vice President; Ed Reeves and Ted Mackeinzo, Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨staff; 
Walter Bayha (Délın̨e ̨Land Corporation staff and Délın̨e ̨First Nation Special Advisor); Raymond Tutcho (Délın̨e ̨Self-
Government staff); Deborah Simmons and Joe Hanlon, Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources 
Board) staff; Heather Sayine Crawford. ENR staff. Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Council members: Mitchell Naedzo, Russell 
Kenny. Community members: Alfred Taniton, Andrew John Kenny, Dolphus Baton, Joe Blondin Junior, Louie 
Nitsiza, Mary Rose Yukon. 
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Steps 

1. Health sample requirement for Délın̨e ̨Got’ın̨e ̨hunters (the health sample gives numbers 
and sex of harvested animals). 

2. If 1 doesn’t happen, harvesters have to report to the DRRC. 
3. If 2 doesn’t happen, the DRRC documents harvest anyway. Check point to be established on 

the winter road between Bennett Field and the Porcupine River during the period when 
caribou are in the Délın̨e ̨District – including two big signs.  

4. Need to have one harvest number, and it’s best for the Chief, Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨
President, and ENR to agree on the number that is given to the SRRB and ENR. 

Question 2: What steps till be taken if hunters don’t report their 
harvest? 
• The Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Code states that hunters "shall" (must) report their harvest, including 

location, date, sex, and other observations as desired. 
• There is a three step process outlined in the plan to support harvest reporting: 

o Agreement with harvester 
o Sentencing circle 
o ENR enforcement 

• This is extremely important to follow through on because we want to show that the plan 
works. 

Question 3: Who is responsible?  
• The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Manager will check with the Chief to ensure that the Ɂehdzo 

Got’ın̨e ̨and First Nation are in agreement on the harvest number, and will deliver the 
agreed-upon number to ENR and Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Gotsę́ Naḱedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources 
Board – the Board) on the first working day of each month. 

• The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨Manager will be the main contact person for the Board on 
harvest numbers. 

• Following delivery of report during the first week of every month, the technical team will 
assess harvest monitoring policy implementation, and recommend actions to fix any 
problems (learning by doing).  

Question 4: How is the plan being communicated with the public? 
• A door-to-door campaign with brochure with every hunter.  
• Radio broadcast 
• Public meeting with door prizes 
• Harvest management policy as posters 
• Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨ ̨award  
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• Regarding wastage prevention: Workshop at the school with elders on caribou anatomy 
atlas (to be put on Susan Kutz’s atlas webpage and linked to the Board/Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo 
Got’ın̨e ̨pages), combined with education about harvest management policy. 

• Regarding wounding loss prevention: Sight your rifle training, combined with education 
about harvest management policy. 

• The Board will communicate with other communities that Délın̨e ̨is the lead and the Délın̨e ̨
Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨is the contact for visiting harvesters. 

Question 5a: What happens when we reach harvest of 100?  
• Délın̨e ̨Ɂekwę́ Working Group has a meeting to prepare for a public meeting, and prepare a 

proposal for public discussion, including Dene Ts’ıl̨ı ̨award, alternative harvest, and harvest 
of last 50 caribou. The meeting should also review the percentages of bedzıo or yaŕégo and 
tsıd́a harvested. 

• Public meeting to review and approve Working Group proposal. 
• The proposal will include a list of measures to take if someone refuses to stop hunting 

caribou when the 150 is reached, such as letting the community deal with these issues the 
way they did in the past. 

• Délın̨e ̨ENR officer will still play a role. He still has to monitor – ensuring nothing wasted. 

Question 5b: What happens when we reach 150?  

• No more funding to support caribou harvest 
• What if somebody refuses to stop hunting? As they used to do in the past, a talking circle of 

elders and leaders to confront the problem and come up with a solution within the 
community (restorative justice approach). ENR enforcement will be called for as a last 
resort. 

Question 6: How will the harvest of tsıd́a be minimized?  
It was noted that other aboriginal governments have agreed to a tsıd́a-only harvest.  

• The number of tsıd́a harvested is reduced to a minimum because the harvest season is 
focused on fall and winter, and community members are banned from harvesting at 
Tehk’aecho and It̨s’éré Túé. 

• The harvest monitoring needs to include how many tsıd́a and how many yaŕégo harvested, 
and how many pregnant tsıd́a and how many tsıa (young caribou) - see Question 4a 
answers. 
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Question 7: How should the funding be dealt with? 
Sub-questions: What funding is needed? What is ENR going to get in return? What money is 
Deĺın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨putting into this?  

• Community Harvester Assistance Program (CHAP) funds are specifically allocated to support 
our Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa. 

• The Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨needs to submit a funding proposal to ENR for the funding 
required to support our Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa. We can put costs of all the meetings needed to 
monitor and further develop the plan in the funding proposal, along with funding required 
for harvest monitoring/health sample kits, and staff time to do the monitoring, and to have 
a check point.  

Question 8: Are visitors allowed to harvest? 
• You can’t restrict people from hunting. But a protocol is needed for visitors to check in with 

the Ɂehdzo Got’in̨e.̨ 
• Non-Sahtú beneficiaries will have an authorization card - but will still need to check in with 

the Ɂehdzo Got’in̨e.̨ 
• Other Sahtú harvesters can have an allocation of caribou (to be discussed). They will need 

to check in with the Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨and report their harvest - the Sahtú Renewable 
Resources Board and ENR need to figure out how to deal with this. 

• In reviewing the harvest study map, it was noted that Fort Good Hope, Norman Wells and 
Tulıt́'a participants were harvesting Bluenose East ɂekwę́ during the period 1998-2005, and 
may request an allocation. 

Question 9: How are Délın̨e ̨Got'ın̨e ̨going to be authorized to harvest?  
• It's straightforward - we said that we were going to keep to the harvest of 150, it's in the 

plan. 
• The Ɂehdzo Got’in̨e ̨can have a written and signed agreement with individual hunters that 

they agree to respect Délın̨e ̨Nat́sezé Ɂeɂa. The name of the person and the form will be 
kept confidential. This is a new idea, but the Délın̨e ̨Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨can explain that this is 
the means for them to put the policy into action. 

• There can be a blacklist for people who don't respect the plan and won’t be eligible for 
Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨support (gas, groceries, etc). 

Question 10: How will health sample kits be organised?  
• 100 health sample kits have been prepared so far. 
• Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨e ̨staff will be in charge of administering kits, including documentation, with 

support from SRRB and ENR staff. 
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• A workshop on health sample kits will be held, and technical resources people will join a 
hunt with experienced hunters and youth to develop knowledge about the how the kits can 
work. 
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About the ACCWM 
The Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management was established to exchange 
information, help develop cooperation and consensus, and make recommendations regarding 
wildlife and wildlife habitat issues that cross land claim and treaty boundaries. The committee 
consists of Chairpersons (or alternate appointees) of the Wildlife Management Advisory Council 
(NWT), Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board, Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę̨́ Nákedı (Sahtú Renewable 
Resources Board), Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board, Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board, and 
Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board. 
 
About this plan 

The ACCWM decided to develop a plan for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East 
barren-ground caribou herds. While the immediate need for the plan was in response to reported 
declines in the herds, the intent is for the plan to address caribou management and stewardship 
over the long term. This plan was developed in consultation with most of the communities that 
harvest from the three herds. The ultimate goal is to ensure that there are caribou today and for 
future generations. The management goals are to maintain herds within the known natural range 
of variation, conserve and manage caribou habitat, and ensure that harvesting is respectful and 
sustainable. This Management Plan is a working document used in developing specific 
management tools such as Action Plans for Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East 
barren-ground caribou. Both the Management Plan and following Action Plans will be updated and 
revised as new information becomes available.  

 
Photo credits: Cover: Bluenose-West caribou, Dave Stewart, Inuvialuit Communication Society; p. 
1: Woman cutting caribou – Deborah Simmons, SRRB; p.4: Meeting in Gamètì – Jody Snortland-
Pellissey, WRRB; p. 9: Harvesters meeting in Kugluktuk – Mathieu Dumond, GN, p. 12: Watching 
caribou – Deborah Simmons, SRRB; p. 14: Bull caribou, Richard Popko, ENR, GNWT; p. 18: Learning 
to field dress caribou – GNWT (Aklavik); p. 20: Cape Bathurst caribou – Kristen Callaghan, GRRB; p. 
27: Counting cow:calf ratios – Dave Stewart, Inuvialuit Communication Society; p. 39: Data clerk 
and harvester, NWMB; p. 53: Community member speaking at engagement in Whatì, Jody 
Snortland-Pellissey, WRRB; p. 55: Caribou at twilight, Danny Allaire ENR, GWNT.
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Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM) 

1.0 Preamble 

 

This plan is called Taking Care of Caribou. People of the Northwest 

Territories and Nunavut have an interest in wildlife as a natural 

resource and a responsibility for stewardship of wildlife and habitat. 

For as long as Aboriginal people have harvested caribou, they have felt 

a responsibility to take care of the caribou as related in many oral 

histories.1 Barren-ground caribou and the Aboriginal people of the 

North have a complex and ancient history – the abundance and health 

of the caribou have profoundly influenced the distribution, health and 

well-being of the people. Harvesting continues to be fundamental to 

the cultural, social, spiritual and economic well-being of many of the 

communities of the NWT and Nunavut.  

 

Traditional harvesting practices that show respect for caribou help to 

keep a balance between harvesters and caribou. These traditional 

practices are a way of taking care of the caribou. However, elders 

recall times when caribou were scarce and people searched out other 

species – for some regions it was moose and for others it was fish. 

Their knowledge indicates that caribou populations have natural 

cycles.  

 

Communities in the range of these three herds – the Cape Bathurst, 

the Bluenose-West, and the Bluenose-East – have been engaged for 

their input and knowledge. During community engagement meetings, 

many participants expressed concern about how historical events, 

modern practices, and changing cultures have affected the relationship 

between Aboriginal people and caribou. In the past, as now, taking 

care of caribou has been about managing human actions to sustain 

healthy caribou populations. The challenge is to create a plan that 

respects Aboriginal rights and finds a balance between the resources 

we use today and the resources we leave for future generations. A 

further challenge will be funding the implementation of the plan. As 

always, actions are limited by available funds and capacity.  

 

                                                           

 
1 In this document the term ‘Aboriginal’ is intended to be inclusive of First Nations, Inuit and Métis people. This is 
in accordance with the definition used in the Constitution of Canada. 

“It’s very hard for 
elders to express their 

feelings when they 
are asked about 
caribou.  I have 
feelings for the 

caribou. We really 
take care of the 

caribou....” (Délın̨ę) 

 

 

 
  
 
 

“It would be great to 
have elders advising 

decisions on the 
future of the caribou. 

We still rely on 
caribou because our 

ancestors really 
survived on it. Our 

ancestors had 
travelled all the way 

to the barren lands to 
harvest caribou for 

clothing”. (Behchokǫ̀) 
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For decades, Aboriginal people have worked hard to settle their comprehensive land claims so 

they would have greater control over their land and their lives. The treaties and land claim 

agreements provide for certain rights for both the ability and the responsibility to manage 

wildlife. These land claim agreements also provide for ways that non-Aboriginal Canadians can 

participate in stewarding public resources such as caribou through co-management boards and 

public input into management decision making. 

 

The results of scientific studies and observations by some caribou harvesters and elders 

indicate that barren-ground caribou herds in the western arctic declined in the early 2000s. 

Although there is no consensus on the extent or cause of the decline, all agree that caribou are 

an essential resource and central to the social, economic, cultural, and spiritual well-being of 

the local people.  Considering what is at stake, it is important to have a plan to sustain these 

herds so we may have caribou for future generations. 

 

The Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM), made up of six 

wildlife management boards, was established in 2008.2 It decided, as a matter of priority, to 

form the Bluenose Caribou Management Plan Working Group (BCMPWG or the Working 

Group) to develop a plan for the three caribou herds. This plan was developed with 

involvement by the 17 communities, in six land claim areas, that harvest these caribou.  

 

During the planning process, the Working Group heard many different voices and perspectives 

on caribou and the issues facing caribou herds and harvesters today. Throughout this plan 

there has been an effort to respectfully acknowledge, understand, and include these 

perspectives, in order to make the best decisions for the caribou. Because there was an interest 

to keep the written plan as concise as possible, two supporting documents are also available:  

 

 An Environment and Natural Resources (Government of the Northwest Territories) 

companion document (“Technical Report on the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and 

Bluenose-East Barren-Ground Caribou Herds”) that provides more detail on herd status 

and scientific research (referred to here as the ‘Scientific Report’); and  

 A summary of information recorded during the community engagements (referred to here 

as the ‘Community Report’).  

 

                                                           

 
2 Throughout the Plan ACCWM member boards are referred to as “wildlife management boards”. The term 

“wildlife managers” is inclusive of: Aboriginal, territorial and federal governments, land and resource 

management boards, wildlife management boards, Renewable Resources Boards, Renewable Resources 

Councils, Hunters and Trappers Committees and Organizations, and Regional Wildlife Organizations. 
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Each of the companion reports provides more detailed information on many of the topics 

discussed here. While it would be desirable to include more sources of traditional and local 

knowledge in the supporting materials, the community summary only includes information that 

was documented during the community engagement sessions, and does not represent a formal 

traditional knowledge study. This is work that remains to be done in all regions.      
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2.0 Background to this Plan 

 

2.1 Introducing the Plan  

 

This plan describes:  

 

 Principles  and goals for taking care of the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-

West, and Bluenose-East caribou herds; 

 The need for a plan and the importance of working together; 

 Current population estimates and trends; 

 Roles and responsibilities of the wildlife management boards; 

 Information required to effectively take care of the herds; 

 How to make management decisions that can impact herds;  

 A framework for determining what management actions should be 

taken; and 

 How to communicate with communities, harvesters, youth, and 

others. 

 

In the interest of keeping the plan itself concise, a series of appendices – 

providing further information – are included at the end of this 

document. In addition, separate Action Plans implementing this 

Management Plan will also be available for each of the herds.  

 

Overall, the Management Plan is conceived and written using a flexible 

approach, meaning that as new information becomes available, it may 

change which management decisions are made and implemented. The 

document is structured to provide both community and scientific 

perspectives throughout – including both scientific references and 

comments recorded during community engagements. Comments 

included here are not necessarily representative of a group or 

community, but only represent the view of individuals who spoke during 

engagements. After each quotation, the community in which the 

comment was recorded is given.  

  

 “Call all groups 
together…so we can 
work together. It need 
not involve a hundred 
people but we need to 
start talking.”  
(Inuvik) 

 
 

 
 
 

“It hurts to see less 
caribou because we 
need them for so 
much.  We here have 
caribou as food – we 
just take what we 
need.  We talk among 
the community and 
discuss what’s 

needed.”(Délînê) 
 
 

“It’s a hard issue to 
think about or deal 
with. Harvesting 
caribou is a tradition. 
I hunt for my family 
and people in other 
communities, and 
share my hunt.” 
(Kugluktuk) 
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Some of the topics are controversial and finding agreement between different perspectives can 

be challenging. In these cases, we have summarized the differing points of view in a ‘Hot Topic 

Box’, and indicated how the ACCWM decided to move ahead while attempting to take into 

account these perspectives. 

 

2.2 Working Together Now and Into the Future 

 

Communities in many areas of the NWT and Nunavut have long-considered themselves 

stewards of the caribou. Today, responsibilities for the management of wildlife stem from 

settled land claims. Modern treaties give Aboriginal groups a significant say in land and 

resource management. They also clarify how parties will work together when making decisions 

related to resources. They rely on co-management – an approach in which Aboriginal, territorial 

federal, and public governments share authority and decision-making in the management and 

stewardship of resources.  

 

In the NWT, wildlife management boards act as the regional authority for wildlife management 

when defined in settled land claims agreements. Membership of these organizations is typically 

comprised of members nominated by the federal, territorial and regional Aboriginal 

government and appointed by the federal government; appointments to the Wek’èezhìi 

Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) are made by each party in consultation with the other 

parties. In the Inuvialuit Settlement Region (ISR), this co-management role is fulfilled by the 

Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT). This Council and the Gwich’in, Sahtú and 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Boards act in the public interest to manage wildlife in their 

respective regions. They typically work closely with local councils which represent Aboriginal 

and local community interests in wildlife management. In the Gwich’in and Sahtú regions, the 

Boards work with local Renewable Resources Councils (RRCs). In the ISR, community Hunter 

and Trapper Committees (HTCs) and the Inuvialuit Game Council help fulfil this role. The Tłıc̨hǫ 

Agreement provides the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board with authority to consult with 

Tłıc̨hǫ communities as well as the Tłıc̨hǫ Government, other governments and the public.  

 

Tuktut Nogait National Park is located within the ISR and Sahtú Settlement Area (SSA), in the 

northeast corner of mainland NWT and was created primarily to protect the Bluenose Caribou 

herd(s) and their calving and post-calving habitat. The Tuktut Nogait National Park 

Management Board advises on all aspects of park planning, operations and management and 

makes decisions by consensus. The board includes appointees from the federal and territorial 

governments, four Inuvialuit authorities, and from the Délın̨ę ̨Land Corporation.  
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In other areas of the NWT without settled land claims Aboriginal governments may have or may 

share responsibility for wildlife management through arrangements with the various territorial 

governments.  

 

In Nunavut, the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement also resulted in lands and resources co-

management bodies. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) is the wildlife 

management board that is the main regulator of access to wildlife resources and manages the 

way wildlife is used by Inuit and other residents in the Nunavut Settlement Area. The NWMB 

consists of nine members who are appointed according to region, as well as appointees from 

the federal and territorial governments. The NWMB works closely with Nunavut's three 

Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWOs) and the territory's 27 local Hunters and Trappers 

Organizations (HTOs). The Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board is the RWO that is responsible for 

the regulation of harvesting practices among the seven HTOs of the Kitikmeot Region. 

 

The ACCWM was established to “exchange information, help develop cooperation and 

consensus and make recommendations regarding wildlife and wildlife habitat issues that cross 

land claim and treaty boundaries.”  The ACCWM3 consists of the Chairpersons (or alternate 

appointees) of: 

 

 Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT) (WMAC (NWT));  

 Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board (GRRB); 

 Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę̨́ Nákedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board (SRRB)); 

 Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB); 

 Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board (KRWB); and 

 Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board (TNNPMB). 

 

The ACCWM decided to develop a plan for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-

East barren-ground caribou herds.4 While the immediate need for the plan was in response to 

reported declines in the herds, the intent is for the plan to address caribou management and 

stewardship over the long term. The ACCWM identified the need to:  

 

 Develop a cooperative approach to managing for the herds; 

 Protect the habitat in the herds’ range; and  

 Make decisions on the shared harvests in an open and fair manner.   

                                                           

 
3  The Dehcho First Nations organization is part of the Working Group.  There is an outstanding invitation for them 
to join the ACCWM. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board was a member of the ACCWM from 2008-2014 but 
withdrew as a member before completion of the Management Plan.   
4  There is a Memorandum of Understanding for Cooperation on Wildlife Management that outlines the mandate 
and process for cooperation among ACCWM parties. It is available from ACCWM members.  
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A previous co-management plan for the ‘Bluenose caribou herd’ was prepared in 2000. It also 

had extensive community and co-management board involvement from NWT and Nunavut, as 

well as the territorial governments. However, while it was used as a guiding document by ENR, 

the plan was never fully endorsed or implemented. The previous plan also distinguished 

between the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West and Bluenose-East caribou herds within one 

management plan. That plan was based on a management cooperation agreement for the 

three herds signed in 2000 by WMAC (NWT), GRRB, SRRB, TNNPMB and acknowledged by the 

GNWT and Parks Canada. This agreement was followed by a decision in 2005 by these parties to 

continue to manage as three herds based on information current at that time, while also 

recognizing that there may be a need to review the decision in future based on new 

information or considerations. These agreements and decisions helped to lay the foundation 

for the management framework of this plan, under the direction of the ACCWM. 

 

As was clearly heard in community engagement meetings, people expect government and the 

wildlife management boards to work together, and with the communities, to ensure that there 

are caribou for future generations.  

 

The ACCWM established a Working Group to:  

 

 Prepare a draft plan for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East caribou 

herds and their habitat for recommendation to the ACCWM;  

 Recommend an approach with respect to the shared responsibility for implementing the 

plan; and  

 Promote and strengthen communication and sharing of information among all groups 

interested in, or responsible for, the management for these herds and their habitat.  

 

The Bluenose Caribou Management Plan Working Group consists of representatives of: 

 

 Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT); 

 Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board; 

 Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę̨́ Nákedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board (SRRB)); 

 Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board; 

 Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board; 

 Kugluktuk Hunters and Trappers Association; 

 Dehcho First Nations; 

 Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board; 

 Tłıc̨hǫ Government; 

 Environment and Natural Resources (ENR), GNWT; 

 Department of the Environment, Government of Nunavut;  
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 Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB); and 

 Parks Canada.  

 

The original Terms of Reference set up to guide the actions of the Working Group are outlined 

in Appendix B; a revised Terms of Reference is being developed for future Working Group work 

on Action Plans and Management Plan revisions. The mandates and website addresses for each 

of the Working Group members are included in Appendix C, along with a list of relevant land 

claim chapters or articles that refer to land and resource management responsibilities. Once 

the Working Group had finalized the Management Plan, it was submitted to the ACCWM for 

review. After this assessment, each co-management board of the ACCWM then followed their 

individual procedures as laid out in their respective land claim for review and approval of the 

final plan. After consideration and acceptance by the Ministers, the approved plan is to be 

implemented by the signatories to the plan and responsible governments. 
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“Use traditional 
knowledge [to 

develop the 
management plan] – 
it’s very important to 
our way of hunting.”  

(Fort McPherson) 
 
 

 
 
 

“It is great with the 
help of elders and 

communities, with 
agencies – we 

probably could revive 
the herd in no time.” 

(Whatì) 
 
 

“Local knowledge 
should be included 

with TK and science 
[in this plan]." (NWT 
Wildlife Federation) 

 
 

 

3.0 How the Plan Was Put Together  

 

This plan was developed in consultation with most of the communities 

that harvest from the three herds. Because these herds are shared 

across jurisdictions and among many communities, it is very important 

that everyone works together. It was necessary to seek the experience, 

input, and advice of all regions and communities. Round 1 

engagements were held in communities in the Inuvialuit, Gwich’in, 

Sahtú, and Kitikmeot regions in 2009 and 2010. These engagements 

were intended to:   

 

 Share the best available information on the status of the herds, 

including scientific information, traditional knowledge, and 

harvester observations. 

 Identify the key issues and concerns for each community, e.g. 

what do you think is happening to the herds? Why?  

 Discuss possible solutions:  What can we do to address these 

issues and concerns? How can we include this in a plan?  

 Outline the next steps in developing a plan. 

 

In Round 2 engagements (2011), the draft plan was taken back to the 

communities for review, and attention was brought to management 

actions and thresholds for review and comment. There were no Round 

1 engagements in the Tłıc̨hǫ communities at the request of the Tłıc̨hǫ 

Government, as the communities were undergoing a consultation on 

the Bathurst caribou at that time. Instead, Round 2 engagements 

included information that was discussed with other regions in Round 1, 

as well as presenting the information in the draft plan. No Round 1 or 

Round 2 engagements occurred in the Dehcho Region. While it was 

hoped that organizations and the public would be able to participate in 

the process, it was not possible to arrange the necessary meetings and 

presentations with the Dehcho First Nations.  

 

During the review process of the second or revised draft plan (Round 

3), members of the public were invited to comment on the draft (2011-

2013). Major phases of developing the Management Plan are shown in 

Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Flow chart showing major steps in developing the Management Plan. 

Community Engagement Round 1 - Input on Plan Development (Fall 2009)

Compile Input from Community Engagement (Winter - Spring 2010)

Prepare First Draft of Management Plan (Spring - Fall 2010)

Community Engagement Round 2 - Review of First Draft Management Plan (Spring - Summer 2011)

Compile Input from Community Engagement (Winter - Spring 2011)

Revise Draft Plan using Community Input (Spring 2011)

ACCWM Reviews and Revises Amended Draft, Releases Draft to Management 
Authorities  (Spring 2011)

Community Engagement Round 3, Public Review, and Management Authorities Review of Draft Plan (2011-2013)

Compile Input from Community Engagement and Public Reviews (2011-2013) 

Amend Draft Management Plan (Winter - Fall 2013)

ACCWM Reviews Plan and Timeline, Makes Recommendation to Wildlife 
Management Boards (Fall 2014)

Wildlife Management Boards Approval of Plan and Recommendation for Implementation Expected (Fall 2014) 
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In addition to the communities and regions engaged in Rounds 1 and 2, Round 3 engagements 

included two meetings in the Dehcho Region; in January 2012 meetings were held with 

Pehdzeh Ki First Nation in Wrigley and the Liidlii Kue First Nation Harvester’s Committee 

(Denedeh Resources Committee) in Fort Simpson to review the draft plan.  

 

In addition, public meetings were held to invite comments on earlier drafts. Other groups that 

use or have interest in the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East caribou herds and 

their habitat were also invited to comment on the Management Plan at various stages during 

its development and the draft was made available to the public on the ENR website in June 

2011. During the public review phase of the plan, ENR distributed the draft plan to more than 

100 organizations (see Appendix D). Written input from the regional Renewable Resource 

Councils, the North Slave Métis Alliance, the Northwest Territories Métis Nation, and the 

Northwest Territories Wildlife Federation also helped to shape this plan. An inclusive, 

consensus-based approach was used throughout the process. 

 

It was the responsibility of the individual ACCWM members to seek input from communities 

and regional organizations. As a result, the process differed somewhat between different areas 

and led to some overlaps in the timeline showing the major steps in developing the plan (Figure 

1). In addition, ENR conducted public engagement sessions to receive input on the draft plan. 

Further details on the engagement and review process are available in Appendix D, as well as 

the companion Community Report. 
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4.0 What We Are Trying To Do With the Plan  

 

The ultimate goal of this plan is to ensure that there are caribou for 

today and for future generations. The management goals are to:  

 Maintain herds within the known natural range of variation; 

 Conserve and manage caribou habitat; and 

 Ensure that harvesting is respectful and sustainable. 

 

The ACCWM believes in the protection and promotion of values and 

practices that respect wildlife and traditional lands. Respectful practices 

include traditional harvesting practices such as taking only the amount 

needed, using all parts of the caribou, sharing harvests with others, 

caring for the land and water that is shared with the caribou, and 

passing on traditional methods and beliefs to the next generation. The 

plan reflects the following principles: 

 Management decisions will respect treaties and land claim 

agreements and Aboriginal harvesting rights in areas both with and 

without a land claim agreement; 

 Management decisions will reflect the wise use of the herds in a 

sustainable and acceptable manner; 

 Adequate habitat (quantity and quality) is fundamental to the 

welfare of the herds; 

 Management decisions will be based on the best available 

information – including science, as well as traditional and local 

knowledge – and will not be postponed in the absence of complete 

information; 

 Effective management requires participation, openness and 

cooperation among all users and agencies responsible for the 

stewardship of the herds and their habitat. Shared use requires 

shared responsibility; 

 Harvests will be allocated in a manner which respects Aboriginal 

harvesting rights and the sustainable harvesting limit, if any, of each 

herd; 

 The impacts to caribou herds and their habitat must be anticipated 

and minimized;  

 Harvesting is fundamental to the cultural, social, spiritual and 

economic well-being of the communities of the Northwest 

Territories and Nunavut. 

 
 
“You know we all 
settled our land 
claims so we could 
make decisions rather 
than government. We 
have responsibilities 
that government had 
in the past. Now we 
may need to make 
some difficult 
decisions, as part of 
the management 
plan.”  
(Inuvik) 
 
 

 
 
 
“When I was chief in 
the past the herd was 
quite healthy. If we 
don’t try to revive the 
herd, who’s going to 
do it?  We have to 
make a strong stand 
so we can be able to 
have good harvesting 
and monitoring.” 

(Behchokö) 
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Measures of success will include the implementation of appropriate management actions, 
having herds fall within the known natural range of variation, and all users being able to harvest 
within sustainable limits. Objectives will be achieved by monitoring and then implementing 
management actions that are appropriate for given population sizes and trends. These 
measures will provide direction to Government and other funders, and will help inform the 
GNWT Caribou Management Strategy for 2015-2020. 
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5.0 What Caribou Are We Talking About 

 

Barren-ground caribou occupying a large part of northern mainland 

NWT and western Nunavut are named by Inuit, Inuvialuit, Gwich’in, 

Dene and Métis peoples in their languages as a single kind of animal.5 

Brief descriptions of the relationships between the people and the 

caribou of these regions can be found in the Community Report, as well 

as further details on how these understandings influence perceptions of 

management today.  

 

As the federal government established a presence in the North and the 

number of newcomers increased, a new system of wildlife management 

was introduced. Scientific studies began to inform management 

decisions. From the 1960s to the 1990s scientists considered these 

barren-ground caribou a single herd and referred to them as the 

‘Bluenose caribou herd’. This name was based on a known calving 

ground near Bluenose Lake, located in the Kitikmeot Region of Nunavut 

near the NWT border. This lake is shown in Figure 2. 

 

Since the mid-1990s, new scientific information and analyses have 

identified three distinct subpopulations, now known as the Cape 

Bathurst Herd, the Bluenose-West Herd, and Bluenose-East Herd within 

the range of the historical ‘Bluenose’ herd. The three herds were named 

after the traditional calving areas that they use in June. Information on 

distinct calving grounds, migration patterns, habitat use patterns, and 

affiliations of individuals help biologists and managers understand how 

caribou herds are structured. Further information about perceptions 

and definitions of caribou populations is included in a “Hot Topic Box” 

later in this section.  

 

Figure 2 shows the annual ranges of these herds, including their 

respective calving areas. 

                                                           

 
5 While barren-ground caribou are named as one herd, there are also complex naming systems within that concept 
that demonstrate knowledge of social relationships within herds (e.g., words for bull, young bull, pregnant female, 
barren female, etc.) 

 

 
 

 

Names for barren-

ground caribou in the 

range of the Cape 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

West and Bluenose-

East herds include: 

 
tuktut (Inuvialuktun 

and Inuit) 

vadzaih (Teetł’it and 

Gwichya Gwich’in) 

ɂekwe ̨́/ɂepe/ɂedǝ 

(Dene of the Sahtú 

Region) 

ekwo ̨̀ (Tłıc̨hǫ) 

etthén (Dënesu ̨̨ł̨ıné) 

nódi/nodi (South 

Slave Dene) 
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Figure 2: Overlapping annual herd ranges, based on data from collared cows between 
1996 and 2008. Cross-hatched areas indicate calving grounds.6 

After calving the caribou migrate southward, but each herd has a different pattern:  

 

 Cape Bathurst: Cape Bathurst caribou calve on the Cape Bathurst Peninsula. After calving, 

they rut and winter inland on the tundra. They rut east of Husky Lakes, and winter in the 

Parson’s Lake – Husky Lakes area and to the south.  

 Bluenose-West: Bluenose-West caribou calve west of Bluenose Lake in Tuktut Nogait 

National Park and adjacent areas to the west. Collaring studies have shown that they 

migrate towards the treeline for the rut in October, and winter in the Anderson River and 

Colville Lake area. 

 Bluenose-East: The Bluenose-East caribou calve east of Bluenose Lake in the headwaters of 

the Rae and Richardson rivers. Collaring studies have shown that like the Bluenose-West, 

these caribou also migrate towards the treeline for the rut in October, however they rut 

northeast of Great Bear Lake, and winter north, east, and south of Great Bear Lake. 

                                                           

 
6 Nagy, J., D. Johnson, N. Larter, M. Campbell, A. Derocher, A. Kelly, M. Dumond, D. Allaire, and B.Croft. 2011. 
Subpopulation structure of caribou (Rangifer tarandus L.) in Arctic and sub-Arctic Canada. Ecological Applications 
21(6), 2011:  2334-2348. 
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The population size and distribution of herds change over decades. The herd ranges shown in 

Figure 2 are based on twelve years of tracking collared caribou cows within each herd. Bulls 

have also been collared, and early analyses of these data also show that collared bulls in a herd 

tend to use the same herd range year after year. Collaring programs provide more detailed 

information on caribou distribution than was available in the past. Although the three herds 

have distinct calving grounds, their ranges during other times of the year may partially overlap. 

Data from satellite-collared cow caribou show how these herds may overlap at times (Figure 3).  

 

 
Figure 3: Movements of satellite-collared cow caribou in the Northwest Territories and 
portions of Nunavut, based on data collected between 1985 and 2007 (ENR-GNWT).7 

 

Caribou of different herds may use the same land at the same time (e.g., Bluenose-East and 

Dolphin-Union herds may be found together in winter) or may use the same land at different 

                                                           

 
7 Figure 3 shows lines connecting point data from collars. The years and numbers of collared animals were as 

follows:  Porcupine Herd – 1985 to 2001 (57 individuals); Tuktoyaktuk Peninsula Herd – 2006 to 2007 (6 
individuals); Cape Bathurst Herd – 1995 to 2007 (32 individuals); Bluenose-West Herd – 1995 to 2007 (45 
Individuals); Bluenose-East Herd – 1995 to 2007 (29 individuals); Bathurst Herd – 1996 to 2006 (68 individuals); 
Dolphin-union Herd – 1999 to 2004 (23 individuals); Ahiak Herd – 2001 to 2006 (28 individuals). 
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times (e.g., Bluenose-West herd uses an area south of Tuktut Nogait National Park during spring 

migration, while Bluenose-East herd uses that area after calving). In some areas herd ranges 

overlap with boreal woodland caribou and reindeer. The amount of overlap can also change 

from year to year in both these cases. Seasonal overlap in herd ranges creates challenges in 

allocating appropriate harvest levels for each herd. As the overlap between herds can change 

from year to year, several communities harvest from more than one herd. Because of this, and 

because different land owners and wildlife management regimes have responsibilities for these 

herd ranges, a coordinated approach to management is required. 

 

 
 

  

Hot Topic: Defining Caribou Herds 

There are some differences in perspective about how best to define caribou herds for 
management purposes. Some Aboriginal harvesters and elders in community engagement 
sessions have made the case that ‘caribou are caribou’, and there are no real differences 
between some barren-ground caribou herds. On the other hand, based on recent scientific 
studies, wildlife managers in the NWT and Nunavut now recognize three distinct herds 
within the Bluenose range.  

For the purposes of co-operative caribou management, the members of the ACCWM agreed 
to write one Management Plan that addresses the entire area of the three herds. Three 
associated Action Plans that provide specific management directives – for the Cape 
Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East herds – are also being developed.  

The ACCWM feels that considering the status of each of the herds, and considering current 
best practices in science-based management, this is the course of action that will best 
uphold principles of conservation, such as the precautionary principle. Scientific research 
about relationships among caribou herds is ongoing, and in combination with traditional 
knowledge may eventually give rise to new management approaches. Both science and TK 
recognize that throughout the evolutionary history of these caribou large scale shifts of 
ranges and calving grounds have occurred. Further research into genetic variation and into 
how herds use the land over time will help us understand how populations are defined and 
how they interact. There is more information on these topics in the Scientific Report and the 
Community Report.   
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6.0 Who Harvests These Caribou 

 

Due to their large range, these caribou cross through many cultural and 

political areas over the course of the year and are commonly harvested 

by Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal harvesters in the NWT and Nunavut. 

There are longstanding relationships among these peoples that have 

formed the basis for sustainable harvesting protocols. Some additional 

information on traditional and community knowledge of caribou, 

including ways of respecting and supporting caribou, can be found in the 

Community Report. The herds harvested by each community in the 

Northwest Territories and Nunavut are summarized below. 

  

The Cape Bathurst herd usually migrates through two settlement 

areas/regions and is typically harvested by four communities in the 

course of its annual cycle (Figure 2): Aklavik, Inuvik, Tsiigehtchic and 

Tuktoyaktuk.  

 

The Bluenose-West herd usually migrates through three settlement 

areas/regions and is typically harvested by 13 communities (Figure 2): 

Aklavik, Fort McPherson, Tsiigehtchic, Inuvik, Tuktoyaktuk, Paulatuk, 

Colville Lake, Fort Good Hope, Norman Wells, Tulít’a, Délın̨ę,̨ Sachs 

Harbour, and Ulukhaktok.8  

 

The Bluenose-East herd usually migrates through four settlement 

areas/regions in the Northwest Territories and into the western portion 

of the Kitikmeot Region, Nunavut. The herd is typically harvested by 

nine communities (Figure 2): Wrigley, Norman Wells, Tulít’a, Délın̨ę,̨ 

Whatì, Gamètì, Behchokǫ̀, Paulatuk, and Kugluktuk.  

 

These caribou may also be harvested by people from other communities 

with rights or privileges to access the herds. For example, residents of 

Yellowknife historically harvested Bluenose-East caribou, and hunters 

may travel north from Fort Simpson, Łutselk’e, and other communities 

in the South Slave. Some herds have also been harvested by outfitters at 

times. 

                                                           

 
8 Harvesters from Ulukhaktok and Sachs Harbour were not engaged as part of this Management Plan. While these 
communities are provided tags, any remaining tags are usually reallocated by the Inuvialuit Game Council. 

“My grandfather says 

that we were once 

caribou and caribou 

were once people. We 

switched when there 

was starvation. There 

are a lot of stories. In 

the past, not too long 

ago, some years there 

was no caribou, no 

meat.” (Colville Lake) 

 

 

 
 

 

“I was raised on the 

land and grew up with 

the caribou. I was 

taught how to look 

after my hunting and 

take what I have to. I 

was taught on the 

land. The caribou is a 

really sensitive animal 

and we do respect it.” 

(Behchokǫ̀) 
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The locations and movements of the herds changes over time.  Many long-term harvesters 

describe how herds that were once traditionally available for harvesting now migrate too far 

from the community to be accessible and harvested economically.  

 

Since the introduction of government regulations, there have been four categories of 

harvesting recognized in NWT and NU for each of the three herds –  subsistence, resident, non-

resident (i.e., outfitted), and commercial. However, after a series of community meetings in 

2005/06, WMAC (NWT), the GRRB, and the SRRB recommended harvest restrictions to the ENR 

Minister. All resident, non-resident, and commercial harvesting stopped in March 2006 in the 

ISR and in October 2006 in both the GSA and the SSA. Resident and non-resident hunting last 

occurred in the Wek’èezhıì (Tłıc̨hǫ Region) in 2009.  
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“Caribou have cycles 
like rabbit and foxes.” 
(Norman Wells) 
 
 

 
 
 
“Not sure if it is a 
natural cycle or other 
reasons but I guess 
our job is to try to 
manage the best we 
can.” (Tsiigehtchic) 
 
 
“Caribou are now 
going to places where 
they shouldn’t go. The 
changes may not 
necessarily be man-
made; effects from 
industry may be part 
of the answer but we 
really don’t know. Do 
you think it may have 
something to do with 
climate change?”  
(Fort Good Hope) 
 
 
“[We are] concerned 
about the health of 
caribou.” (North Slave 
Métis Alliance) 

 

7.0 How Well Are the Herds Doing  

 

Understanding changes in caribou populations can be difficult. However, 

traditional and scientific knowledge agree that caribou numbers 

generally fluctuate over decades – which is defined as a population 

cycle. The length of the phases varies, particularly the length of time 

that a population stays at a low level. Scientific evidence, the journals of 

missionaries and trading post managers, and traditional knowledge all 

suggest that barren-ground caribou populations go through cycles that 

are 30-60 years long.  

 

The cycle itself is not ‘neat and tidy’, nor is the cycle the same each time 

or easily predicted. The causes for these past or current population 

cycles in caribou are not well understood, but likely result from several 

factors such as habitat quality and quantity, predator populations, 

climate, parasites and disease. Different management actions may be 

called for depending on the phase of the cycle. 

 

7.1 Scientific Survey Results 

 

Aerial surveys from 1992 to 2006 indicated a long-term decline in the 

Cape Bathurst and Bluenose-West herds. The 2009 and 2012 surveys 

showed the two herds to be stable but still low in relation to historic 

high numbers. The Bluenose-East herd declined from 2000 to 2006 but 

the 2010 survey showed the herd appeared to be increasing, however 

the 2013 results show the herd declining again. Between 2008 and 

2011, recruitment in the three herds was good (above 30 calves per 100 

cows) and health and condition as assessed by harvesters was better in 

the 2010/2011 season than in the previous three years. However, the 

recruitment rates for the Bluenose-East herd were low in 2012 and low 

for Cape Bathurst in 2013; recruitment rates for the Bluenose-West herd 

were not assessed in 2012 and 2013.  

 
Most estimated population sizes reported in this plan were based on 

surveys of non-calf cows and bulls when they are found together after 

calving. Surveys done this way rely on a tool called the “Lincoln-

Peterson method” which uses the survey data to calculate the 

population size.  
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Using the same survey and estimation method from year to year allows for a better comparison 

of trends across herds and years. However, the Lincoln-Peterson method is just one tool that 

can be used to calculate population size and may tend to underestimate herd numbers 

compared to some other methods. Better ways of estimating herd numbers that do not have 

this bias are being investigated for use. In 2010 ENR (GNWT) used three different methods of 

estimating the Bluenose-East herd population size: a calving ground survey was done for the 

Bluenose-East herd, and the total population size was estimated from the breeding females 

counted on the calving ground; and the results of a post-calving survey were analyzed using the 

“Rivest estimator” in addition to the Lincoln-Peterson method. This allowed for a comparison of 

the three survey methods.   

   

Details on the status of each of the herds follow; further information can be found in the 

Scientific Report as well as the Community Report. The thresholds in the plan are currently 

based on historical highs and lows and many organizations, including ENR, requested clarity on 

how the thresholds were set. In order to address these comments, the Working Group required 

clarity from ENR about the pre-2000 estimates, and requested that ENR provide a statement 

that notes ENR’s confidence level in the pre-2000 population estimates for the three 

herds. ENR’s response to that request is in Appendix E. 

 

Cape Bathurst Herd 

The Cape Bathurst herd declined from an estimated high of approximately 20,000 non-calf 

caribou in 1992 to about 2,000 in 2005 and 2006 (Figure 4). The 2009 estimate showed the 

herd to be stable since 2006, but still low in relation to historic high numbers. The 2012 survey 

data indicated an estimated population size of 2,427 animals. This estimate is significantly 

higher than the 2009 estimate of 1,534 plus or minus 349 animals. Because all 24 collared Cape 

Bathurst caribou were found and photographed in 2012, the 95% confidence intervals for 2012 

are equal to zero.  
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Figure 4: Cape Bathurst estimates, 1986-2012. 

Note: There are two shades of colours used for the bars: prior to 2000 the three herds were 

surveyed as part of a single ‘Bluenose Herd’; and that data was later reanalysed and separated 

into three specific herds. The reanalyzed data are shown in the gray bars in Figure 5 for the 

Cape Bathurst herd. From 2000 onward herd specific counts have been done; these data are 

represented by the white bars in the graph. All estimates were calculated with the Lincoln-

Peterson method based on post-calving ground surveys and are shown with 95% confidence 

intervals.   

Bluenose-West Herd 

The Bluenose-West herd declined from an estimated high of over 110,000 non-calf caribou in 

1992 to about 18,000 in 2005 and 2006 (Figure 5). The 2009 estimate showed the herd to be 

stable since 2006, but still low in relation to historic high numbers. In 2012, survey data for the 

Bluenose-West herd indicated an estimated population size of 20,465 plus or minus 3,490 

animals (95% confidence intervals). The 2012 population estimate is not significantly different 

than the 2009 estimate. 
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Figure 5: Bluenose-West estimates, 1986-2012. 

Note: There are two shades of colours used for the bars: prior to 2000 the three herds were 

surveyed as part of a single ‘Bluenose Herd’; and that data was later reanalysed and separated 

into three specific herds. The reanalyzed data are shown in the gray bars in Figure 5 for the 

Bluenose-West herd. From 2000 onward herd specific counts have been done; these data are 

represented by the white bars in the graph. All estimates were calculated with the Lincoln-

Peterson method based on post-calving ground surveys and are shown with 95% confidence 

intervals. 

Bluenose-East Herd 

The Bluenose-East Herd varied from an estimated herd size of about 120,000 non-calf caribou 

in 2000 to about 67,000 in 2006. The herd size increased by 2010 when it was estimated to be 

122,697 plus or minus 31,756 animals (95% confidence intervals). This estimate was calculated 

using the Rivest method and is preferred for the 2010 post-calving survey and for 2010 overall 

by the survey authors rather than the Lincoln-Peterson estimate calculation of 98,646 plus or 

minus 7,125 (95% confidence intervals) that is shown in Figure 6. The 2012 post-calving survey 

for the Bluenose-East herd was unsuccessful due to poor weather. Survey results from June 

2013 based on a calving ground survey indicated a decline in herd size to an estimated 68,295 

caribou plus or minus 18,040 (95% confidence intervals).   
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Figure 6: Bluenose-East estimates, 1986-2010. 

Note: Prior to 2000 the three herds were surveyed as part of a single ‘Bluenose Herd’; and that 
data was later reanalysed and separated into three specific herds. Of all caribou collared and 
areas surveyed, only six caribou were radio-collared in 1992 for the Bluenose-East herd; only five 
of those collared caribou were photographed and the Bluenose-East post-calving area was not 
extensively flown. This was insufficient to get a reliable estimate of the size of that herd, which 
is why the bar is dotted (data from the 2000 draft management plan).  From 2000 onward herd 
specific counts have been done; these data are represented by the white bars in the graph. All 
estimates shown in Figures 4 through 6, except 2013 in this figure, are from post-calving ground 
surveys using the Lincoln-Peterson estimate calculation. The population estimate from 2013 is 
from a calving ground survey, which is a different method that extrapolates from the number of 
breeding cows found on the calving ground, unlike the post-calving ground survey that 
photographs both cows and bulls in post-calving aggregations.  
 
Further information on herd estimates can be found in the Scientific Report. 

 

7.2 Community Observations  

 
During the community engagements (2007-2013) observations about caribou population and 
distribution differed in different regions. While declines were reported in Fort Good Hope and 
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Kugluktuk, caribou were being seen more and more around Paulatuk, and people in Gamètì 

said that the population there had stabilized or was increasing. In Behchokǫ̀, there was possible 
indication of a large decline – elders said that a migration that used to take ten days took only 
two days in more recent years. For some communities the caribou had moved away and people 
were not seeing them as much. As a result, they couldn’t say whether there had been a change 
in abundance. This was heard in parts of the Inuvialuit Settlement Region, the Gwich’in 
Settlement Area, the Sahtú Settlement Area and in Kugluktuk, Nunavut. In Wek’ èezhıì (Tłıc̨hǫ 
Region) there were differing perspectives about whether caribou numbers had declined. No 
information was recorded on these topics for the Dehcho Region, as there were fewer 
opportunities for community engagement there.  
 
Caribou harvesters and elders indicated that caribou do cycle in abundance and change where 
they go from time to time. Because these cycles occur over several decades, it is difficult for 

short-term scientific studies to see them. It is also difficult for surveys to see large scale changes 
in migrations. This means that it can sometimes look like there is a decline, but it is actually part 
of what are considered natural cycles and changes in movement patterns. It is natural for 
caribou to ‘go away’ for some time and then come back again. Generally, people observed that 
while caribou populations may go down at times, in the past, they have recovered on their 
own. A “Hot Topic Box” on the following page provides more information about exchange or 
movement between caribou herds.  
 
Changes in population, distribution and migration can be driven by things like changes in 
habitat, human activities or weather patterns. In many places, people said that weather had 
become unpredictable, increased activity out on the land had affected caribou migrations, the 

timing of migrations had changed, and sometimes caribou were seen calving in unusual areas. 
However, it was also noted in several communities that in areas where human disturbance had 
decreased, caribou had moved back into those areas. 
 
Since the 1970s, a change in distribution has happened around Paulatuk – caribou now stay 
around the community more in the fall and winter than they used to. They were reported to be 

there year-round during the time of the ISR community engagements (2009-2013). In the ISR, 
there were also observations that caribou were spending more time in the treeline and less 
time out on the tundra. Other distribution changes were noted, like in the Sahtú, where caribou 
were not seen in some of the places they used to be in the past, and recently they have been 
found further north and east than before. Délįnę participants said that the timing of the 

migration had shifted to two weeks later in the fall. In Behchokǫ̀, migration timing may now 
also be one month later in the fall. In more than one region caribou were seen in smaller 
groups than in the past.  
 
In most communities, people reported that fewer caribou were being harvested than in the 
past, whether due to harvest regulations, difficulty of the harvest, or changing traditions. 
However, though there is a possibility that harvest may be having less of an impact on caribou, 
other changes on the land – such as fire, mining exploration and development – had increased 
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Hot Topic: Exchange or Movement between Caribou Herds   

Traditional knowledge holders have suggested that large numbers of animals may be 
moving from one caribou herd to another. There is some scientific evidence that there is a 
degree of herd exchange or ‘inter-herd movement’ that can occur – for example, a cow may 
calve in a non-traditional or new calving area at times, and bulls have been known to 
wander long distances.  

There is no current scientific evidence that herd exchange is widespread, occurs at high 
rates, or occurs when population levels are low or in decline. To date all scientific research 
indicates that this is a relatively rare event that only tends to occur when a herd is 
expanding its range. It is impossible to scientifically answer whether animals moved from 
the Bluenose-West to Bluenose-East herds between 1992 and 2000 because it was not 
possible to get an estimate of the Bluenose-East herd in 1992, and surveys were not 
conducted over most of what is now recognized as Bluenose-East range. Collared cows seem 
to trade calving grounds at a rate of about 3% (see further details in the Scientific Report).  

An independent analysis of the available information found that “... no data support the 
competing hypothesis that all caribou should be treated as one herd, nor that mass 
movements between herds have demonstrably occurred.” (Fischer et al. 2009: 18).* It went 
on to point out the following:   

The precautionary principle requires that caribou management decisions should 
be based on the existing evidence suggesting a decline, until such time that 
more and better data are available to make definitive conclusions regarding 
barren-ground caribou populations. (Fischer et al. 2009:35) 

While there are factors which make precise estimates of herd population levels difficult, the 
ACCWM is using the results of the aerial surveys among other available evidence as 
indicative of the changing status of these herds in recent years for the purposes of this 
Management Plan. The large changes in population levels of these herds are generally 
consistent with the trends of other circumpolar caribou. Managing land use and human 
activities on the basis of a decline in these herds is the wisest approach based on existing 
data and the precautionary principle. The ACCWM members acknowledge that this remains 
an unresolved issue at the present time, and that further research – especially genetic 
studies – can provide insight into relationships among caribou populations. 

* Fischer, J.T., L.D. Roy, M. Hiltz. 2009. Barren-ground caribou management in the Northwest Territories: an 
independent peer review. Report prepared by the Alberta Research Council, Vegreville, AB. 53pp. 

 

and could be impacting caribou more than before. There is further information on these topics, 

as well as many other observations about changes in caribou, caribou habitat and harvesting, in 
the Community Report. 
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8.0 What and How We Monitor  

 

Caribou herds can vary over time, with periods of abundance and 

periods of scarcity. The size of a herd and the health of its animals are 

influenced by factors that can work in combination, such that the total 

or cumulative impact may be different from that which occurs from 

each factor on its own. These impacts may be either positive or 

negative. Through carefully designed and research question-driven 

monitoring programs, communities and scientists can collect 

information about changes in the herds, and in ecological factors that 

affect caribou numbers and health. It is important to involve scientists, 

communities and industry to include the perspectives of both science 

and traditional knowledge in monitoring.  

 

Monitoring is not a new concept to Aboriginal people, who have 

traditionally monitored both herds and socio-cultural practices related 

to harvesting. Some of the ways that communities monitor are 

through experience on the land and sharing those experiences. When 

hunting, people observe both caribou and harvesting practices, 

according to a number of criteria based on their traditional law. New 

information is interpreted in the context of stories and knowledge 

passed down through generations and shared within and across 

communities. From a community perspective, monitoring includes not 

just observations of caribou, but other discussions about what is taking 

place on the land, such as harvesting and sharing practices.  

 

Scientific monitoring methods use representative samples of data to 

make inferences about populations. For example, collecting back fat 

measurements from individual animals can indicate herd health, and a 

systematic collection of photographs from a photo survey can help 

estimate herd numbers. Scientific methods also rely on ways of 

‘testing’ or estimating the reliability of the information. Repeated 

estimates made from monitoring can help gauge the status of the 

population and of trends to inform management decisions. Timing of 

monitoring efforts may differ, depending on which questions are being 

asked, and other factors such as how well the herd is doing. 

Communities and scientists can cooperatively monitor caribou health 

and herds in many ways.  

 

“Count caribou when 
they are migrating at 

traditional water 
crossing sites. We 

need a specific 
management plan for 
each area and within 
these plans we need 

accurate harvest 
reporting.” 

(Tuktoyaktuk) 

 

 
 
 

“There are other ways 
that the caribou are 

seeming to disappear. 
Late freeze-up causes 

deaths by falling 
through the ice. Are 

you monitoring these 
things?” (Gamètì) 

 

“…it would be useful 

to have something 

that encourages 

hunter feedback 

about where caribou 

are, and what 

condition they are in.” 
(Fort Simpson) 
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People who are regularly on the land can provide specific information, such as observations of 

caribou movement patterns and health, as well as assist with sample collection, surveys, and 

detailed mapping information. Today, there are programs in parts of the NWT and Nunavut 

that rely on information collected by community members. For example, community members 

participate by presenting information and taking part in discussions, as well as other types of 

knowledge exchanges. Currently, this takes place during annual meetings of the Porcupine 

Caribou Management Board to determine herd status; through information gathered by the 

Arctic Borderlands Ecological Knowledge Co-op; and during community caribou monitoring 

programs as well as harvest monitoring programs, such as the Inuvialuit Settlement Region – 

Community-Based Monitoring Program and caribou-related projects supported by the NWT 

Cumulative Impacts Monitoring Program. New technology is also helping to further bridge the 

gap between scientific methods and traditional methods of monitoring. In the Nunavut Wildlife 

Management Board Community-Based Monitoring Network, traditional land users use hand-

held devices to record harvests and observations while on the land. As a result, they can 

provide data in a format that can be used for decision-making and wildlife management.   

 

Monitoring information, frequency, and ways of collecting information are described here, and 

summarized in Table 1 at the end of section 8.0. 

 

8.1 Assessing Herd Status  

 

At both the herd and individual caribou level, specific information is critical in assessing how 

well the herds are doing. This includes such factors as population size and trend, recruitment, 

bull-to-cow ratios, body condition and health. Beyond information on caribou at the individual 

and herd level, there is important ecosystem-level information that should also be considered. 

This can include factors such as predation, habitat quality and quantity, and disturbance due to 

human activity that may limit the herd’s access to parts of its range.  Long-term research and 

monitoring of these factors will allow management actions to be more proactive.    

 

The topics presented here are based on scientific knowledge and traditional knowledge, and 

were developed and shared by participants during community engagement meetings used to 

develop this Management Plan.  

 

8.1.1  Population Size – Number of Animals  

A major factor used to assess how well the herds are doing, and a key consideration when 
recommending the harvest for a herd, is the estimated number of animals in a herd (population 
size). Biologists conduct aerial surveys of these herds by taking photographs either during or 
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soon after the calving period when the caribou are found close together or “aggregated”. The 

number of caribou in the photographs is determined and this is used to estimate the total 
number of adult caribou in the herd. Calves less than one year old are not included in the 
estimate of population size because of their high death rate experienced over the first year of 
life and due to difficulty counting them accurately from the photos. Figure 7 includes an 
example of how scientists use aerial photos to count caribou. While photo surveys are 
commonly used, there are also other methods of counting caribou. Ways of counting using 
remote sensing are also currently being explored. Some issues around caribou collaring are 
described in a “Hot Topic Box” on the following page. 
 

 
Figure 7: Picture showing how scientists may count caribou on aerial photographs. 
Groups of caribou are photographed and each group’s location is recorded. Afterwards, 
individual caribou in each located group are counted by marking every caribou in each 
photograph (yellow markers). 

 
Community members and harvesters provide important information on herd size through 
observations and experiences with caribou on the land. These observations are often relative – 
comparing year-to-year and across the caribou’s range, through sharing information with other 
communities – for example, to understand if they are seeing changes in distribution or seeing a 
herd expanding or contracting its range.  
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Hot Topic: Caribou Collaring 

Putting radio collars on animals like caribou can provide information that is currently 
impossible to get in other ways. Scientists have learned a lot about large scale caribou 
movements and ecology from this information.  

Some of the criticisms of collaring are that it is stressful for the animals; it provides detailed 
information, but only from a small number of caribou in a herd; and it costs a lot of money. 
Communities suggest that it is important to limit the stress related to capture and wearing 
collars, particularly in the spring, when females are carrying calves. There may also be 
opportunities to collect supporting data through less invasive methods, like surveying 
caribou during their migrations at traditional water crossing sites. 

For the management recommendations in this plan, the ACCWM acknowledges that there 
needs to be a balance between getting good scientific information and not overly stressing 
animals; that collaring caribou is just one way of gathering information; and that local 
knowledge can be incorporated in research methods to improve information while 
minimizing herd disruption. 

 

8.1.2  Population Trend and Rate of Change 

The trend or the rate of increase or decrease (decline) is also a key indicator of herd status.  

Trend can be determined by comparing herd size estimates over many years.  When a 

population estimate is not possible, we can look at other data to help determine the trend, 

such as recruitment, body condition and health, and bull-to-cow ratio.  Information on the 

trend of a caribou herd over the long term can be provided by traditional knowledge as 

observations of changes in abundance and distribution, which are often linked. For example, 

when caribou are at low numbers they often don’t occupy all of the same areas as when they 

are abundant. 

 

Female survival estimates can also help determine the trend and are important in interpreting 

recruitment and bull-to-cow ratios. This is discussed in more detail in the Scientific Report. 

 

8.1.3  Productivity and Recruitment – How Calves are Doing 

‘Productivity’ is the number of calves that are born. Scientists can look at the numbers of calves 

on calving grounds using aerial or ground-based surveys. They can also collect information on 

pregnancy rates from blood samples either taken by hunters or during capture work that is part 

of collaring. 
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‘Recruitment’ refers to the number of calves that survive to one-year of age and is evaluated in 

the spring based on the number of these calves per 100 cows. These ratios, while informative, 

are often difficult to interpret as they are influenced by changes in cow mortality (death rates) 

from year to year. Therefore it is important to have estimates of annual cow harvest in order to 

interpret recruitment rates as accurately as possible. Typically, recruitment rates are low before 

the number of animals in a herd begins to decline, whereas high recruitment rates, particularly 

several years in a row, may indicate an increase in herd size. Monitoring can be done by 

scientists and by harvesters who can provide information on the number of calves observed in 

relation to the number of cows.   

 

Harvesters or other community members on the land can make observations of relative 

numbers of young caribou seen as compared to other years in the spring. They also notice the 

occurrence of twin foetuses or dry cows. These observations are another helpful way to gauge 

changing proportions of young caribou to adult caribou from year to year, especially when such 

information is shared across the distribution of the caribou’s range.  

 

8.1.4  Adult Composition – How Bulls and Cows are Doing 

Part of monitoring overall herd structure is by looking at adult composition, or the number of 

bulls and cows. This helps determine if there are enough bulls to impregnate cows. It is 

important to establish a baseline and monitor when the herd is low and if a bull-dominated 

harvest is implemented. The natural death rate for male caribou is higher than that for females, 

so even in non-harvested herds there are usually fewer bulls than cows (see Scientific Report). 

This is not usually a concern, as bulls can mate with many cows within the same season.    

 

Scientists do aerial and ground-based surveys during the rut to collect information on the 

numbers of bulls and cows. Harvesters or other community members make observations of 

relative numbers of bull and cow caribou seen as compared to other years, mostly during the 

fall.  

 

8.1.5  Body Condition and Health 

The health and condition of individual caribou can affect productivity and survival of calves and 

adults. The CircumArctic Rangifer Monitoring and Assessment Network (CARMA) has developed 

protocols for measuring body condition and health of caribou. The least intensive (Level 1) 

measurements can be easily done. Sample kits may be provided to harvesters to measure or 

collect: pregnancy information (presence of foetus), back fat thickness, left kidney and fat to 

assess contaminant levels and condition, body condition score, lower front teeth for age 

determination, and location, date and sex of the animal harvested. It is most useful to collect 

Level 1 measurements on an annual basis. Harvesters may also submit samples for disease and 
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parasite testing at any time to the responsible government agency. More intensive 

measurements (Level 2 or 3 protocols) of body condition and health, including disease and 

parasites, should be done by scientists and harvesters during a community hunt but on a less 

frequent basis (every three or five years).   

 

Community members typically have an overall impression of the condition of caribou through 

harvesting, field dressing (skinning, gutting, etc.) and preparing or fixing the meat. Body 

condition information collected by community members, harvesters and scientists provides 

information about caribou health, which can be used as supporting evidence when predicting 

or confirming changes to the herd size and trend.   

 

8.1.6  Harvest Levels and Practices 

Harvesting has a direct impact on caribou numbers and accurate information on the harvest 

levels of all user groups is very important for making decisions and justifying management 

actions. Estimating how many animals are being taken out of a herd (e.g., through harvest and 

predation), is as critical as understanding how many animals are coming into a herd (e.g., 

through recruitment). In addition to knowing the total number harvested, it is also important to 

know the proportions of animals harvested – how many cows, calves or bulls are taken. Harvest 

information can be straightforward to collect compared to something like wounding loss 

(animals that are wounded but not retrieved). While this is also important, it is very difficult to 

measure. Because there may be differing perspectives on harvesting and harvest monitoring, 

we have included a “Hot Topic Box” on the following page. 

 

There is a strong desire amongst wildlife managers, as well as the harvesters who attended the 

community engagement sessions, to have continued harvest monitoring programs and to 

establish (or re-establish) programs in each region. Efforts to make these programs as effective 

as possible in addressing the needs of both communities and managers are ongoing. Further 

details about harvest monitoring programs to estimate resident, non-resident, commercial, and 

subsistence caribou harvests are included in the Community Report and the Scientific Report 

that accompany this Management Plan.  

 

During the community engagement meetings, it was very clear that communicating, teaching, 

and practising traditional, respectful ways of harvesting is a priority for many people. In 

addition to monitoring harvest levels, communities could report on how well they’re doing in 

regards to respectful harvesting practices at annual meetings. It is important that there is 

continuous, reliable, long-term information on harvesting to better understand how it can 

influence herds. Harvesting is also an important way of sustaining relationships with the 

caribou and through that, providing opportunities to obtain knowledge and data. An effective 

overall monitoring program will require good communication and sharing of information 
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between regions and wildlife managers. Analyses of both population data and harvest data can 

then be used to develop sustainable harvest recommendations.  

 

Hot Topic: Perspectives on Harvesting and Harvest Monitoring  

Differences in perspectives of harvesting in Aboriginal and scientific communities can lead to 
sensitivity about approaches to harvest monitoring. The relationship of Aboriginal 
harvesters to animals like caribou is complex – rooted in traditional culture and spirituality. 
Harvesting can be seen as having both direct and indirect effects on populations. In the 
opinion of many hunters, they have always played a positive role as managers of the herds 
by harvesting them according to specific rules of use, and maintaining caribou numbers 
within the carrying capacity of the habitat. Traditional monitoring methods still strongly 
inform decisions about where, when and how much to harvest. At times when caribou are 
absent or in low numbers, harvesters switch to other food sources, helping herds recover. In 
many cases, traditional knowledge teaches that harvesters and other predators “keep the 
herds healthy” by hunting, and in the absence of respectful harvesting, the populations may 
go away, hence hunting restrictions are seen to jeopardize the relationship of hunting and 
healthy herds. These and other factors can make people reluctant to report their harvests.  

To make informed management decisions, it is helpful to know how and why caribou 
populations are changing in number, what factors increase numbers and what decrease 
numbers. Therefore, harvest data are an important part of understanding caribou because 
they increase understandings of caribou mortality rates. Management goals are usually to 
maintain caribou numbers so they can support harvesting and ensure that caribou herds will 
be sustained over the long term. This may include goals of keeping herds stable, or to 
increase or decrease their numbers, depending on herd status and how they are relating to 
their environment. Because harvesting is done by people, it can be more easily understood 
and controlled than other natural factors that affect caribou mortality (e.g., weather and 
climate impacts, habitat conditions, predation rates, etc.). Monitoring and regulating 
harvest are some of the important tools used to understand caribou and their mortality 
rates and to help accomplish management goals. 

This plan attempts to reflect a number of shared perspectives about harvesting, such as: 

 Harvesting can be beneficial to caribou herds even though it directly reduces herd 
numbers.  

 Understanding the relationship between habitat and caribou numbers is a crucial part 
of monitoring programs.  

 Respectful harvesting has a role in management that may not be fully understand or 
agreed upon.  

 There are different approaches to monitoring caribou and harvesting – from informal 
systems developed by communities over generations of living with caribou, to more 
formalized harvest data collection programs as required by land claims agreements.  

In all situations, there is an important role for community organizations, including 
Renewable Resources Councils and Hunters and Trappers Organizations where they exist, in 
order to develop a strong approach to monitoring.  
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8.1.7  Predator Populations  

Predators affect caribou behaviour and mortality. Some predators take caribou only during the 

calving period (e.g., eagles) and some only during the spring to fall period (e.g., grizzly and black 

bears). Wolves prey on all age classes of caribou and the rates may vary by season.  

 

Predator numbers decline as herds decline but usually there is a delay of one or two years; if 

other prey species are available, predator numbers may not decline at all. When caribou 

numbers begin to decline, the impact of predation may become proportionately greater. This 

was reported from several communities.  

  

Caribou users have requested increased monitoring of predator populations, measurements of 

predation, and assessments of the impact of that predation on the herds. Predator condition 

may be monitored in the NWT and Nunavut through carcass collection programs, and predator 

abundance and predation rates can be monitored through community and/or scientific 

research programs.   

 

8.1.8  Caribou Range and Movement Patterns 

Barren-ground caribou use different geographic areas to meet their seasonal requirements. 

These are referred to as ‘seasonal ranges’. In winter, the preferred habitat of the Bluenose-

West and Bluenose-East herds is boreal forest, where snow packs are not as deep and lichen is 

easier to get at. The forest also provides some protection from predators and wind. The Cape 

Bathurst herd winters near the treeline, with many animals staying on the tundra all winter, 

pawing through snow to find lichen.  

 

In spring, all caribou migrate towards their calving grounds. These are typically open areas of 

tundra, where cows can see predators approaching and where there is abundant feed for 

young calves. Bulls, and cows that aren’t calving, also go to open areas of tundra at this time of 

year, but might not make it all the way to the calving grounds. In the summer, caribou are 

influenced greatly by insects, seeking windy, cooler places as insect relief. Later in the summer, 

caribou begin to migrate back towards the winter range. Some other factors that influence 

habitat selection are insects, fire and human disturbance. More information on caribou habitat 

is included in the Scientific Report. 

 

Monitoring where caribou are present and absent as well as how and when they move across 

their range will help to make linkages between habitat conditions and what kind of habitat 

caribou require. Additionally, such information will be helpful to better understand how caribou 

herds interact over time, filling in gaps in understanding relating to exchange rates between 

herds, for example.  Communities may report throughout the year where and when they are 
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seeing caribou, as well as when and where they are absent. Use of collar data as well as 

observations made during scientific studies, such as surveys, will also contribute to this 

understanding.  

 

8.1.9 Environment and Habitat Conditions 

The term ‘cumulative effects’ refers to changes to the environment that are caused by an 

action in combination with other past, present and potential future human actions. Cumulative 

effects are usually greater than the sum of what each individual effect would be on its own. 

Long-term research on habitat quality and quantity and impacts of human activities can give us 

a better understanding of cumulative effects at the ecosystem level. Weather data and 

environmental observations are documented and shared amongst harvesters, scientists and 

industry. Co-management agencies can continue to call for and support such long-term 

research and monitoring. It is also important that these activities, as well as land use planning 

activities, are coordinated across the range of the herds. Some work is already underway in the 

range of these caribou – in the NWT, ENR is leading development of a multi-scale cumulative 

effects monitoring framework in collaboration with its management partners, and the 

Cumulative Impact Monitoring Program has a “Caribou Monitoring Blueprint” that outlines 

specific monitoring gaps that need to be filled to understand the cumulative impacts of human 

activities on caribou. In addition, with improved understanding there is a better opportunity to 

use regulatory management tools to limit disturbance on caribou. For example, in the NWT, 

Section 95 of the new Wildlife Act allows that a developer may be required to provide and 

adhere to a wildlife management and monitoring plan if the proposed development is likely to 

have a significant effect on wildlife or habitat.9  

 

Community members have observed changes in the climate and on the land that may have a 

positive or negative effect on caribou movements and condition. These observations are 

generally consistent with scientists’ predictions of increased variations in temperatures, more 

rain and snow, and more severe weather events as a result of climate change. During the 

summer, shifts in temperatures and precipitation can lead to changes (either greater or lesser) 

in insect harassment of caribou or the timing of “green-up”. During the winter, variation in 

temperature or precipitation can affect caribou energy use through changes in access to food 

or vulnerability to predation (see also the Scientific Report and the Community Report). 

 

Changes in habitat conditions (e.g., fires on winter range, levels of rain or snowfall, icing events, 

shifts in vegetation composition and/or other species presence) can provide insight into the 

stresses impacting caribou and the availability of habitat to caribou. For example, we know that 

                                                           

 
9 The NWT Wildlife Act is available online at: http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/Wildlife_Act.pdf 
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increases in predators can impact caribou. There are also reports from some communities that 

as muskox distribution shifts habitat may become less attractive to caribou.  

 

In order to assess habitat conditions for each herd, seasonal range use of each herd should be 
defined (as in 8.1.8), weather and climate trends should be monitored, and past and present 
fire activity tracked. Key habitat indicators should be developed to help determine habitat 
quality and quantity using remote sensing and ground surveys. Identification and long-term 
protection of key herd habitat – such as calving grounds – will help to ensure that there are 
caribou for future generations.  

 

8.1.10  Human Disturbance  

Disturbance of caribou from human activities such as resource exploration and development, 

aircraft over-flights, and recreational activities can influence caribou behaviour and energy use, 

which in turn can affect condition and health. Indirect effects can also include a reduction in 

quality and quantity of habitat or access to quality habitat. Particularly when caribou numbers 

are low, human activities have the potential to alter the rate and extent of the decline or how 

long it takes the herd to recover. 

  

The range of the three herds extends over lands that are protected from development and 

lands where exploration and development are occurring. Concern about the impacts of non-

renewable resource development grew in the 2000s with a renewed surge in potential 

developments such as the proposed Mackenzie Gas Project (MGP) natural gas pipeline and 

associated exploration and development, the proposed Mackenzie Valley Highway extension 

north of Wrigley, and the Bathurst Inlet Port and Road which could have indirect impacts on 

these caribou.   

 

Current developments can impact caribou during their active phase and through cumulative 

effects. The Inuvik-Tuktoyaktuk all-weather road passes through Cape Bathurst herd winter 

range. Discovery of diamonds and other valuable minerals in the NWT and Nunavut also led to 

increased mining activities throughout the range of the Bluenose-West and Bluenose-East 

caribou. In addition, there is extensive shale oil exploration currently taking place in the Central 

Mackenzie Valley (Sahtú and Gwich’in regions) – which is historic Bluenose-West and possibly 

Bluenose-East caribou range. 

 

Multiple sources of disturbance, and disturbance over a long period of time, can have 

cumulative effects on herd health. Because of this, the GNWT’s current Barren-ground Caribou 

Management Strategy has identified a need to develop models to assess cumulative effects and 
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to identify, monitor and mitigate impacts of exploration and development activities and 

improve understanding of mechanisms of impacts.10 There are proposed projects in Nunavut 

aiming to address the industrial development in the Bathurst Inlet area and how these activities 

affect caribou. Threshold levels of disturbance are unknown for barren-ground caribou. 

Quantifying levels of disturbance to caribou could help establish how disturbance changes over 

time and how it influences caribou movements and behaviour. Location and levels of 

disturbances could then be related to habitat availability and accessibility.  

 

8.2 Approaches to Monitoring  

 

Because it is necessary to have up-to-date information for decision making, an appropriate 
frequency of research, monitoring, and community engagement effort is very important. 
Likewise, it is necessary to have a well-planned strategy to ensure that traditional ways of 
monitoring are maintained. Certain monitoring will take place every year – for example, the 
ACCWM recommends that harvest information is collected annually no matter the status of the 
herd. These annual sources of information can then be compiled to help look at year to year 
trends. The frequency and intensity of other types of monitoring will most often vary in 
response to herd status. Further details on monitoring timing and effort can be found in the 
Scientific Report.  
 
Some of these indicators of herd status can be difficult or expensive to measure. Depending on 

the type of monitoring, either scientific information or traditional knowledge may provide the 

most helpful insights or may shed light on different aspects of caribou herds and health. For 

example, traditional knowledge provides especially valuable insights about long-term trends 

and both localized and landscape-level changes in caribou and their habitat. Because these two 

streams of knowledge have different strengths and occur over different time scales, they 

sometimes differ in their findings. Nonetheless, they also can complement each other and 

provide useful information for comparisons. Timely collection and analysis of the information 

from both processes is essential to help inform the decision-making process. 

 

On the following page, all the monitoring processes that were described in the previous section 

have been summarized in Table 1. This table shows how scientific and community knowledge 

can work together to measure the different variables, and how often each type of monitoring 

should occur.  

                                                           

 
10 Government of the NWT. 2011 (August). Caribou Forever – Our Heritage, Our Responsibility: A Barren-Ground 
Caribou Strategy for the Northwest Territories 2011-2015. 
http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/2011-2015_Barren-
ground_Caribou_Management_Strategy.pdf 
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Table 1: What and how we monitor: criteria used to assess herd status. 

 Community-Based Scientific11 

Information Measure How often Measure How often 

Population 
size 

 

High, medium, low, 
critical 

Throughout the year 

High (Green) 
Medium 

(Yellow/Orange) 
Low (Red) 

Green: every 4-5 
years 

Yellow: every 3-4 
years 

Orange and Red: 
every 3 years 

Population 
trend and 

rate of 
change12 

Observations: 
increasing, stable, 

decreasing 
Throughout the year 

Increasing, stable, 
decreasing 

Annually 

Productivity 
and 

recruitment 

Observations: many 
or few calves 

In summer, fall, and 
winter 

Number of calves per 
100 cows 

Every winter (except 
years population 
estimate is done) 

Adult 
composition 

Observations: many 
or few bulls (and bull 

health) 
Throughout the year 

Number of bulls per 
100 cows 

Following population 
estimates or every 3-

5 years 

Body 
condition 

and health 

Observations: good, 
fair, poor, 
abnormal 

Throughout the year, 
especially during 

harvest 

Fat indices, pregnancy 
rate, parasite and 

disease level 

Level 1 annually; 
more intensive Level 

2/3 every 5 years 

Harvest 
levels 

Harvest reporting Monthly  
Calculate total 

harvest and sex ratio 
from community data 

Annually 

Predator 
populations13 

Observations: high, 
medium, low 

Throughout the year 
Carcass collection 

(reproduction, health, 
etc.) 

Green and Yellow: 
every 5 years 

Orange and Red: 
every year 

Range and 
movement 

patterns 

Locations of caribou 
absence/presence 

Throughout the year 
Range use, movement 

patterns  

Annually  
(based on collar data 

and observations 
throughout year) 

Environment 
and habitat 

Observations of food 
quality and 

availability, extent of 
burns, weather, snow 

depth, etc. 

Throughout the year 

Seasonal range use, 
fire, changes in plant 
productivity,  green-

up,  climate, etc. 

Annually to establish 
baseline and then to 

be determined 
thereafter 

Human 
disturbance 

Observations: high, 
medium, low 

Throughout the year 
Track land uses and 
disturbance levels 

Annually, and then to 
be determined 

thereafter 

                                                           

 
11 More information on scientific indices and their interpretation is available in the companion Scientific Report. 
12 While trend cannot be determined annually (trends can only be observed across or between years) the 
information needed for a trend analysis is collected annually.  
13 There is a need for further research and discussion about how these factors, such as predator levels, can affect 
these three caribou herd populations. 
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9.0 Making Decisions and Taking Action  

 

The following is an overview of the process, guiding documents, and 

schedule to be followed by the ACCWM to determine herd status and 

management actions. More detailed aspects on the decision-making 

process and implementation will be developed by the ACCWM.   

 

9.1 How We Make Decisions – ACCWM Meetings 

 

Accurate and timely information is necessary for making good 

decisions that will help the caribou herds. Because the herds are 

shared among communities and regions, it is also important that 

information is collected and shared amongst harvesters and managers. 

The ACCWM and its working group meets annually (normally in early 

fall) to review any new information on the herds and implementation 

of the Action Plans. This is an opportunity for the ACCWM to invite 

authorized representatives of the management agencies (e.g., ENR, 

Parks Canada, Government of Nunavut), community members, the 

public and scientists to get together and discuss the best available 

information about these herds.  

   

Herd status will be determined based on information including: 

 

 Estimate of the overall size of the herd; 

 Population trend (increasing, decreasing, or stable); and 

 Additional monitoring indicators (as in Table 1) to supplement the 

interpretation. 

 

In addition to the information coming from monitoring, there may be 

other information available through research programs or traditional 

knowledge. All of this information will be considered by wildlife 

managers and harvesters. The ACCWM sees this as a collaborative 

decision-making process and will be done according to the 

requirements of regional legislation and land claims agreements.  

 

9.1.1   Action Plans 

 
 
 

“We need a 
consistent approach 

and law for all regions 
that share the same 

population of caribou. 
If we don’t apply the 

same rules the 
population will 

decline and the most 
we will be able to say 

is, ‘What happened?’” 
(Fort Good Hope) 

 
 

 
 
 

“A majority bull 
harvest implies big 

bulls which is not 
good. Majority bull 

harvest would be 
okay if it was 

stipulated that it was 
young bulls – not the 

big breeders, 
teachers and leaders 

of the migration.” 
(Wrigley) 
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This Management Plan is supported by an Action Plan for each herd which outlines the actions 

to be taken and how they will be put in place. The ACCWM is responsible for determining herd 

status and developing the Action Plans. Action Plans are intended to be in place three to five 

years. When the ACCWM determines status each year, Action Plans will also be reviewed. If 

herd status changes, the Action Plans may need to be updated before the three to five year 

period has expired. This allows for the adjustment of actions as new information becomes 

available. Although normally revised only following population estimations, the herd status or 

Action Plans may be revised more often if, for example, there has been some unexpected and 

extreme change since the most recent estimate. Based in large part on the herd status, each 

Action Plan will outline specific management actions and how they will be put in place, by 

whom, and within what timeframe. Funding for the management action will be discussed by 

the ACCWM with other management partners.   

 

Implementation of Action Plans is cooperative, and ongoing community input and support will 

help to develop and implement management actions. Each wildlife management board will be 

responsible for approving Action Plans for implementation within its region. Once the plan is 

approved, the plan is submitted to the appropriate governments for implementation. 

 

9.2 When Do We Take Action 

 

Our actions to help the caribou herds will be determined in part by the herd size, and whether 

it is increasing or decreasing.  Management decisions will also be influenced by other 

information from harvesters and scientists such as recruitment, bull-to-cow ratio, body 

condition and health. 

 

In this Management Plan there are four levels of herd status and management actions. These 

are colour-coded yellow, green, orange, and red.14 Management actions are based on defined 

phases of the population cycle. The herd status provides a trigger for specific management 

actions. 

 

 Yellow:   The population level is intermediate and increasing 

   

 Green:    The population level is high 

   

                                                           

 
14 The colour zones or “traffic light” approach used here is a way of indicating relative risk that was adapted 

from other regional management programs, such as the Porcupine Caribou Harvest Management Plan 

(2010) and NWT Fire Management (ENR).  
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 Orange:   The population level is intermediate and decreasing 

   

 Red: The population level is low 

 
 
A representation of these thresholds is provided with corresponding colours in Figure 8. 

 
Figure 8: Caribou population status as colour zones. 

Thresholds to help guide management actions were determined with input received from 
community and technical experts in a consensus-based process (Table 2). ACCWM members 
combined available science (historical high and low populations) with traditional knowledge 
and experience. Slight differences in thresholds between herds reflect the results from 
community engagements. The historic high, as measured by surveys, for each of the three 
herds, and the change over time, are shown in Figures 4-6 of this report and described in more 
detail in the Scientific Report. Sufficient information was not available from results of modelling 
simulations to help set thresholds. However, this could be a helpful tool to provide further 
evaluation or adjustments in future planning. In addition, ENR has recently developed a “Rule 
of Thumb Approach” that describes a framework for barren-ground caribou harvest 
recommendations based on herd risk status. This approach relies on indicators – such as 
population size and trend – to help estimate the potential risk to a herd under different 
management scenarios; it is included with the Scientific Report. 
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The thresholds in Table 2 are approximate and will be used to help guide management 
decisions and actions based on herd status. As explained earlier, estimated herd size is not the 
only indicator used to set a herd status into one of the four colour zones. Herd status decisions 
will use estimates of the overall number of caribou, whether a herd is growing in size or is 
declining (trend), and other monitoring indicators to assist in interpretation. In practise this 
means that although an estimate for a herd may cross or be very near a threshold, the 
determination of herd status will take into account all available information – it is not only the 
threshold value that is used to determine the colour zone. For example, a recommendation 
could be made to set a herd in a colour zone before a population estimate reaches a threshold 
value, or a decision could be made to keep a herd in a colour zone despite an estimate placing it 
just outside the threshold, if this is the best action based on all indicators considered together 
and according to the principles stated in this Management Plan.   
 

Table 2: Thresholds for the status of the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East 
Caribou Herds. 

 
 

9.3 What Actions Do We Take  

 

The wildlife management boards that make up the ACCWM have authority through their land 

claim agreements to make recommendations and decisions on wildlife management issues. 

Under their mandates, the Boards have responsibility for wildlife and wildlife habitat 

management. The ACCWM can make consensus-based recommendations to governments, land 

use regulators, and respective Boards on the general types of management actions that are 

described below. ACCWM recommendations do not prohibit individual boards from providing 

additional recommendations, nor are individual boards bound by ACCWM recommendations. 

Communities may also choose to voluntarily restrict harvest. 

 

The type of action and the degree of intervention will vary depending on the status of the herd. 

Generally, more management actions are recommended for times when herds are at low levels 

or decreasing (red and orange zones) than when populations are high or increasing (green or 

yellow zones). In addition to these management actions, monitoring activities are also taking 

place. Some of the specific management actions or changes in the frequencies of actions that 

can be triggered by a herd’s status are described below and summarized in a table at the end of 

this section.   



November 2014        Bluenose Caribou Management Plan   

43 

 

Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM) 

 

9.3.1  Education 

The need for increased education about how to take care of caribou and use caribou 

respectfully was a very strong message heard during the community engagement sessions (see 

Community Report). Many of the important educational themes center on traditional 

harvesting practices, but some also focus on hunter safety and shooting techniques. Some ideas 

include: 

 

 Promoting total use of harvested caribou; 

 Proper butchering and storage methods; 

 Limiting wounding loss; 

 Letting the leaders pass; 

 Promoting community hunts with experienced hunters; 

 Caribou diseases and human health risks; 

 Use of alternate species; and  

 Increased sharing of traditional foods. 

 

Educational programs developed by the ACCWM in partnership with government, communities 

and researchers can involve elders, harvesters, and youth in dialogue and activities on the land. 

Section 46 of the new NWT Wildlife Act outlines ways in which harvester training courses will 

be developed and delivered with the input of local harvesting committees, councils, Renewable 

Resources Boards, and/or other organizations. They will be developed and recommended no 

matter the status of the herds, however, the content and emphasis on these programs may 

vary with changing caribou status. It is important that educational programs reach all members 

of a community. More details on educational programs are outlined in the Action Plans. Ways 

of monitoring and regulating harvest are outlined later in this section (9.3.5). 

 

9.3.2  Habitat 

The ACCWM can recommend increased research and monitoring related to seasonal range use, 

key habitat indicators, or trends in climate and weather. It can also identify important habitat – 

such as calving areas, key winter range, etc. –  and recommend it for special management 

and/or other types of protection (according to mandates of ACCWM member organizations). 

This can include other sensitive areas and habitats, such as river crossings and migration 

corridors. In addition, the ACCWM can support individual board’s recommendations of 

protected areas, and habitat recommendations through land use plans or other means.  

 

A recent innovative initiative by GNWT-ENR to undertake a range plan for the Bathurst caribou 

herd might be applicable to the range of the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West and Bluenose-East 



November 2014        Bluenose Caribou Management Plan   

44 

 

Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM) 

caribou. The scope of the range plan is still being developed, but it is expected to provide 

guidance wildlife managers on how to monitor, assess and manage cumulative effects of 

human and natural disturbance on the Bathurst range. The planning process involves all 

organizations with a stake in land management on the Bathurst caribou range, from the NWT 

and Nunavut, including a range of government departments, Aboriginal Governments, land 

claims organizations, wildlife management boards, regulators, industry and others. The plan 

development process is in its early stages, so it is not yet possible to evaluate a final product or 

resulting outcomes. Appendix F, Appendix G and the Scientific Report include more details on 

caribou habitat and protected areas. 

Management Actions include: 

 Identify and recommend protection for key habitat areas;  

 Review results of monitoring, including cumulative effects,  to ensure enough habitat is 

available and caribou are able to move between areas of good habitat; 

 Recommend important habitat as a ‘value at risk’ for forest fire management.15 

 

9.3.3  Land Use Activities 

The ACCWM members can provide recommendations to regulators (i.e., Land Use Planning, 

Environmental Assessment and Land and Water Boards) to help reduce the effects of land use 

activities on caribou herds. These can include hydrocarbon and/or mineral exploration and 

development, transportation and road development, and changes in recreational activities. 

Advice can be given to avoid key habitats and to mitigate disturbance from noise and access 

among other possible advice. For example, co-management boards, Renewable Resource 

Councils, and Hunters and Trappers Organizations and Committees comment on land use 

permits about how to mitigate impacts to caribou. Other agencies have the authority to 

regulate land use. The ACCWM is limited to making recommendations; management actions 

that could change land use activities are put in place by regulators. This is why it is so important 

to coordinate land use planning and activities across the entire annual range of herds. This is 

the best way of ensuring that habitat is conserved for caribou. Monitoring cumulative effects is 

one way of doing this. This requires a strong collaborative process. The annual ACCWM meeting 

is an opportunity to share information and coordinate management actions across regions and 

agencies. Appendix F includes more details on relevant land use planning processes and 

protected areas that are relevant to these caribou. 

                                                           

 
15 The NWT forest fire management policy defines “Values-at-risk” as “human life and the specific or 

collective set of natural or cultural resources and improvements/developments that have measurable or 

intrinsic worth and that could or may be destroyed or otherwise altered by fire in any given area.” 

http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/53_04_forest%20_fire_management_policy.pdf 

http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/53_04_forest%20_fire_management_policy.pdf
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 Yellow: The population level is intermediate and increasing 

Management actions include: 

 Review results of cumulative effects monitoring programs;  

 Provide advice on mitigation of industrial impacts to proponents and regulators; 

 

 Green: The population level is high 

Management actions include: 

 Review results of cumulative effects monitoring programs;  

 Provide advice on mitigation of the impacts of exploration and development activities to 

proponents and regulators; 

 

 Orange: The population level is intermediate and decreasing 

Management actions include: 

 Review results of cumulative effects monitoring programs;  

 Provide advice on mitigation of industrial impacts to proponents and regulators; 

 Provide active and accessible communication and recommend education programs for all 

including proponents and airlines; 

 Recommend increased enforcement of land use regulations, including community 

monitors; 

 

 Red: The population level is low 

Management Actions include: 

 Work directly with proponents and regulators of exploration and development activities to 

advise on mitigation measures; 

 Review results of cumulative effects monitoring programs;  

 Provide active and accessible communication and recommend education programs for all 

including proponents and airlines; 

 Recommend increased enforcement of land use regulations, including community 

monitors. 

 

9.3.4  Predators 

The ACCWM can recommend increased research on predators, including distribution and 

abundance and the impact of predation on caribou herds. It can also recommend means of 

predator control including incentives for harvest of predators. Because this can be a 

controversial topic, a “Hot Topic Box” is included later in this section.  
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Experience in Alaska, Yukon, NWT and Nunavut in the 1960s, have shown that predator control 

can be a tool for short term recovery in caribou populations in some situations. However, there 

is little evidence of wolf control programs being effective over the long term. It is suggested 

that prior to the design and implementation of any predator management approach, an open 

discussion of this topic be held among wildlife managers, scientists, and harvesters (see the 

Scientific Report and the Community Report for more discussion of this subject).   

 

 Yellow: The population level is intermediate and increasing 

Management actions include: 

 Continue research programs to monitor predator condition (e.g., carcass collection and 

community monitoring programs); 

 

 Green: The population level is high 

Management actions include: 

 Continue research programs to monitor predator condition (e.g., carcass collection and 

community monitoring programs); 

 

 Orange: The population level is intermediate and decreasing 

Management actions include: 

 Review results of research programs that monitor predator abundance and predation 

rates; 

 Consider recommending options for predator management; 

 

 Red: The population level is low 

Management Actions include: 

 Review results of research programs that monitor predator abundance and predation 

rates; 

 Consider recommending options for predator management. 
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Hot Topic: Predator Control Programs 

Many people in communities across the NWT report that they are seeing more caribou 
predators in recent years, including wolves, wolverines, grizzly bears, and eagles. While 
predators have a natural role in ecosystems, there are concerns that when they are at high 
levels, they can have a negative impact on prey like caribou – especially when those animals 
are already in decline.  

Today, in some regions, fewer people may trap or hunt species like wolves compared to in 
the past, and the question of whether to ‘manage’ or control predator populations in order 
to benefit caribou can be a sensitive one. Science is beginning to show that this is not a 
straight-forward issue – sometimes the populations do not respond as expected. Amongst 
the public, there is both support and opposition to the idea. Because the issue is so complex, 
there is currently no formal wolf control program in the NWT or Nunavut.  

For the management recommendations in this plan, the ACCWM acknowledges that 
predators are integral components of northern ecosystems; predator populations can cycle 
up and down and have varying impacts on their prey populations; predator control 
programs are controversial; it is important to have good information on predator 
populations, rates of predation, impacts on prey populations like caribou, and the 
effectiveness of control programs before informed management decisions can be made – 
this should include information from both science and traditional knowledge. 

 

9.3.5  Harvest 

As mentioned earlier, in many Aboriginal societies respectful harvesting is seen to help sustain 

the balance between caribou, humans and the landscape. They see that traditional practices 

can maintain proper relationships, keep herds healthy and within their carrying capacity, and 

promote cultural continuity by passing lessons from generation to generation. Education about 

ways of harvesting respectfully is crucial, and was identified by many communities as a key to 

taking care of caribou.  

Because harvesting itself is a management tool, regulations around harvesting are also a tool. 

The effects of harvesting on a population are not just dependent on the total number of 

caribou taken, but also on whether a herd is increasing or decreasing, the cumulative effects 

impacting the landscape, and several other factors. Each factor should be weighed in order to 

make recommendations that will be best for the caribou. 
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Hot Topic: Priorities for Harvest Allocation 

In the NWT, land claim agreements establish priorities for allocation of harvest when it must 
be limited for conservation purposes. For areas without settled land claim agreements, the 
new Wildlife Act includes the following priorities for allocation of harvest: 

 First – subsistence and cultural harvest for those with Aboriginal harvesting rights in the 

NWT; 

 Second – resident hunters; 

 Third – outfitted hunts; 

 Fourth – other commercial purposes.* 

The Nunavut land claim states that the basic needs levels shall constitute the first demand 

on the total allowable harvest. If the total allowable harvest is equal to or less then the basic 
needs level, Inuit shall have the right to the entire total allowable harvest. Section 5.6.31 
speaks to the surplus and states that the allocation of the surplus shall be determined in the 
following order and priority: 

 To provide for personal consumption by other residents; 

 To provide for the continuation of existing sports and other commercial operations; 

 To provide for economic ventures sponsored by Hunters and Trappers organizations and 

Regional Wildlife Organizations; 

 To provide for other uses including commercial, commercial sport and recreation.† 

*See http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/Aboriginal_Harvesters.pdf 

†From: Agreement between the Inuit of the Nunavut Settlement Area and Her Majesty The Queen in Right of 

Canada Land Claims Agreement. Article 5 Sections 5.6.20 and 5.6.31.  Amended on January 29, 2009. 

Priorities for harvest allocation are explained in a “Hot Topic Box” below. The ACCWM can 

make recommendations to the appropriate Ministers with respect to limits on harvest as 

established through land claim agreements, with non-commercial harvesting having priority 

over commercial harvesting. With respect to non-commercial harvesting, Land Claim 

beneficiaries and Aboriginal people have a priority right to harvest over other NWT residents 

who in turn have priority over non-residents. In areas of Nunavut and the NWT that have land 

claims agreements, when strict conservation measures are needed, a Total Allowable Harvest is 

established. Harvest studies assist in establishing Total Allowable Harvests and inform basic 

needs levels which constitute the first demand on harvesting. Formal harvest studies are 

available from the Inuvialuit, Gwich’in, Sahtú, and Nunavut settlement areas. Groups without 

formal harvest studies will need to find a way to determine harvest levels.   

With the exception of the TNNPMB, each ACCWM member may, if circumstances require, set a 

Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) for their region and then allocation is done within the region 

according to what is outlined in individual land claims. Communities may also choose to 

voluntarily restrict harvest – for example, a regional council such as an HTO may set community 

by-laws that affect harvesting. The ACCWM recognizes that it is important to work 

http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/Aboriginal_Harvesters.pdf
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collaboratively when discussing a TAH for shared herds – this was one of the underlying reasons 

behind the creation of the ACCWM. Discussions about allocations will be based on harvest 

levels and according to the requirements of regional legislation and of land claims agreements 

(see Appendix C).  

 

The ACCWM can also make recommendations on seasonal harvesting restrictions and/or 

harvest composition (e.g., bulls vs. cows). This can be a controversial topic, so there is more 

information in the “Hot Topic Box” below.  Harvest recommendations are based on the best 

understandings from both science and traditional knowledge – this could include an analysis of 

how different harvest scenarios affect the herds. Harvest recommendations can be contentious 

amongst the different user groups, as they may have cultural or economic impacts. Harvest 

regulations will not work without a program which may include education and enforcement. 

Regional and community authorities can cooperatively develop a compliance program that fits 

present and future needs. 

  

 
The ACCWM can recommend programs to encourage the harvest of alternate species and 

increased sharing, trade and barter of traditional foods. Some management actions related to 

these topics are covered in greater detail in the sections on Education and Communication; 

there is also further information, including suggestions on appropriate strategies, in the 

Community Report. The ACCWM can also make recommendations on things like consideration 

Hot Topic: Cow vs. Bull Harvests 

Many Aboriginal harvesters take a mix of bulls and cows throughout the year, according to 
the seasons and the condition of the caribou. Traditionally, people hunt bulls early in the 
fall, because after the rut they are skinny and the meat is not as good. Cows are in prime 
condition in the winter and are harvested in November and December a lot. Bulls start to 
get fat again in spring, so both sexes are hunted after that point. Some elders say that it is 
never a good idea to harvest mature bulls, as they are the leaders and breeders in the herd.  

Science suggests that a reduction in the number of cows harvested from a herd can help the 
population increase through increased birth rates. Cows give birth, and even dry cows can 
produce calves in following years. In addition, bulls can breed with many cows. This leads 
scientists to suggest that switching the harvest away from cows can help barren-ground 
caribou herds grow by protecting reproduction in the current year and future years. 

Communities are concerned that a bull-dominated harvest could lead to the removal of too 
many of the ‘prime’ or strongest males from the population and weaken the herd over the 
long run. For the management recommendations in this plan, the ACCWM acknowledges 
that everyone agrees it’s important to keep a good balance in the ratio of bulls to cows in a 
herd; that good information and monitoring can help choose the best balance of males and 
females to harvest; and that harvesting should not target just the largest bulls, as they are 
important to the herd.  
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of community monitors and the design and nature of harvesting studies. Specific 

recommendations for harvest survey protocols will be developed in the Action Plans.  

 

 Yellow: The population level is intermediate and increasing 

Management actions include: 

 Recommend easing limits on subsistence and then resident harvests ;   

 Consider recommending outfitter and commercial harvests at discretion of the ACCWM; 

 

 Green: The population level is high 

Management actions include: 

 Support harvest by beneficiaries of a Land Claim and members of an Aboriginal people, 

with rights to harvest wildlife in the Region; 

 Recommend that if subsistence needs are met resident harvest should be permitted (with 

limits); 

 Potentially recommend resident (non-beneficiary), non-resident, sport hunts, and/or 

commercial harvests; 

 
 Orange: The population level is intermediate and decreasing 

Management actions include: 

 Recommend a mandatory limit on subsistence harvest based on a TAH accepted by the 

ACCWM; 

 Prioritize the collection of harvest information; 

 Recommend no resident, outfitter or commercial harvest; 

 Recommend a majority-bulls harvest, emphasizing younger and smaller bulls and not the 

large breeders and leaders; 

 Recommend harvest of alternate species and encourage increased sharing, trade and 

barter of traditional foods, such as the use of community freezers; 

 Recommend increased enforcement including community monitors; 

 

 Red: The population level is low 

Management actions include: 

 Recommend harvest of alternate species and meat replacement programs, and encourage 

increased sharing, trade and barter of traditional foods; 

 Prioritize the collection of harvest information; 

 Review of mandatory limit for subsistence harvest for further reduction; 

 Recommend increased enforcement including community monitors; 

 Resident, commercial, or outfitter harvest remain closed. 
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Table 3: Summary of management actions.16 

Management Actions Based on Herd Status/Colour Zone 

Management 

Action 

The population level 

is intermediate and 

increasing 

The population level 

is high 

The population level is 

intermediate and 

decreasing 

The population level is 

low 

 

Education 

 

Recommend education programs for all status levels. Ideas for educational themes include:  

 Promoting total use of harvested caribou, and proper butchering and storage methods; 

 Limiting wounding loss; 

 Letting the leaders pass; 

 Promoting community hunts with experienced hunters; 

 Use of alternate species; and  

 Increased sharing of traditional foods. 
 

 

Habitat 

 
 Identify and recommend protection for key habitat areas; 

 Review results of monitoring, including cumulative effects,  to ensure enough habitat is available and 
caribou are able to move between areas of good habitat; 

 Recommend important habitat as a ‘value at risk’ for forest fire management. 
 

 

Land use 

activities 

 

 
 Review results of 

cumulative effects 
monitoring 
programs;  

 Provide advice on 
mitigation of 
industrial impacts 
to proponents and 
regulators. 

 
 Review results of 

cumulative effects 
monitoring 
programs;  

 Provide advice on 
mitigation of the 
impacts of 
exploration and 
development 
activities to 
proponents and 
regulators. 

 
 Review results of 

cumulative effects 
monitoring programs;  

 Provide advice on 
mitigation of industrial 
impacts to proponents 
and regulators; 

 Provide active and 
accessible 
communication and 
recommend education 
programs for all 
including proponents 
and airlines; 

 Recommend increased 
enforcement of land use 
regulations, including 

community monitors. 

 
 Work directly with 

proponents and 
regulators of 
exploration and 
development activities 
to advise on mitigation 
measures; 

 Review results of 
cumulative effects 
monitoring programs;  

 Provide active and 
accessible 
communication and 
recommend education 
programs for all 
including proponents 
and airlines;  

 Recommend increased 
enforcement of land use 
regulations, including 

community monitors. 

                                                           

 
16 These management actions are in addition to the research and monitoring actions described in section 

8.0 and summarized in Table 1. 
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Management Actions Based on Herd Status/Colour Zone 

Management 

Action 

The population level 

is intermediate and 

increasing 

The population level 

is high 

The population level is 

intermediate and 

decreasing 

The population level is 

low 

 

Predators 

 
 Continue research 

programs to 
monitor predator 
condition (e.g., 
carcass collection 
and community 
monitoring 
programs). 

 
 Continue research 

programs to 
monitor predator 
condition (e.g., 
carcass collection 
and community 
monitoring 
programs). 

 
 Review results of 

research programs that 
monitor predator 
abundance and 
predation rates; 

 Consider recommending 
options for predator 
management. 

 
 Review results of 

research programs that 
monitor predator 
abundance and 
predation rates; 

 Consider recommending 
options for predator 
management. 

 
 

 

Harvest 

 
 Recommend 

easing limits on 
subsistence and 
then resident 
harvests ;   

 Consider 
recommending 
outfitter and 
commercial 
harvests at 
discretion of the 
ACCWM. 

 
 Support harvest by 

beneficiaries of a 
Land Claim and 
members of an 
Aboriginal people, 
with rights to 
harvest wildlife in 
the Region; 

 Recommend that if 
subsistence needs 
are met resident 
harvest should be 
permitted (with 
limits); 

 Potentially 
recommend 
resident (non-
beneficiary), non-
resident, sport 
hunts, and/or 
commercial 
harvests. 

 
 Recommend a 

mandatory limit on 
subsistence harvest 
based on a TAH 
accepted by the 
ACCWM; 

 Prioritize the collection 
of harvest information; 

 Recommend no 
resident, outfitter or 
commercial harvest; 

 Recommend a majority-
bulls harvest, 
emphasizing younger 
and smaller bulls and 
not the large breeders 
and leaders; 

 Recommend harvest of 
alternate species and 
encourage increased 
sharing, trade and 
barter of traditional 
foods, such as the use of 
community freezers; 

 Recommend increased 
enforcement including 
community monitors. 

 
 

 
 Recommend harvest of 

alternate species and 
meat replacement 
programs, and 
encourage increased 
sharing, trade and 
barter of traditional 
foods; 

 Prioritize the collection 
of harvest information; 

 Review of mandatory 
limit for subsistence 
harvest for further 
reduction; 

 Recommend increased 
enforcement including 
community monitors; 

 Resident, commercial, 
or outfitter harvest 
remain closed. 
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10.0 How We Communicate 

 

It is critical to the success of the Management Plan to have clear 

principles and methods in place for communication. This helps to 

ensure that: 

 

 All groups can effectively participate in sharing knowledge of the 

caribou and of the Management Plan;  

 Groups will work together to discuss and implement effective 

management actions; and  

 Trust and confidence in management processes will be built.  

 

Communication is the responsibility of all groups engaged in managing 

the impacts of human activities on caribou and on the land. Knowledge 

itself is dynamic and powerful and information must flow both ways – 

between knowledge holders and wildlife managers. As such, 

communication is most effective when undertaken as a dialogue. 

Experience shows that there is no substitute for face-to-face 

discussions and by using methods that are locally adaptive. In many 

communities, the local Aboriginal language is a crucial medium for 

effective communication. Community organizations can provide 

guidance on the best methods of communication in their regions.  

 

It will be important that communication includes sharing results from 

monitoring programs about herds at annual meetings, and 

communicating meeting decisions and/or recommendations back to 

user groups and stakeholders in a timely fashion. The kind of 

information communicated may also include: 

 

 The colour-coded herd status;  

 Any voluntary or regulated limits on harvesting, such as changes to 

regulations;  

 What is being monitored and why;  

 Results of monitoring programs;  

 Rationale for harvest regulations (e.g., why harvesting mostly bulls 

rather than cows may be preferable); and  

 Educational themes, such as promotion of respectful hunting and 

butchering practices and information about caribou diseases and 

human health risks. 

 
“Good 

communications are 
important. Use radio 

stations. Bring 
translators to the 

meetings for elders.”  
 (Fort McPherson) 

 
 

 
 
 

“Use the radio as a 
tool to inform 
harvesters on 

thresholds and 
requirements.” 

(Paulatuk) 
 
 

“Education is the key 
to cooperation, 

respect and 
compliance.” (Aklavik) 

 
 

“When you mention 
maintaining caribou 
habitat that means 

you have to lobby 
against the industry 

that is coming in. 
They are the major 

concern. Without 
them, things will be 

okay.” (Tulı ̨́t’a) 
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It can also include work with members of industry including resource proponents and aircraft 

charter companies, as well as other stakeholders. Members of the ACCWM will work together 

and with government to provide active and accessible communication programs. Adequate 

funding needs to be budgeted to ensure that full opportunity is provided for dialogue about the 

status of herds and management actions being considered.  

 

There are many communication techniques which will be used depending on the message and 

the intended audience. They may include local radio programs; visits to schools; posters or 

presentations; briefing of developers and airlines; and on-the-land gatherings. They will occur 

on an annual basis and not just when the herds are in the Orange or Red zones. Further details 

on timing and communication methods will be provided in the Action Plans. Information 

programs including harvesting training, perspectives of harvesters and the economic use of 

wildlife should be developed so that there is strong understanding of the principles 

underpinning Action Plans for the three herds. Further suggestions for communication tools 

and strategies are included in the Community Report. 
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11.0  Where do we go from here? Implementing the Management 

Plan 

 

This Management Plan is the result of a five year planning process. It 

represents a significant amount of work, and attempts to 

accommodate the input and interests of people from seventeen 

communities in six land claim areas, as well as all levels of government. 

The ACCWM firmly believes that the time taken to undertake full 

community engagement in the regions, gather the best available 

research, and collaboratively work to address contentious issues has 

resulted in a plan that is robust and will be considered valid by the 

people who are managers and stewards of the caribou. This plan 

initiates a new era in the management of these caribou, one that 

recognizes the broadly shared responsibility for stewardship of the 

herds, and the need for coordination and cooperation to sustain 

caribou for future generations. This plan is also a starting point – a 

foundation for future work that sets out agreed-upon principles and 

objectives that will guide other processes. This plan is a living 

document, so continual follow-up needs to be done to ensure the plan 

remains current and that Action Plans are implemented.  

 

11.1 Implementation of the Plan 

The success of this Management Plan depends upon continued 

cooperation and participation of all the signatories. Some of the key 

steps are:  

 Annual meetings to share information, determine herd status, and 

decide on appropriate management actions; 

 The development of Action Plans that lay out annual priorities for 

each herd; 

 Adequate funding, organizational capacity and commitment from 

signatories and partners to carry out prioritized management 

actions; 

 Acquiring information identified throughout the plan, including 

research and monitoring to expand our knowledge and 

understanding; 

 Continued communication between different regions and levels of 

government, as well as ongoing dialogue with communities and 

the broader public. 

 
 
“Be positive and put 
some 
recommendations in 
the plan. Have some 
confidence and be 
optimistic. Have 
some faith in the 
system. We have to 
work together to 
make things happen. 
We are all in this 
together.” (Inuvik) 
 
 

 
 
 

“The quicker you 
work on it and have a 
timeframe to have it 
done… after you do 
the initial one [there 
are] always ways to 
make it better, but 
get it done – time is 
important. … The 
communities’ main 
interest is to have the 
herd around for a 
long time. The quicker 
you get it together 
the better.” (Aklavik) 
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11.2 Updating the Plan 

This plan for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East barren-ground caribou 

herds will first be reviewed after five years (i.e., 2019) and at ten-year intervals thereafter.  

 

Any Aboriginal, territorial or federal government, or wildlife management board, or designated 

Inuit organization may request a review, at any time, through a formal request to the ACCWM. 

The measures identified in this plan are intended to be effective and well-founded in research 

and best practises. As new information becomes available it will be incorporated into each 

scheduled update to ensure the plan continues to be based on the best and most current 

information. Any lessons learned as the Management Plan and Action Plans are implemented 

will also be incorporated in future versions of the plan, increasing its reliability and strength. 
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APPENDICES 
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Appendix A:  Acronyms and Terms used in this Plan 
 

List of Acronyms 

ACCW     AANDC 

ACCWM 

EISC 

ENR 

GN 

GNWT 

GRRB 

GSA 

GTC 

HTO 

IGC 

INAC 

ISR 

KRWB 

NLCA 

NPC 

NWT 

NWMB 

SRRB 

SSA 

TAH 

TNNPMB 

WRRB 

WMAC 

Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada 

Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management  

Environmental Impact Screening Committee 

Department of Environment and Natural Resources, GNWT 

Government of Nunavut 

Government of the Northwest Territories 

Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board 

Gwich’in Settlement Area 

Gwich’in Tribal Council 

Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Inuvialuit Game Council 

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 

Inuvialuit Settlement Region  

Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board 

Nunavut Land Claims Agreement 

Nunavut Planning Commission  

Northwest Territories 

Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

Sahtú Renewable Resource Board 

Sahtú Settlement Area 

Total Allowable Harvest 

Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board 

Wek’ èezhìi Renewable Resource Board 

Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT) 
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Appendix B:  Bluenose Caribou Herds Management Plan Working 
Group Draft Terms of Reference 

21 April 2009 
 

WHEREAS it is recognized that the barren-ground caribou that occupy the northern 
portion of the Northwest Territories and western Nunavut (historically referred to as the 
“Bluenose Herd”) is considered to have three different calving grounds;  
 
AND WHEREAS these herds move among the Inuvialuit, Gwich’in, Sahtú  Tli Cho and 
Dehcho settlement areas and between the Northwest Territories and Nunavut; 
 

AND WHEREAS the continued well-being of these herds and the maintenance of their 
habitat requires coordinated and collaborative management, goodwill, and cooperation 
among the management agencies and the stakeholders; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management 
(ACCWM), has decided to prepare the Bluenose Caribou Herds Management Plan; 
 
THEREFORE the ACCWM hereby establishes a Working Group to prepare the Bluenose 
Caribou Herds Management Plan in accordance with these Terms of Reference (TOR). 
 
A.  Guiding Principles 
 

The Working Group shall be guided by:  
 
1. The principles of conservation which are: 
 

 The maintenance of the natural balance of ecological systems; 

 The protection of wildlife habitat; and 

 The maintenance of vital, healthy wildlife populations capable of sustaining lawful 
harvesting needs. 

 
2. The rights of aboriginal users will be recognized and protected while recognizing the 

needs of other lawful harvesters and non-consumptive users; 

 
3. The Precautionary Principle which is: in the absence of complete information and 

where there are threats of serious or irreparable damage, lack of complete certainty 
shall not be a reason for postponing reasonable conservation measures; 

 
4. The best available scientific and traditional knowledge; 
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5. The differences and similarities in approach to traditional knowledge and scientific 

data collection and analysis; 
 
6. The interconnection of the caribou with other components of the physical, biological 

and cultural environment; and 
 
7. The past, present and future experience, knowledge and values of northern peoples. 
 
B. Objectives  
 
1) To prepare a draft Management Plan (hereinafter referred to as “the Plan”) for the 

Cape-Bathurst, Bluenose-West and Bluenose-East caribou herds and their habitat for 

recommendation to the ACCWM. 
 
2) To recommend an approach with respect to the shared responsibility for 

implementing the Plan.  
 
3)  To promote and strengthen communication and sharing of information among all 

groups interested in or responsible for the management of the Bluenose herds and 
their habitat.  

 
C. Membership  
 

1) The Working Group will comprise one representative from each of the following: 
 

 Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT) 

 Gwich’in Renewable Resource Board 

 Sahtu Renewable Resource Board 

 Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board 

 Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

 Wek’eezhii Renewable Resource Board 

 Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board 

 GNWT Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Inuvik Region  

 GNWT Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Sahtu Region 

 GN Department of Environment  

 Parks Canada 

 Dehcho 

 Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. 
 
2) Each representative may choose an alternate to participate when the representative 

is not available. 
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3) Representatives and alternates shall be knowledgeable, willing and able to bring 

forward the interests and opinions of their constituents and, in turn, provide 
information and feedback from the Working Group to their constituents. 

 
D)  Responsibilities 
 
The Working Group shall provide to the ACCWM, the following: 
  
1) A draft TOR for the Working Group; 
 
2) A draft Work Plan for the preparation of the Bluenose Caribou Herds Management 

Plan, including but not restricted to: 

 

 A detailed table of contents;  

 A detailed task list; 

 A schedule for completing the tasks; 

 A schedule for community engagement;  

 A budget; and 

 A proposed communication plan (to be implemented by the ACCWM).  
 

3) A draft Management Plan, based on both traditional and scientific knowledge that 
shall address, but is not limited to the following: 

 

 Historical Perspective 

 Management goals; 

 Current status of the herds; 

 Management strategies under various population scenarios; 

 Criteria for assessing the status of the herds and their habitat; 

 Habitat management and conservation; 

 Monitoring and research requirements;  

 Standardized data collection and presentation; 

 Coordination and implementation of  the plan; and 

 Review and revision of the plan. 
 

(A summary report on the status of the herds will be prepared by ENR as a separate 
document) 
 
E. Operating Procedures 
 
1. The Working Group will establish, from time to time, rules and procedures including:  
 

 Decisions of the Working Group will be made by consensus; 
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 Where consensus cannot  be reached, the dissenting view will be included  with 
the majority view and presented to the ACCWM for decision; 
 

 The Working Group will keep minutes and records of all its meetings and circulate 
them amongst its members and provide them to the ACCWM.  
 

 A contractor may be hired to facilitate meetings and community engagement, 
provide a secretariat and to prepare the draft management plan  
 

2. Any disputes regarding the interpretation or implementation of the TOR shall be 

referred to, and resolved by, the ACCWM. 

 
F. Operating Funds  
 
1. All parties will be responsible for expenses of their representatives on the Working 

Group. 
  
2. ENR will provide funding for the initial meeting of the Working Group. 
 
3. Government funds will be sought; based on the budget developed by the Working 

Group. 

 
G. General 
 
1. All reports, summaries or other documents prepared under these TOR will become 

the property of the members of the ACCWM. 
 
2. The Working Group will be terminated once the plan has been recommended to the 

ACCWM for approval and implementation. 
 
3. The Working Group may be extended and these TOR may be amended at the 

discretion of the ACCWM. 
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Appendix C:  Mandates and Websites of Management Agencies 
 
The many organizations which share responsibility for managing the herds include:   
 
Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT) 
The Wildlife Management Advisory Council (WMAC) provides advice to the relevant 
Ministers, ENR and the Inuvialuit Game Council (IGC) on all significant wildlife matters in 
the Inuvialuit Settlement Region (ISR) including management policies, regulations and 
harvesting quotas. Rights and responsibilities for stewarding land and resources are 
outlined in Chapter 14 of the Inuvialuit Final Agreement (1984). 
 
Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT): www.jointsecretariat.ca 

 
Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board 
The Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board (GRRB) is considered to be the main instrument 
of wildlife and forestry management within the Gwich’in Settlement Area (GSA). It is 
responsible for establishing harvest levels, approving management plans, approving 
regulations proposed by government and reviewing any wildlife management matter 
referred to it by government. GRRB decisions are referred to the appropriate Minister 
who may accept, vary or set aside the decision, with reasons. Rights and responsibilities 
for stewarding wildlife and wildlife habitat are outlined in Chapter 12 of the Gwich’in 
Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement (1992). 
 

Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board: www.grrb.nt.ca 
 
Ɂehdzo Got’ı  nę Gots’e ̨́ Nákedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board)  
The Dene name means “helpers of the Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę, the Trap People.” The Board works 
together with Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę and the public in the five communities of the Sahtú Region 
to maintain Dene and Métis harvesting traditions, and keep the land and animals healthy 
for future generations. Board decisions about management plans, regulations and other 
issues related to wildlife management are referred to the appropriate Minister who may 
accept, vary or set aside the decision, with reasons. Rights and responsibilities for 
stewarding land and resources are outlined in Chapter 13 of the Sahtú Dene and Métis 
Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement, Vol. 1 (1993). 

 
Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę̨́ Nákedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board): www.srrb.nt.ca 
 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board 
The Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resource Board (WRRB) is the wildlife and habitat co-
management authority for the Tłıc̨hǫ Settlement Area. It is responsible for approving 
harvest levels, management plans, research plans, and any other wildlife management 
matter referred to it by government. It also makes recommendations on its own initiative. 

http://www.jointsecretariat.ca/
http://www.grrb.nt.ca/
http://www.srrb.nt.ca/
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WRRB decisions are referred to the appropriate government which may accept, vary or 

set aside the decision, with reasons, except for determination of total allowable harvest 
of wildlife, where the board's decision is final. Rights and responsibilities for stewarding 
land and resources are outlined in Chapter 12 of the Tłıc̨hǫ Land Claims and Self-
Government Agreement (20035). 
 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board: www.wrrb.ca 

 
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) is the main instrument of wildlife 
management in Nunavut. Rights and responsibilities for stewarding land and resources 
are outlined in Article 5 of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (amended 2009).  The 

NWMB is responsible for establishing Total Allowable Harvests and Basic Needs Levels; 
participating in research; establishing, modifying or removing non-quota limitations (e.g. 

sex or age specific harvests); approving the establishment, disestablishment, and changes 
to boundaries of conservation areas related to the protection of wildlife and wildlife 
habitat; and other duties assigned to it though the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (refer 
to NLCA s. 5.2.33, 5.2.34).  NWMB decisions are required to be submitted to the 
appropriate Minister and follow processes and requirements outlined in Part 3 of Article 5 
of the NLCA. 
  
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board: www.nwmb.com 
 

Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board 
The Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board (KRRB) is a Regional Wildlife Organization (RWO) 
under the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA). As such, the KRWB is responsible for 
the allocation and enforcement of the regional BNL among the HTOs in the Region and 
the regulation of harvesting practices among the members of the HTOs. 
 
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board: www.niws.ca 
 
Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board 
The Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board (TNNPMB) is responsible, subject to 
the jurisdiction of the co-management boards within the ISR, for advising the Minister, or 
other ministers as appropriate, on all aspects of park planning, operation and 

management, and research. 
 
Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board: http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/pn-
np/nt/tuktutnogait/index.aspx 

 
Parks Canada Agency 
Parks Canada Agency protects Tuktut Nogait National Park and and the Saoyú-Ɂehdacho 

National Historic Site to ensure the ecological and commemorative integrity of these 

http://www.wrrb.ca/
http://www.nwmb.com/
http://www.niws.ca/
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/pn-np/nt/tuktutnogait/index.aspx
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/pn-np/nt/tuktutnogait/index.aspx
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places for present and future generations.  Tuktut Nogait National Park was established to 

protect and maintain the Bluenose-West caribou herd and its calving and post-calving 
habitat.  Parks Canada Agency works cooperatively with co-management boards and the 
GNWT to manage and monitor the herd and its habitat in the Park and in the greater Park 
ecosystem. 
 
Parks Canada: www.pc.gc.ca/eng/pn-np/nt/tuktutnogait 
 
Government of the Northwest Territories 
The Department of Environment and Natural Resources (ENR) has ultimate responsibility 
for the management of caribou under the GNWT Wildlife Act. The Minister is empowered 
to establish harvest seasons, quotas and other conditions that may be required for the 

conservation of caribou within NWT.  
 
Environment and Natural Resources, Government of Northwest Territories: 
www.enr.gov.nt.ca 
 
Government of Nunavut 
The Department of Environment (DoE) has ultimate responsibility for the management of 
caribou under the GN Wildlife Act. The Minister is empowered to set harvest seasons, 
quotas and other conditions that may be required for the conservation of caribou within 
Nunavut. 
 

Department of Environment, Government of Nunavut: www.gov.nu.ca/env 
 
Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association Hunters and Trappers Organization 
The objects of the Association are to constitute an open and accountable forum, 
organized in a fair and democratic way, to protect and promote the rights and interests of 
those Inuit in the Kugluktuk area who are involved in hunting and trapping. As a Hunters 
and Trappers Organization the Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association is responsible for the 
management of harvesting among members, including the regulation of harvesting 

practices and techniques and the allocation and enforcement of community basic needs 
levels and adjusted basic needs levels (refer to NLCA s. 5.7.3).  
 
Email address: kugluktukhto@qiniq.com 

 
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 
The NLCA (Article 39) establishes authority to Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI) as 
the primary Designated Inuit Organization under the Agreement. It is responsible for 
ensuring that Inuit rights and obligations under the land claim are implemented, including 
the wildlife management provisions (Article 5) of the NLCA. 
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated: http://www.tunngavik.com/  
  

http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/pn-np/nt/tuktutnogait/
http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/
http://www.gov.nu.ca/env
http://www.tunngavik.com/
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Appendix D:  Summary Table for Management Plan Engagement 
and Review Process  

Date Region Community 

(#participants) 

Engagement Round, Meeting Type 

or Objective 

Outcome or Products 

Feb. 28 – 

Mar. 22, 

2007 

Western 

Kitikmeot 

Region, NU 

Kugluktuk (12) Workshop intended to provide an 

opportunity for participants to 

share knowledge of caribou herds, 

as well as proposing several actions 

that could promote the recovery of 

the caribou herds and help the 

community during this period of 

low caribou availability.  

Workshop focused on 

Bluenose East and Dolphin-

Union herds. Report produced 

(Dumond 2007). 

ROUND 

1 

  COMMUNITY INPUT AND 

ENGAGEMENT 

WORKING GROUP AND 

CONSULTANT HOLD 

COMMUNITY MEETINGS 

Oct. 20 – 

Nov. 3, 

2009 

ISR Aklavik (23), 

Inuvik (14), 

Paulatuk (11), 

Tuktokyaktuk 

(17) 

Community engagements to review 

status of herds; hear concerns and 

opinions as to what’s happening 

with BGC in the region; discuss 

solutions and what to include in a 

management plan. Also did school 

tours in communities. 

Summary report produced for 

ISR. Inuvik and Aklavik 

meetings were shared with 

GSA participants; comments 

from these community 

members were not sorted 

into Gwich’in or Inuvialuit but 

only by community. 

Oct. 21 – 

Dec. 18, 

2009 

GSA, ISR Aklavik (23), 

Fort McPherson 

(11), Inuvik (14), 

Tsiigehtchic (8) 

Community engagements to review 

status of herds; hear concerns and 

opinions as to what’s happening 

with BGC in the region; discuss 

solutions and what to include in a 

management plan; RRCs invited to 

provide comments at meeting and 

formally afterwards if desired. Also 

did school tours in communities. 

Summary report produced for 

GSA. Inuvik and Aklavik 

meetings were shared with 

ISR participants; comments 

from these community 

members were not sorted 

into Gwich’in or Inuvialuit but 

only by community. 

Dec. 1 – 

18, 2009 

SSA Colville Lake 

(17), Deline 

(11), Fort Good 

Hope (15), 

Norman Wells 

(5), Tulit’a (14) 

Community engagements to review 

status of herds; hear concerns and 

opinions as to what’s happening 

with BGC in the region; discuss 

solutions and what to include in a 

management plan. Also did school 

tours in communities. 

Summary report produced for 

SSA.  

 

Feb. 17, 

2010 

Western 

Kitikmeot 

Kugluktuk (12-

15) 

Community engagements to review 

status of herds; hear concerns and 

Summary report produced for 

Nunavut. 
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Region, NU opinions as to what’s happening 

with BGC in the region; discuss 

solutions and what to include in a 

management plan 

ROUND 

2 

  COMMUNITY FEEDBACK ON FIRST 

REPORT DRAFT 

ACCWM MEMBERS CONSULT 

IN THEIR RESPECTIVE 

REGIONS.  

Jan.  – 

Feb.  

2011 

ISR 

 

Inuvik (6), 

Aklavik (5), 

Tuktoyaktuk 

(12), Paulatuk 

(13) 

Community meetings to review 

first draft of Management Plan 

 

 

Meeting recorded in notes.   

Feb. 14-

Feb. 16, 

2011 

GSA Aklavik(5), 

Inuvik (7), Fort 

McPherson(10), 

Tsiigehtchic(10) 

GRRB Public meetings with 

Gwich’in RRCs to review first draft 

of the Management Plan to get 

input on the draft plan, the 

management actions and 

thresholds for actions; ENR WG 

member invited to help present 

plan with GRRB staff; RRCs invited 

to provide comments at meeting 

and formally afterwards 

Summary report of all GSA 

consultations; summary does 

not include GTC comments. 

Themes identified to help 

review comments. 

 

Additional comments 

received from Gwich’in Tribal 

Council in March, 2011 on Dec 

2010 version of draft plan. 

Feb. 22 – 

24, 2011 

WRMA 

(Tłıc̨hǫ)  
Bechoko (40), 

Gameti (5), 

Whati (25) 

In this region, Round 2 

engagements included information 

conveyed to other regions during 

Round 1, as well as presenting 

information in the Draft Plan.  

Notes produced for each 

community. 

Mar. 

2011 

SSA Deline (6) Public meeting to develop a 

Management Plan for the Cape 

Bathurst, Bluenose-West and 

Bluenose-East caribou herds 

Meeting notes provided, but 

no translation of discussions 

in North Slavey. 

 

Aug. 2-4, 

2011 

Western 

Kitikmeot 

Region, NU 

Kugluktuk HTO Community consultations on draft 

Management Plan 

 

Meeting notes provided.  

ROUND 

3 

  CONSULTATION ON SECOND 

DRAFT 

ACCWM MEMBERS CONSULT 

IN THEIR REGIONS. ENR 

RELEASES DRAFT FOR PUBLIC 

REVIEW AND COMMENT. 

Jun. 

2011 

  Draft plan posted on ENR website 

for public review, sent to key 

audiences*, and provided at 

following assemblies: Dehcho FN 

Written comments provided 

to ACCWM. 
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(Wrigley), Akaitcho Territory 

Government (Lutsel K’e), Tłıc̨hǫ 

(Whati), Dene Nation (Fort 

Providence), Gwich’in 

(Tsiigehtchic), Sahtú (Colville Lake). 

Aug. 9 

2011 

GSA, ISR Inuvik (10) ENR public review meeting on the 

draft Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-

West, and Bluenose-East Caribou 

Herds Management Plan.  

Summary notes provided.  

Aug. 2-

Aug. 18, 

2011 

& Dec. 7, 

2011 

GSA Aklavik (8), Fort 

McPherson 

(5+8), Inuvik(6), 

Tsiigehtchic(3) 

GRRB community consultations on 

draft Management Plan with RRCS 

and open to the public. 

 

 

Community notes include list 

of participants and affiliation 

Aug. – 

Oct.,  

2011 

SSA Tulit’a (11), 

Colville Lake (9), 

Deline (13), Fort 

Good Hope (16), 

Norman Wells 

(7) 

ENR public review meetings on the 

draft Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-

West, and Bluenose-East Caribou 

Herds Management Plan. 

Summary notes provided. 

Nov. 

2011 

WRMA 

(Tłıc̨hǫ) 

Bechoko, Whati Information session on draft plan. No information available. 

Nov. 

2011 

NWT MN (unknown) ENR meeting with NWT MN for 

comments on draft Bluenose 

Management Plan 

Summary notes provided. 

Nov. 

2011 

NSMA (unknown) ENR meeting with NWT MN for 

comments on draft Bluenose 

Management Plan 

Summary notes provided. 

Jan.  

2012 

Dehcho Wrigley (5), 

Fort Simpson (7) 

ENR public review meeting on the 

draft Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-

West, and Bluenose-East Caribou 

Herds Management Plan 

Summary notes provided. 

Apr. – 

Jun.,  

2013 

ISR Paulatuk (9), 

Aklavik (7), 

Inuvik (6), 

Tuktoyaktuk 

(24) 

WMAC presentation and meetings 

to review draft plan and address 

IGC concerns with plan 

Summary notes provided. 

*In addition to the meetings and presentations conducted as part of the engagement process, ENR solicited public 

input on the draft Management Plan by posting it online (June 2011 – present). No broader distribution occurred 

in Nunavut. The draft plan was sent to the NWT organizations listed on the following pages for review and 

comment:
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Aklavik Hunters’ and Trappers’ Committee 

Aklavik Métis Local #56 

Arctic Safaris 

Association of Mackenzie Mountain Outfitters 

Aurora Caribou Camp 

Ayoni Keh Land and Dugha Financial Corporation 

Barren Ground Caribou Outfitters Association 

Behdzi Ahda First Nation Band Council 

Behdzi Ahda First Nation Economic Development 

Corporation 

Behdzi Ahda Renewable Resources Council 

Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board 

Canadian Arctic Resources Committee 

Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers 

Caribou Pass Outfitters Ltd. 

Charter Community of Arctic Red River 

Charter Community of Délın̨ę ̨

City of Yellowknife 

Community Government of Behchokǫ̀, Tłıc̨hǫ 

Government 

Community Government of Gamètì, Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

Community Government of Wekweètì, Tłıc̨hǫ 

Government 

Community Government of Whatì, Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

CPAWS Northwest Territories 

Deh Gah Gotie Dene Council 

Dehcho First Nations 

Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee 

Délın̨ę ̨First Nation 

Délın̨ę ̨Land and Financial Corporation 

Délın̨ę ̨Renewable Resources Council 

Denehdeh National Office 

Deton’ Cho Corporation 

Ecology North 

Ehdiitat Gwich’in Council 

Ehdiitat Renewable Resource Council 

Enodah Wilderness Travel Ltd.  

Environmental Impact Review Board Joint Secretariat – 

Inuvialuit Renewable Resource Committees 

Fort Norman Métis Land/Financial Corporation 

Fort Providence Métis Local #57 

Fort Providence Resource Management Board 

Fort Simpson Métis Local #52 

Fort Smith Métis Council 

Gwich’in Land and Water Board 

Gwich’in Land Use Planning Board 

Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board 

Gwich’in Tribal Council 

Gwichya Gwich’in Renewable Resource Council 

Hay River Aboriginal Métis 

Hay River Fish and Game Association 

Hay River Métis Council 

Inuvialuit Game Council 

Inuvialuit Joint Secretariat 

Inuvialuit Land Administration 

Inuvialuit Regional Corporation 

Inuvik Métis Local #62 

J. Group (Peterson’s Point Lake Lodge) 

Jean Marie River First Nations 

Joint Review Panel Manager 

Ka’a’gee Tu first Nation 

K’ahsho Got’ine Charter Community Council 

K’atlodeeche First Nation 

Liidlii Kue First Nations 

Mackenzie Gas Project (Regional offices) 

Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board 

Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board 

MLAs 

Nahanni Butte Dene Band 

Nihtat Gwich’in Renewable Resource Council 

Norman Wells Land Corporation 

Norman Wells Renewable Resources Council 

North Slave Métis Alliance 

Northern Gas Project Secretariat (Yellowknife and 

Norman Wells) 

Northwest Territory Métis Nation 

NWT and Nunavut Chamber of Mines 

NWT Tourism Association 

NWT Wildlife Federation 

Paulatuk Hunters’ and Trappers’ Committee 

Pehdzeh Ki First Nation 

Qaivvik Ltd. 

Rabesca’s Resources Ltd. 

Resident hunters 

Sachs Harbour Hunters’ and Trappers’ Committee 

Sahtú Land and Water Board 
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Sahtú Land Use Planning Board 

Sahtú Renewable Resources Board 

Sahtú Secretariat Incorporated 

Sambaa K’e Dene Band 

Tetlit Gwich’in Council 

Tetlit Gwich’in Renewable Resource Council 

Tłıc̨hǫ Renewable Resources Committee 

True North Safaris Ltd. 

Tuktoyaktuk Hunters’ and Trappers’ Committee 

Tulít’a Dene Band 

Tulít’a Land and Financial Corporation 

Tulít’a Renewable Resources Council 

Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board 

West Point First Nation 

Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT) 

Yellowknife Shooting Club 

Yellowknives Dene First Nation (Dettah) 

Yellowknives Dene First Nation (N’Dilo) 

Yellowknives Dene First Nation 
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Appendix E:  ENR Response Regarding Confidence in Caribou 
Population Estimates 

 

“Prior to 2000, the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West and Bluenose-East barren-ground 
caribou herds were considered to be one herd and so were surveyed as such using post-
calving surveys in 1986, 1987 and 1992. Since 2000, these herds have been surveyed 
individually based on ENR’s understanding that the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West and 
Bluenose-East herds are three separate herds.     
 
Pre-2000 survey data was reanalyzed in an attempt to provide earlier population 

estimates for each of the three herds. This reanalysis was based on 1) minimum counts; 2) 
where photographed groups of caribou were found and counted; and 3) which of the 
three herds the collared caribou and the groups they were associated with were assigned 
to.  Any reconstructed results should be treated with caution because the original survey 
design was intended to get population estimates for one herd, not three individual 
herds.   As a consequence, the number of collars used to estimate individual herd size was 
often too low pre-2000 to provide precise estimates – or in some instances – any 
estimates of herd size.   
 
ENR’s minimum counts and reconstructed estimates of pre-2000 survey results are as 
follows: 
 
 The Cape Bathurst herd likely ranged, at minimum, between 13,000-16,000 caribou 

between 1986 and 1992 but may have exceeded 20,000 caribou at its peak size. 

 The Bluenose-West herd likely ranged, at minimum, between 90,000-110,000 

between 1986 and 1992. 

 There were too few collars and associated groups of caribou during any of the pre-

2000 surveys to derive credible population estimates for the Bluenose East herd.  

 
ENR continues to pursue more accurate ways of collecting and analyzing survey data so 
that our management actions are based on the best information possible. ENR is currently 
undertaking a review of all of its population estimates for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-
West, and Bluenose-East herds in light of a more recent population estimator that yields 

more precise estimates of herd size (the Rivest estimator). This estimator has, in recent 
years, been adopted by Alaskan biologists for their post-calving caribou surveys.   After 
this review is complete, ENR will provide an updated series of population estimates for 
the three herds for the ACCWM to review. It is not anticipated that this review will 
change ENR’s current understanding of herd trends since the 1980s.” (Email 
correspondence, Aug. 1, 2013). 
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Appendix F:  Land Use Planning Processes and Protected Areas in 
the Range of the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-
East Barren-Ground Caribou Herds  
 

Protected areas and land use plans are intended to control where certain activities can 

take place. They therefore help determine what the human impacts on the landscape will 

be. They are important tools for carrying out stewardship activities such as conserving 

biodiversity, wildlife habitats, species at risk, ecological processes, cultures and traditional 

lifestyles. 

 

Since 1999, the NWT has had a Protected Areas Strategy – a partnership among 

communities, governments, environmental non-governmental organizations and industry 

– working together to establish protected areas across the NWT. The goals of the NWT 

Protected Areas Strategy are to protect: 

 

 Special natural and cultural areas of the NWT, and  

 Core representative areas within each ecoregion of the NWT, in which resource 

based development will not be permitted.  

 

Land Use Plans17 

Settled land claims increase capacity and clarify the process for local decision-making, and 

therefore can facilitate local stewardship. In some areas in the NWT with settled land 

claims, regional land use plans have been or are being prepared. These regional land use 

plans specify which land use activities are allowed in a given area.  

 

The Inuvialuit Final Agreement does not provide for a Land Use Planning Board to develop 

a plan for the Region.  However, the WMAC (NWT) produces community conservation 

plans. These plans reflect community concerns and expectations about the acceptable 

level of impacts on various landscapes. Updated versions were released in 2008. 

 

                                                           

 
17 See http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/pages/wpPages/soe_protected_areas_land_use_plans.aspx  
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The Gwich’in, Sahtú and Nunavut agreements provide for land use planning which is 

undertaken by claim-specific Institutions of Public Government (IPG). In these instances, 

the land use plans may declare zones in the settlement lands for various purposes.  This 

can include restrictions on land use activities and land management agencies must 

respect the conditions established through the land use plans. 

 

The Gwich’in Land Use Plan was approved by the Gwich’in Tribal Council (GTC) and the 

Federal Government in 2003. The plan classified the Gwich’in Settlement Area (GSA) into 

three zones: General Use Zones (57% of GSA), Special Management Zones (33% of GSA), 

and Conservation Zones which includes Heritage Conservation Zones (10% of GSA). All 

licenses, permits or other authorizations relating to the use of land and water must 

conform to the Land Use Plan. A review of the Gwich’in Land Use Plan is under way. 

 

The Sahtú Land Use Planning Board has prepared a comprehensive land use plan for the 

SSA that guides how the land and its resources are used. This was approved in 2013. It 

designates three categories of land: conservations zones where no development is 

permitted; special management zones where development respecting identified values is 

permitted; and general use zones where development is permitted subject to general 

conformity requirements. There is a general conformity requirement for Fish and Wildlife 

that takes into account the importance of caribou to Sahtú communities.  In addition, the 

SLUP maps caribou ranges and provides information on zones of with important caribou 

habitat. 

 

The Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement provides for the Parties to agree to establish a mechanism for land 

use planning in Wek’ èezhıì (Tłıc̨hǫ Region), or for government to do so for lands other 

than Tłıc̨hǫ lands. Currently there is no land use planning body or mechanism for Wek’ 

èezhıì. The Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement also empowers the Tłıc̨hǫ Government to enact laws on 

Tłıc̨hǫ Lands, including land use plans. On April 29, 2013 the Tłıc̨hǫ Government enacted 

the Tłıc̨hǫ Land Use Plan Law, which came into effect on June 1, 2013. The Tłıc̨hǫ Land 

Use Plan establishes five zones: a land exclusion zone where no development will be 

considered, a habitat management zone, a traditional use zone, a cultural heritage zone 

and an enhanced management zone. Each zone has a stated goal and objectives, and a list 

of land uses that will be considered. The plan also includes several Land Protection 

Directives that are: 

 

 Development proposals are to have minimal impact on wildlife and habitat,  
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 The Tłıc̨hǫ Government will develop a strategy to minimize impacts to caribou and 

habitat that takes into account seasonal ranges, best management practices, herd 

status and cumulative disturbance on the range, 

 The Tłıc̨hǫ Government will develop an approach that supports long-term 

conservation and resilience of migratory caribou 

 Limits on the number of projects to address cumulative effects on wildlife. 

 

There is a land use planning process underway in the Dehcho Territory also. 

 

In Nunavut several Institutes of Public Government work together to control the 

exploration and development of land. The Nunavut Planning Commission (NPC) is 

responsible for land use planning; the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) plays a vital 

role in conducting Environmental Impact Assessments; while the Nunavut Water Board 

(NWB) is responsible for the licensing and permitting of any water use. The Nunavut 

Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) provides recommendations to the other Institutes 

of Public Government with respect to the management of wildlife. Through its Habitat 

Management and Protection Program the NMWB will maintain the necessary role of 

ensuring the sound management and protection of Nunavut’s terrestrial and marine 

wildlife habitats. The NPC has developed a Draft Nunavut Land Use Plan (DNLUP) to guide 

and direct resource use within the Nunavut Settlement Area. Goals of the Plan include 

preserving the integrity of the natural environment and avoiding the disruption of 

ecosystems. The DNLUP includes Land Use Designations that identify prohibited uses, and 

Land Use Recommendations that advise proponents on issues to consider when working 

in particular areas. More information on the DNLUP can be found on the NPC’s website 

(www.nunavut.ca).  

 

Approved land use plans are legally binding on all parties. However, legislation requires 
land use plans be reviewed every five years and they can be changed at that time.  
 

Protected Areas 

Herd ranges encompass established and proposed protected areas. Tuktut Nogait 

National Park protects calving and post-calving habitat of the Bluenose-West herd in the 

ISR and SSA.  Discussions of a new park in Nunavut adjacent to Tuktut Nogait are ongoing 

with Kugluktuk, Kitikmeot Inuit Association, and the Nunavut Planning Commission.  

  

Edaññla is a prominent peninsula on the east shore of Great Bear Lake which is an 

important area culturally and for the Bluenose-East caribou.  Edaññla has been proposed 

for formal protection by the Délı̨nę Land Corporation, and is identified as a conservation 

http://www.nunavut.ca/
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zone in the draft Sahtú Land Use Plan.  Saoyú-Æehdacho National Historic Site of Canada 

protects the two westernmost peninsulas on Great Bear Lake. The land is co-managed by 

the Saoyú-Æehdacho Cooperative Management Board and Parks Canada.    

 

Ezôdzìtì is an area protected through the Tłıc̨hǫ ̨ Final Agreement for its historical and 

cultural importance. The area, which encompasses approximately 1,374 km2 of 

settlement land, is protected from non-renewable resource development. 

 

Further information on parks and protected areas within the range of these caribou is 

available in the Scientific Report, as well as online sources such as: 

 

 Northwest Territories Protected Areas Strategy: http://www.nwtpas.ca/ 

 ENR’s Protected Areas and Land Use Plans: 

http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/pages/wpPages/soe_protected_areas_land_use_plans

.aspx 

 Inuvialuit Community Conservation Plans: 

http://www.jointsecretariat.ca/documents.html 

 Gwich'in Land Use Planning Board: http://glwb.com/ 

 Sahtú Land Use Plan: http://www.sahtulanduseplan.org 

 Tłıc̨hǫ Land Use Plan: http://tlicho.ca/sites/default/files/105-

LandUsePlan_FINAL%20VERSION%5B2%5D_0.pdf 

 Nunavut Parks: http://nunavutparks.ca/ 

 Parks Canada: http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/pn-np/index.aspx 

 
  

http://www.nwtpas.ca/
http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/pages/wpPages/soe_protected_areas_land_use_plans.aspx
http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/pages/wpPages/soe_protected_areas_land_use_plans.aspx
http://www.jointsecretariat.ca/documents.html
http://glwb.com/
http://www.sahtulanduseplan.org/
http://tlicho.ca/sites/default/files/105-LandUsePlan_FINAL%20VERSION%5B2%5D_0.pdf
http://tlicho.ca/sites/default/files/105-LandUsePlan_FINAL%20VERSION%5B2%5D_0.pdf
http://nunavutparks.ca/
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/pn-np/index.aspx
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Appendix G:  Advice Regarding Protection of Caribou Herds and 
Habitat within the Range of the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, 
and Bluenose-East Caribou  
 

Traditional knowledge in the range of these caribou indicates that caribou have their own 
ways of looking after themselves – for example, they adapt to changes in food availability 
or quality by shifting their migration routes. There is evidence both in oral histories and 
from scientific studies that caribou numbers can go through very big cycles over time, and 
that caribou have recovered or come back after declines or moving away numerous 
times.  
 

Nonetheless, caribou today face changes in the landscape that they have never 
experienced before. Human activities are having an increasing impact in the north that 
includes new developments as well as the cumulative effects of many decades of 
development. No one yet knows how well the caribou will be able to weather these 
changing environments and conditions. 
 
There are some things people can do to minimize negative impacts of development on 
caribou; these occur at several levels, spanning community, regional, and federal 
responsibilities and authority. On the next pages we have summarized some of the types 
of advice and recommendations that are often provided as a means of ‘taking care of 
caribou’. Three tables follow: 

 
1. Government Standard Advice for Wildlife Disturbance and Harassment and/or Barriers 

to Wildlife Movement 

2. Advice from ACCWM Wildlife Management Boards for Protecting Caribou and Caribou 

Habitat 

3. Advice from Communities for Protecting Caribou and Caribou Habitat 

It is important to note that this is not a comprehensive list of all the types of advice and 
recommendations that may be provided in the NWT and Nunavut; these are just some 
summarized examples provided by several organizations and agencies. We have also 
included any advice or recommendations that was provided by community members 
during the public engagement process.  

 
Currently, new regulations are being developed as a result of the new NWT Wildlife Act 
that may have additional advice or requirements for reference. These are not included in 
the table, nor are items from the Government of Nunavut Wildlife Act and Nunavut Land 
Claim Agreement. 
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1. Government Standard Advice for Wildlife Disturbance and Harassment Potential Effect or Issue Category 

Government 
Agency 

Potential 
Effect or 
Issue 

Source Mitigation Measure 

Environment 
and Natural 
Resources, NWT 

Wildlife 
Disturbance 
and 
Harassment;  
Barriers to 
Wildlife 
Movement  

GNWT-ENR 
Standard 
Recommend-
ations 
provided to 
Land and 
Water Boards 
and 
Developers for 
Land Use 
Permit and 
Water Licence 
Applications 

General –   

Section 56 of the Wildlife Act indicates that no person shall, without a permit or license, engage in an 
activity that is likely to result in a significant disturbance to big game or other prescribed wildlife; or 
chase, fatigue, disturb, torment or otherwise harass wildlife. 

If caribou groups > 50 are encountered during development the proponent should shut down 
operations if they approach within 500m. Suspended activities include drilling, aircraft over flights 
(<300m), and vehicle, ATV or snowmobile use outside the vicinity of the camp.  When caribou are 
further than 500m away operations may resume. All activities must yield to caribou on rights-of-
way.The proponent is required to contact ENR, local elders and active harvesters familiar with the area 
on possible water crossings or other ecologically sensitive caribou habitat.  

The proponent is required to determine when caribou migration activities occur in the vicinity of the 
project area based on the most recent data supported by caribou collar data and photo census. If the 
project falls within caribou migration ranges development activities must cease when caribou are 
present. 

Caribou Calving –  

The Permittee is encouraged to contact and verify with ENR to determine the distribution of pregnant 
females and calves prior to the commencement of the operations (approx. March 15 - May 25). 
 
Water Crossings –  General 

No development can occur within 1km of known caribou water crossing from May 15th till Oct 15th. 
Where there are known traditional caribou water crossings, development activity should not occur 
within 1 km during the season when the crossing is likely to be used. Construction of infrastructure 
should avoid these sites within a distance of 1 km. 

Water Crossings –  Seismic or Blasting 
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No blasting or seismic activity can be conducted within 10km of recognized caribou water crossing from 
May 15th till Oct 15th.  

Water Crossings –  Mineral Exploration, Diamond Drilling 

No diamond drilling activity can be conducted within 5 km of recognized caribou water crossing from 
May 15th till Oct 15th. 

Vehicle/Equipment Use –  

Caribou must not be harassed by vehicles. Snowmobiles and other vehicles must not approach within 
250m of caribou. 

Aircraft –   

Maintain minimum altitudes of no less than 300m at all times other than landing or taking off.  Wildlife 
cannot be approached closer than 500m, chased or harassed by aircraft or other motorized vehicles. 

Aboriginal 
Affairs and 
Northern 
Development 
Canada 
(AANDC)  

Caribou 
calving - 
Caribou 
Protection 
Areas 

Department 
of Indian 
Affairs and 
Northern 
Development 
Caribou 
Protection 
Measures 
(CPM) 

1.   (a) The Permittee shall not, without approval, conduct any activity between May 15 and July 15 
within the Caribou Protection Areas depicted on the map certified by the Engineer as the “Caribou 
Protection Map” and annexed to this Land Use Permit. 

(b)    A Permittee may, upon approval by the Land Use Inspector, operate within the said Caribou 
Protection Areas beyond the May 15 deadline set out in 1(a), provided that, when monitoring 
information indicates that caribou cows are approaching the area of operation, the Permittee will 
implement 1(c). 

(c)    On cessation of activities pursuant to 1(a) or 1(b), the Permittee will remove from the zone all 
personnel who are not required for the maintenance and protection of the camp facilities and 
equipment, unless otherwise directed by the Land Use Inspector. 

(d)    The Permittee may commence or resume activities prior to July 15 within those parts of the 
Caribou Protection Areas released by the Land Use Inspector for the reason that caribou cows are not 
expected to use those parts for calving or post-calving (note 1). 

2.   (a) In the event that caribou cows calve outside of the Caribou Protection Areas, the Permittee shall 
suspend operations within the area(s) occupied by cows and/or calves between May 15 and July 15.  

(b) In the event that caribou cows and calves are present, the permittee shall suspend: (i) blasting; (ii) 
overflights by aircraft at any altitude of less that 300 meters above ground level; and (iii) the use of 
snowmobiles and ATVs (all-terrain vehicles) outside the immediate vicinity of the camp. 
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 The Land Use Inspector’s decision will be based on the existing caribou information. 

 Concentrations of caribou should be avoided by low-level aircraft at all times. 

3.   (a) During migration of caribou, the Permittee shall not locate any operation so as to block or cause 
substantial diversion to migration. 

(b) The Permittee shall cease activities that may interfere with migration, such as airborne geophysics 
surveys or movement of equipment, until the migrating caribou have passed. 

4.   (a) The Permittee shall not, between May 15 and September 1, construct any camp, cache any fuel, 
or conduct any blasting within 10 kilometres of any “Designated Crossing” as outlined on the map 
certified by the Engineer as the “Caribou Protection Map” and annexed to this Land Use Permit. 

(b) The Permittee shall not, between May 15 and September 1, conduct any diamond drilling operation 
within 5 kilometres of any “Designated Crossing” as outlined on the map certified by the Engineer as 
the “Caribou Protection Map” and annexed to this Land Use Permit. 
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2. Advice from ACCWM Member Boards for Protecting Caribou and Caribou Habitat 

Wildlife 
Management 
Board  

Source Suggested Mitigation Measures 

Wildlife 
Management 
Advisory Council 
(NWT) 

Community 
Conservation 
Plans  for Aklavik, 
Inuvik, 
Tuktoyaktuk  
 

Caribou/Tuktu Conservation Measures –  

Identify and protect important habitats from disruptive land uses. 

Avoid shooting mature bulls during the rut. 

Do not harvest more than is needed. 

Convey and promote traditional means of using all of each animal harvested, discourage waste of meat. 

Develop cooperative management relationship between the co-management boards of each relevant land 
claim group. 

Harvest on sustainable basis, and in manner consistent with recommendations of the management plans 
and HTC bylaws. 

Support the Barren-ground Caribou Management Strategy 

General and Tourism Guidelines that Apply to Caribou –  

Discourage the use of aircraft for low level (<610 m) (<2,000 ft.) wildlife spotting at any time unless being 
done in conjunction with authorized research in order to avoid unnecessary disturbance or harassment of 
wildlife (see also Section 6.3(c)). 

The total number of tourist operators and/or tourists should be restricted in certain areas at certain times 
of the year (e.g. nesting and moulting areas for migratory birds, calving areas, denning areas.) 

Tourists and tourist operators should not handle or harass wildlife. 

Example of Land Use Category Applications Relevant to Caribou –  

Category C 

Lands and waters where cultural or renewable resources are of particular significance and sensitivity during 
specific times of the year. These lands and waters shall be managed so as to eliminate, to the greatest extent 
possible, potential damage and disruption. (e.g. applies to spring, summer, fall, and winter caribou harvesting 
areas) 
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Category D 

Lands and waters where cultural or renewable resources are of particular significance and sensitivity 
throughout the year. As with Category C, these areas shall be managed so as to eliminate, to the greatest 
extent possible, potential damage and disruption. (e.g. applies to Bluenose-West calving grounds, Cape 
Bathurst calving and post-calving grounds) 
Category E 

Lands and waters where cultural or renewable resources are of extreme significance and sensitivity. There shall 
be no development on these areas. These lands and waters shall be managed to eliminate, to the greatest 
extent possible, potential damage and disruption. This category recommends the highest degree of protection 
in this document. (e.g. applies to Bluenose-West winter range) 

Gwich’in Renewable 
Resources Board 

Comments and 
recommendations 
given on research 
or development 
permit 
applications to 
proponents 
and/or to 
regulatory bodies 
in response to 
permit 
applications 

Wildlife/Fish/Plants –  

Report wildlife observations and wildlife encounters during project activities to the GRRB. 

Report wildlife mortalities to the GRRB and ENR 

Recommend to suspend operations temporarily if caribou, are spotted within 500m of any work/camp site 
and to resume once the animal(s) have left the area. 

Consult with the GNWT Dept of Environment & Natural Resources for advice on seasonal caribou 
movements to ensure fieldwork does not interfere with migration or use of critical habitat, such as calving 
grounds. 

Caribou calving grounds and water crossings should be avoided whenever possible. 

Adhere to GWNT regulations regarding wildlife harassment 

Obtain all required appropriate permits and licences (i.e. Wildlife Research Permit, etc.); 

Do not remove or harm any Species at Risk and to adhere to SARA regulations (assessing adverse effects of 
the project on listed wildlife species and critical habitat, taking measures to lessen or avoid those effects 
and to monitor those effects. GRRB also recommends treating species not listed but which are on other 
schedules of SARA and under consideration for listing on SARA, including those designated as at risk by 
COSEWIC be considered during an assessment in a similar manner as above.) 

Do not feed wildlife. Ensure that all employees and visitors are also aware, and do not, feed wildlife. 

Vegetation around project areas should be documented before work begins. 
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Transportation –  

Adhere to Environmental Impact Screening Committee’s guidelines for minimum altitude of aircraft near 
wildlife species. 

GRRB recommends maintaining a minimum flight altitude of at least 650m in order to reduce disturbance 
to wildlife. 

Adhere to GWNT regulations regarding wildlife harassment. The GRRB advises that low level flights may 
harass wildlife. If animals run or alter their behaviour in response to aircraft presence, aircraft should alter 
course away from the wildlife and/or move to a higher altitude (650m as above, or higher). 

Give wildlife right of way whenever possible and avoid large congregations. If wildlife are present at landing 
location, use another location.  

Recommend not to alter travel path in order to approach animals.  

Restrict ATV use to existing roads or trails. 

If snowmobile use is required, contact GNWT ENR to ensure enough snow pack is present to minimize 
habitat damage and avoid disturbance to organic layers and degradation of permafrost. Stop overland 
travel of vehicles at first sign of ground rutting or gouging. 

Ensure the project includes and follows plans to remove fuel drums from re-fueling locations at project 
conclusion. Ensure fuel storage and containment regulations are followed. 

In mitigation or reclamation measures or protocols requiring re-seeding, ensure that native seed mixes 
appropriate for the location and habitat are used. Ensure mixes are weed free to reduce contamination by 
invasive species. 

Equipment –  

Clean all equipment prior to initial use in field to prevent the spread of invasive vegetation species. Remove 
all equipment prior to the end of the field season each year. 

Monitors –   

Local environmental monitors from the communities are encouraged to assist with fieldwork. 

Spills –  

Ensure spill kits are available at all sites and report any spills that occur to GRRB in addition to permit 
requirements to report to regulators. Ensure spill kits are available at fuel storage and re-fueling locations. 
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Conflict –   

Avoid collecting specimens in areas of long-term or on-going fieldwork by other parties without the 
permission from those conducting the fieldwork. 

Camping –   

Acquire all necessary camping permits. 

Sahtú Renewable 
Resources Board 

 No standardized advice or measures currently available for inclusion. 
 

Wek’èezhìi 
Renewable 
Resources Board 

 No standardized advice or measures currently available for inclusion.  

Tuktut Nogait 
National Park 
Management Board 

 Reducing disturbance to caribou in Tuktut Nogait National Park (PCA) –  

Researchers wanting to work within Tuktut Nogait National Park must apply for a Research and Collection 
Permit.  Permit applications go through an internal review process, and require exemption or approval from 
the Inuvialuit Environmental Impact Screening Committee (EISC).  Support from the Paulatuk Hunters and 
Trappers Committee is also recommended.  During the permit review period, Parks Canada provides advice to 
researchers to reduces impact and disturbance to caribou during their project.  Recommendations can include: 

 All flying within park boundaries must adhere to EISC Flight Guidelines (see below) 

 A landing permit is required and landing locations needed to be communicated in advance.  Permit 
conditions may include minimum landing distances to wildlife. 

 Access to the park may be restricted at particular times of the year.  
o Based on recommendations from the Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board and the 

community of Paulatuk, aircraft access to the park was restricted during June and July in 2009 to 
reduce potential disturbance to calving and post-calving Bluenose West caribou. 

o Since 2009, Parks Canada has continued to make every effort to minimize in-Park flights during 
calving and post-calving during internal operations and works closely with researchers and other 
operators to minimize aircraft activity during this period of the year, where possible.  

 
All businesses, including aircraft companies and tourism outfitters require a business licence to operate in 
Tuktut Nogait National Park.  All licensed operators agree to comply with the mitigations listed within the 
Replacement Class Screening Report for Aircraft Landings in the Northern National Parks of Canada (2011), as 
follows: 
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Operators shall:  

 Minimize use of fuel and emissions by reducing the time the aircraft runs on the ground, minimizing the 
number of flights, and minimizing the amount of time circling before landing.  

 Ensure certification of noise compliance, if applicable, is current.  

 Educate visitors about current and appropriate behaviour of aircraft to wildlife.  

 Never circle, chase, hover over, dive bomb, pursue or in any other way harass wildlife. Aircraft landing 
permits are not to be used for wildlife viewing or photography. Do not alter the flight path to approach 
wildlife, avoid flying directly over animals. For passengers requesting photographic opportunities, pilots 
should explain that disturbance of wildlife could result in loss of business licence or charges under the 
CNPA.  

 Avoid congregations of animals.  

 Maintain a normal flying altitude of 2000 ft when in the air space over the park except for approach to 
land, take-off or for safety reasons.  

 Minimize the number of flights whenever possible.  

 Use small aircraft rather than large aircraft whenever possible.  

 Use fixed-wing aircraft rather than helicopters whenever possible.  

 Hovering or circling may greatly increase disturbance and must be avoided.  

 Caribou calving grounds should be avoided whenever possible.  

 Animals reactions will depend on a variety of situations including aircraft type, noise levels, speed of 
travel, over flight frequency, and animal activity (e.g., loafing, feeding, traveling) and its surroundings 
(water depth and clarity, substrate).  

 
Further guidance on flying altitudes for the Inuvialuit region are provided by the Inuvialuit Environmental 
Impact Screening Committee Flight Guidelines - avoid flying over calving grounds when possible. No 
aeromagnetic surveys in or near calving and post-calving areas from May 25 to July 15. Minimum 610m. 
Minimize flights when possible. Use fixed wing rather than rotary, and small aircraft rather than large. Avoid 
hovering over caribou. Avoid flying over areas known to have large groups of caribou. 

Kitikmeot Regional 
Wildlife Board 

 No standardized advice or measures currently available for inclusion. 
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3. Advice from Communities for Protecting Caribou and Caribou Habitat 

Topic Suggested Mitigation Measures and/or Management Actions 

Land Use Activities  Improve collaboration between levels of government to review and comment on land use applications;  

 Improve community consultations for land use application reviews;  

 Improve communication flow and ensure a fair time to review land use applications;  

 Increase resources of regional organizations so they can efficiently review land use applications; 

 Limit disturbance by exploration activity and aircraft on calving grounds and migration routes; 

 Increase minimum flying altitude; 

 Involve the public in reporting aircraft flying low or harassing wildlife (communicate rules and actions to take); 

 Fence tailing ponds and monitoring of contaminants for at least 15—20 years after mines close (contamination of  

caribou food). Request money up front; 

 Protect from pollution on the land and in the water; 

 Make sure that companies reduce dust emission by exploration, mines, roads and trucks; 

 Promote a stepped development, such as a limited number of mines at any time (e.g. two to three mines only at a time);  

 Ensure that road impacts on water and habitat are addressed; 

 Water quality: community should be informed and mine should be monitored by independent organizations;  

 Education to reduce garbage on the land, sea and in the community;  

 Promote a protected area strategy to protect some hunting areas or important wildlife areas from development; 

 There should be a moratorium on industrial activity on or near calving grounds at any herd status; 

 Recommend caribou habitat as a "value at risk" for forest fire management, and for land use permits should occur at all 

caribou population levels. 

Predators  Need to monitor wolf condition and amount of caribou that wolves are consuming; 

 Need to understand predation rates on caribou to consider predator control; 

 Have monitors on calving grounds to protect calves from predators at this sensitive time; 

 Exclude predators from important calving areas. 
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Habitat  Need to protect the areas that are important for caribou feeding; 

 Limit access to critical or sensitive areas of habitat (e.g. feeding areas); 

 Promote a protected area strategy to protect some hunting areas or important wildlife areas from development; 

 Support leaders’ action to encourage the USA and Canada to address climate change issues. 

Subsistence Harvest 
Regulations, 
Practices, Monitoring 
and Enforcement 

 Encourage traditional harvesting practices that incorporate respect, no waste, limit wounding loss, letting the leaders  

pass, etc.; 

 Limit harvesting when necessary, especially if waste is evident; 

 Promote community hunts with experienced hunters to reduce wounding loss and wastage of meat; 

 Balance harvest based on age class and sex of animals, season and use, and traditional knowledge; 

 Community would rather see something like a ratio of bulls to cows around 80:20 as opposed to bulls only in the orange 

zone; 

 Avoid shooting pregnant cows during the spring;  

 Avoid harvesting cows accompanies by a calf or yearling; select for lone cows; 

 Hunt in different areas each year; spread hunting out so that areas are not over-hunted; 

 Get additional funds for harvesters to go elsewhere to hunt;  

 Provide compensation for limits on caribou harvest in red zone;  

 Have open season for barren-ground caribou only in March-April when both the bulls and the cows are fat; 

 Regional organizations like HTOs and RRCs need to consult with their communities about how to limit their harvests –  

do at a community level so that it can be changed again when the herds rebound; 

 Recommending a bulls-only or bulls-majority harvest will weaken the herd. The recommendation should be to take the  

weaker or older individuals, both male and female, to leave the strongest bulls to protect the herd and pass on their  

strong genes; 

 Develop new or re-instate former harvest studies in each region;  

 Develop budgets to hire people to conduct harvest surveys in communities; 

 Need continuous, accurate harvest reporting in each area, done at least seasonally (e.g. fall and spring); 

 Accurate records of harvests should be mandatory. RRCs should collect the data, but need boards to coordinate.  

RRCs need to have public meetings to let people know what they are trying to do by collecting the information; 

 Should be mandatory harvest reporting or at least ask hunters to volunteer their information about where they went,  

what they harvested and for whom; 

 Issue books or calendars for harvesters to record their information, which would be useful to both traditional knowledge 

and science; 
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 Need better harvest monitoring and enforcement at all times; 

 Have monitors on the highway – RRC members and people from the community watching to make sure hunting is  

proper, safe, and people are taking only what they need; 

 Park Rangers keep a log of hunters and fish taken – do this where possible;  

 Need to develop way to patrol or enforce harvesting restrictions when/where caribou are very accessible to 

communities;  

 Need to develop a way to penalize poaching; 

 Need plan to address enforcement requirements for compliance with caribou harvest regulations; 

 Develop a quota system to allow the herds to increase; 

 Abandon zone system in favour of quotas; 

 Communities close to calving grounds especially need a tag system in place. 

Non-Subsistence Harvesting  Need to address what are seen as inequities in how harvest restrictions have been applied; 

 Need to address when harvests should be considered commercial and/or allowed; people are harvesting and selling  

caribou in some places;  

 Need to restrict sport hunt and commercial hunts;  

 Quotas need to be determined based on the number of people in each community; 

 Harvesting restrictions need to be consistent for conservation purposes and for fairness;  

 Consider reallocation of tags, within season, depending on whether quotas are being met; 

 For the sports hunt, they target the largest, strongest bulls, but they are important and should be left in the herd to pass 

on their genes (yellow or green status); 

 Need consistent sport hunting regulations across the range of the herds to protect them effectively (e.g. hunters will  

Cross the border to hunt in Nunavut when regulations differ from NWT); 

 Regional organizations need to pass motion to stop sports hunting in areas where too many bulls are being removed  

From the population; 

 Manage harvest composition for commercial harvest (meat sale, sport hunt); 

 Commercial harvest is easier to monitor and regulate and if necessary, the composition of the harvest (sex and age  

classes) can be regulated.  
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Food Replacement and 
Sharing  

 Arrange alternate food/meat packages (e.g. from Stantons) in red zone; 

 People should switch to buffalo, reindeer and/or muskox where possible to take some pressure off caribou; 

 Look into possibility of increasing reindeer herd to provide alternate meat source;  

 Harvest of alternate species will have to be monitored, as Dall’s sheep, Porcupine caribou, woodland caribou, and  

moose harvests may increase if Bluenose herds harvesting decreases; 

 Elders say that if it is hard to get caribou, people should go to lakes to get fish; 

 Develop community-based programs that subsidize resources (e.g. gas) to enable people to get meat for elders; this  

Would save money and help know how much is being hunted; 

 Compensate with fish; 

 The ACCWM should look into selling caribou among settlement areas. The Dene practice is to share meat with elders  

and other people in the community, including non-Aboriginal people; 

 Share meat from outfitters and send to other communities; 

 Need to have more meat sharing among people, including where non-Aboriginal people hunt with Aboriginal people; 

 Having a community freezer can help keep the harvest constant. 

 Barter or trade between community members or between communities is against the principles of traditional  

knowledge – it should be sharing between people who have access to the resources and those who do not; 

 It is a good idea to share meat between communities when it is available in one area and not another, but to send  

enough to help the people in another community is extremely expensive, even with the reduced shipping rate on  

country foods;  

 The concept of community freezers should be revisited. People who need the meat can go there and get some, it  

promotes sharing, and older hunters can meet others there to help show them how to prepare and preserve the meat 

properly. 

Communication and 
Education 

 Need to coordinate land use planning and activities across the entire annual range of herds to ensure that habitat is  

conserved for caribou; 

 Co-management and cooperation between parties is key to the success of a plan like this. Discussions should occur  

regularly between managers and resources users from different jurisdictions if they are going to effectively co-manage 

the same resources/herds; 

 Co-management boards need to improve communication with community members, for community members to be 

able to make informed decisions and participate in the management process;  

 Communicate with regional organizations (e.g. HTO) and communities on important topics such as protecting calving  

grounds, and take messages to higher levels of government; 
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 Overall, improved communication is needed between higher levels of government, regional organizations and  

communities regarding wildlife information, research results and management consultation;  

 Need to have public meetings about the caribou situation;  

 All user groups need to be at the meetings; 

 Some elders and community members are not receiving information about the Management Plan; 

 A good communication strategy is important (e.g. use radio and television stations; bring translators to meetings for 

elders; get signs on the winter road to remind people to respect caribou; 

 It is important to keep the community updated on research results and management decisions. There has to be  

emphasis on maintaining constant contact with the communities;  

 More people need to come to meetings to share their knowledge and get education about what is going on with 

caribou; 

 More effort should be made to get more people out to participate; 

 Use community hunts to teach un-experienced hunters how to select, harvest and butcher caribou; 

 Teach good harvesting practices using elders and traditional knowledge, both in the class room and through on the 

land experience;  

 Need to educate people regarding: safety while hunting, which rifles to use and how to use them, accurate targeting,  

how to sight rifles, how to properly track animals, kill them efficiently, and skin them, prepare the meat, reduce waste,  

proper use and storage of meat, sharing, avoiding meat wastage and wounding; this should include when to harvest  

what types of caribou (for example, the meat from males is not good in the fall during the rut); 

 This education should include school visits starting in kindergarten, but there is also a need to reach those that are  

older and have finished school. It was recognized that the education is largely a community responsibility – it should  

be learned from parents and grandparents, but it was suggested that sponsors of the Management Plan could assist  

with some of the costs of these educational sessions and workshops as part of their community involvement /  

education;  

 It is also important to educate industry on how to avoid harassment and to properly monitor and record wildlife  

observations. These records should be shared with the local HTO and RRC offices;  

 Make hunter safety and training part of the school curriculum; 

 Create educational video and distribute; 

 Create hunter education programs that focus on young hunters and new residents, but also provide training for others  

(e.g. evening classes);  

 Need to also teach about safety when hunting; 
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 Get people to understand their responsibility towards wildlife;  

 Promote their active participation in developing and implementing management actions; 

 Request leadership from community elders; 

 Conservation education should be emphasized in the plan at all stages, not just when the herd is declining. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

November 2014 



ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ  ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ - ᓴᑑᒥ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

 

 

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᑉ  ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪ ᔨᖏᑦ  ᐋᒐᓯ  1, 2019-ᒥ  

 

 

1.0. ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᕌᖓᔪ ᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  

 

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᓪ ᓚᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᑲ ᒪ ᔨ ᐅᕗᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᓂᖅ  

ᓄᓇᖓᓐ ᓂ ᑕᐃᔭ ᖓᓂ ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑎᒍ ᒥ ᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖏᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ  ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ . ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2018-ᒥ , 

ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᔩ ᓪ ᓗ, ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ , ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ, 

ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ  ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕆᐊᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . 

 

ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᔭ ᓄᐊᕆ 2019-ᒥ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐃᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᓪ ᓚᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  

ᑐᓂᓯ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᖓᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᓯ ᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ  ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᒐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂᒃ  2019-2021-ᒧ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᑯ ᑦ , ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ  ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᓄᓇᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐅᐊ’ᑮ ᓯ ᒥ ᓲ ᖑᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  

ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓄᓪ ᓗ ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᖓᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᓯ ᕋ ᐅᑎᓕᐊᕆᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᑕᓪ ᓕᒪ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᑯ ᓂᖓ: ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᓯ ᖏᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ , ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᓕᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ , ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᐃᕙᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒡ ᓗ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ , ᒃ ᓕᑦ ᓲ ᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  

ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᔨ ᖏᓪ ᓗ ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᔪ ᒪ ᕗᑦ  ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐋᕿᐅᒪ ᖁᔨ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  300-ᓃᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐸᖕ ᓂᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᑑᒥ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  

ᓇᓴ ᐅᑎᑎᒍ ᑦ  ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾ ᔨ ᑕᐃᓕᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑐᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒍ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒡ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  

ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ . ᑐᒃ ᓯ ᕋ ᐅᓯ ᐅᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖅ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᓇᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᑭ ᓯ ᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᓈᓚᒋ ᐊᖅᑐᓯ ᒪ ᓗᑎᒃ , ᒪ ᓕᒡ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  12.3.10-ᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᑎᑦ ᑎᓗᑎᒃ  

ᓈᓚᒋ ᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕ ᓂ Bᐄᑦ ᓱ ᑰ ᒥ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ , ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐄᐳ 9-ᒥ ᒃ  11-ᒧ ᑦ , 2019-ᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ .  

 

ᐅᐊᑭ ᓰ ᒥ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐃᓱ ᓕᑦ ᑎᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐱᔭ ᕇᕉᑎᒋ ᔭ ᒥ ᓂᒃ , ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᔪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑎᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᓱ ᓕ ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓘᑕᐅᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᓯ ᑕᖃᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ . ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱ ᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ , ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈ ᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  

ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᓵ ᖅ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕆᐊᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᓇᓗᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᓪ ᔾ ᓗ ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐ ᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  - ᑎᒥ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᐅᒃ ᐱᕆᔭ ᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯ ᓯ ᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ .  

 

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᓚᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑭ ᓯ ᐊᓂ 193 ᐸᖕᓃᑦ , ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᖓᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᖏᓐ ᓂ 

ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2019/20 ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2020/21 ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒥ .ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᓱ ᓕ, ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᑦ  

ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐃᓚᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓇ ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᕕᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  

2019/20-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  20/2021-ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇ ᐋᕿᐅᒪ ᔭ ᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ :   

ᒃ ᖠᑦ ᓱ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑦ  – 39.29% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓃᒃ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᓪ ᓗᓈᓐ ᖑᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪ ᑦ , 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᖓᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᖕ ᒥ ᒃ  (ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᐅᓪ ᓗ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ ) ᑕᒪ ᓃᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  – 

60.71% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᒥ ᒃ . 

 

ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᓵ ᑑᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᒻ ᒪ ᕆᒃ ᐳᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ , ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᓂᖓᓄᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔩ ᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᒃ ᖠᑦ ᓲ ᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᓪ ᓗ ᐋᕿᒋ ᐊᕆᖁᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑕᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᕈᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓂᒃ  2019/20-ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 2020/21-ᒥ , ᐃᓚᖃᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᑲ ᑎᖅ ᓱ ᐃᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᓇᓃᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔨ ᑖᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓱ ᓕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕ ᓂ ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ .   

 

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒥ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᓂᓯ ᖃᑕᖁᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᐱᐅᓯ ᒋ ᐊᕉᑎᑦ  ᓄᐊᑦ  ᔅ ᓚᐃᕕᒥ  

ᓄᓇᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑎᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪ ᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔩ ᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᐅᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ . ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᓱ ᓕ, ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᒋ ᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᑉ  

ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᖓᕕᓕᐅᖁᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᐊᑦ  ᓯ ᓚᐃᕕᒥ  

ᐊᒪ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᑲ ᔫ ᑎᓂᒃ , ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᐊᒃ ᑯ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖅ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᕋ ᒐ ᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ . 

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᒋ ᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᕝ ᕕᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᓄᓇᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᐅᑉ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋ ᓗᓂᒋ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᖏᑦ  ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕖᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ .  

 

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᑦ  ᓯ ᕗᓪ ᓕᖅᐹᑦ ᑎᐊᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓇᔪ ᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ , ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ  

ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ . ᑕᒪ ᐅᖓᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ, ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ . ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᓱ ᓕ, ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᒋ ᕗᑦ  ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔫ ᒥ ᓴ ᐃᖁᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᖔᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓂᕿᒃ ᓴ ᓂᖃᑦ ᑕᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᒥᖓᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᓂᒃ .  

 

ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔩ ᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᑦ  ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᓇᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᑐᕋᖓᓚᕆᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐋᕿᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑐᖓᕕᒃ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ , ᑭ ᒡ ᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒡ ᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ; 

ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒡ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᕐ ᕈᑕᒫ ᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒎ ᒃ  ᓈᔭ ᕌᖓᒥ ᒃ ; ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᓗᑎᒃ  

ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᒡ ᓕᐊᖃᓕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᖅ ᓱ ᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐊᓇᖏᑦ  ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑕᕿᐅᔪ ᓂ; ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᑕᒫ ᖅ  ᑎᖕ ᒥ ᔫ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓈᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈ ᓐ ᓃᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ ; ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᖁᖓᓯ ᕈ ᑦ ᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  50-ᖑᔪ ᓂᒃ  70-ᓄᑦ . ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᑕᐅᖅ  ᓱ ᓕ, ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᑦ  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᒋ ᕗᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑲ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᓂᒃ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖁᖓᓯ ᕈ ᑦ ᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ .  

 

ᐅᐊᑮ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᑦ  ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪ ᑦ  

ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐃᓚᔭ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᐅᔭ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ , ᑲ ᑎᖅ ᓱ ᐃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᒦ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓯ ᓚᐅᑉ  ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ . ᑭ ᖑᓪ ᓕᕐ ᒥ ᓗ, 

ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔩ ᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᑦ  ᒃ ᖡᑦ ᓲ ᑭ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪ ᑦ  

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕈ ᑏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᓪ ᓚᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᑎᓯ ᕆᔪ ᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ , ᐃᒃ ᐱᒋ ᔭ ᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᑐᖃᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ .  
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Sahtì Ekwǫ̀   Bluenose-East caribou 

tataa    corridors between bodies of water; land bridges 

wedzıh    biggest male ɂekwǫ̀ 
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1.0. Executive Summary  

 

The Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) is responsible for wildlife 
management in Wek’èezhìı and shares responsibility for managing and monitoring the 
Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East Caribou) herd. In November 2018, the Department of 

Environment and Natural Resources (ENR), Government of the Northwest Territories 

(GNWT) reported that, in their view, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had continued to decline 

significantly and that further management actions were required.   

 

In January 2019, the Tłı̨chǫ Government (TG) and GNWT submitted the Joint Proposal 
on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd 
2019-2021 to the Board, outlining proposed management actions for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

herd in Wek’èezhìı. The management actions proposed by TG and GNWT in the Joint 

Proposal were grouped under the five categories: harvest, predators, habitat and land 

use, and education as well as research and monitoring. More specifically, TG and ENR 

proposed implementing a herd-wide total allowable harvest of 300 bulls only for the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. The WRRB has determined that any specific numerical restriction of a 

harvest or a component of harvest constitutes a total allowable harvest (TAH). A 

proposal for a TAH requires a public hearing under Section 12.3.10 of the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement. The WRRB held a public hearing in Behchokǫ̀, NT on April 9-11, 2019. 

 

The WRRB concluded, based on all available Indigenous and scientific evidence, that a 

serious conservation concern exists for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd and that additional 

management actions are vital for herd recovery. In making its decision about harvest 

limitations, the WRRB considered the risks to the herd from a recent high rate of 

decline, uncertainties about the underlying mechanisms for the decline and the 

importance of ʔekwǫ̀ (barren-ground caribou) for Tłı̨chǫ citizens to thrive – physically, 

spiritually, and culturally.   

 

The WRRB determined that a TAH of 193 bulls only shall be implemented for all users 

of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd within Wek’èezhìı for the 2019/20 and 2020/21 harvest seasons.  

Further, the Board determined that that the proportional allocation of the TAH of the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd for the 2019/20 and 20/2021 harvest seasons shall be as follows: 

Tłı̨chǫ Citizens – 39.29%, and Members of an Indigenous people who traditionally 

harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ (including Nunavut) – 60.71%. 

 

As monitoring of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ harvest is crucial for management decisions, the Board 

recommended that TG and ENR revise their approach to harvest monitoring for the 

2019/20 and 2020/21 harvest seasons, including collecting demographic and health 

information and hiring additional community monitors. 
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The WRRB recommended 0that GNWT provide harvest information from its Enhanced 

North Slave Dìga (wolf) Harvest Incentive Program to allow the Board to determine the 

success of the program. Further, the Board recommended that GNWT and TG develop 

a framework to evaluate the effectiveness of the Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest 

Incentive Program in achieving ɂekwǫ̀ conservation goals. The WRRB also 

recommended that GNWT and TG monitor Nǫ̀gha (wolverine) populations in Wek’èezhìı 
and work cooperatively with the Government of Nunavut to protect the calving grounds 

of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ from predators. 

 

The WRRB recommended that high priority habitat for protection of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd 

should be identified and legal protection measures should be implemented. In the 

interim, Mobile Caribou Conservation Measures should be implemented. Additionally, 

the Board recommended that TG and GNWT encourage Tłı̨chǫ citizens to harvest 

alternative country foods. 

 

The Board recommended that TG and GNWT collaborate with the WRRB to develop a 

herd-specific adaptive management framework with thresholds linked to specific 

management actions. The WRRB also recommended the following monitoring actions 

for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd: conduct population surveys every two years; implement 

pregnancy monitoring through fecal pellet collection in the winter months; cease annual 

reconnaissance surveys; and increase the number of collars from 50 to 70. 

Furthermore, the Board recommended that a detail rationale for the collar increase be 

provided. 

 

The WRRB recommended that TG’s Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è program should be expanded 

to the post-calving and summer ranges of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ to collect on-the-ground climate 

change observations. Finally, the Board recommended the Tłı̨chǫ Research and 

Monitoring Program should be implemented to ensure that both ɂekwǫ̀ and ɂekwǫ̀ 

habitat monitoring and realistic harvesting numbers are recorded in a culturally 

appropriate manner. 

 

2.0. Introduction 

 

The Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd has declined at approximately 21% per year since 2010. This 

means the herd is shrinking by about 50% every 3 years and has declined from 103,000 

in 2010 to about 19,300 in June 2018. In the WRRB’s public hearing in Behchokǫ̀ on 

April 9-11, 2019, Chief Daniels called this a “serious situation” and a “critical issue”.1 

During the closing session, Grand Chief Mackenzie called the situation a “crisis”.2 

                                            
1 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p 8. 
2 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p. 
136. 
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Superintendent Bruno Croft noted that “the Bluenose-East herd is in a serious 
predicament” and “continues to decline at alarming rates”.3 

The extent of the decline, as of June 2018, is reported in the 2019 Joint Proposal, 

entitled “Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-
ground caribou) Herd 2019-2021” (the “Joint Proposal”) (Appendix A). TG and GNWT 

submitted the Joint Proposal on January 14, 2019 and the WRRB implemented its 

review procedures, which lead to a public hearing in early April 2019.  

 

The short-term goal of the Joint Proposal’s proposed management actions is to slow the 

herd’s decline and promote recovery over the period of 2019 to 2021. The recovery of 

the herd to a level where sustainable harvesting is once again possible within Mǫwhì 
Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè and meets community needs is the long-term goal of the Joint 

Proposal. 

 

In Board proceedings during 2010 and 2016, the WRRB made decisions about harvest 

and, then, subsequently a TAH, as well as recommendations to urge government 

actions to halt the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd’s decline.4 The 2010 and 2016 determinations and 

recommendations that were implemented were focused on harvest reductions to 

increase survival of adult ɂekwǫ̀ as well as predator and habitat management. 

Unfortunately, the herd’s decline has continued. Restrictions on harvest have not been 

enough despite the hardships borne by harvesters. The WRRB is both conscious of and 

troubled by the rate of the herd’s decline and finds that there is a clear need for an 

urgent response to this decline. Each year’s delay in effective management action is 

predicted to result in a further 20% decline.    

 

This report describes the WRRB’s assessment of the evidence on the record. This 

assessment is the basis for the Board’s determinations and recommendations. The 

specific management actions proposed by the TG and GNWT will, by the words in the 

Joint Proposal itself, not halt the decline.5 This puts the herd in a perilous position. The 

WRRB notes that the governments acceptance and implementation of previous Board 

recommendations has been limited. Additionally, the WRRB is troubled by the time it 

has taken governments to implement approved Board recommendations given that the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd has been declining by half every 3 years since 2010.  

 

                                            
3 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p. 
176. 
4 PR (BNE 2019): 073 – Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board, 22-26 
March & 5-6 August 2010, Behchoko, NT; and PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint 
Proposal for the Management of the Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
5 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 

caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
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Based on a review of past proceedings by the Board, 60 recommendations were 

submitted in 2010 to TG and GNWT.6 In 2016, the WRRB submitted 24 

recommendations and two determinations to the two governments.7 It appears to the 

Board that to date only the determinations and 20 of the recommendations have been 

fully implemented. Consequently, the WRRB is of the view that an adaptive 

management framework is required to fully capitalize on the collective efforts of the 

Board and governments. Adaptive approaches are common in other resource 

management settings, such as in land and water management. Given the urgency of 

decisive management action for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, it is the Board’s opinion that 

adaptive management would lead to more timely and effective management actions, 

which will be essential to address the herd’s decline. 

 

3.0. The Board and Its Authorities 

 

The WRRB is responsible for the wildlife management functions set out in the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement in Wek’èezhìı 8 and shares responsibility for the management and 

monitoring of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. The WRRB is a co-management tribunal established 

by the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement to exercise advisory and decision-making responsibilities 

related to wildlife, forest, plant and protected areas management in Wek’èezhìı (Figure 
1). The Board’s legal authorities came into effect at the time the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement was 

ratified by Parliament.9 The WRRB’s major authorities and responsibilities in relation to 

wildlife are set out in Chapter 12 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement.  

 

                                            
6 PR (BNE 2019): 073 – Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board, 22-26 

March & 5-6 August 2010, Behchoko, NT. 
7 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the Bluenose-

East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
8 Section 12.1.2 of the Land Claims and Self-Government Agreement Among the Tłįchǫ and the Government of the 
Northwest Territories and the Government of Canada, Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Ottawa, 2003 
(hereinafter the “Tłįchǫ Agreement”). 
9 Tłı̨chǫ Land Claims and Self-Government Act, S.C. 2005, c.1. Royal assent February 15, 2005. See s.12.1.2 of the 
Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
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Figure 1. Wek’èezhìı Management Area.10 
 

As required by Sections 12.5.1 and 12.5.4 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, any Party11  

proposing a wildlife management action in Wek’èezhìı must submit a management 
proposal to the WRRB for review. This includes the establishment or adjustment of a 

total allowable harvest (TAH). Prior to making a determination or recommendation, the 

WRRB must consult with any body that has authority over that wildlife species both 

inside and outside of Wek’èezhìı. Under Section 12.5.5 of the Agreement, the WRRB 
has sole responsibility for making a final determination with respect to a total allowable 

harvest for Wek’èezhìı.  
 

12.5.5 The Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board shall  
 

(a) make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation 
to a proposal  

 (i) regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìı, except 
for fish, 

                                            
10 Department of Culture & Lands Protection, Tłı̨chǫ Government. 2014. 
11 As defined in the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, “Parties” mean the Parties to the Agreement, namely the Tłı̨chǫ, as 
represented by the Tłı̨chǫ Government, the Government of the Northwest Territories and the Government of Canada. 
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(ii) regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest 
levels for Wek’èezhìı to groups of persons or for specified 
purposes, or 
(iii) submitted under 12.11.2 for the management of the Bathurst 
caribou herd with respect to its application in Wek’èezhìı; and 

(b) in relation to any other proposal, including a proposal for a total 
allowable harvest level for a population or stock of fish, with respect to its 
application in Wek’èezhìı recommend implementation of the proposal as 
submitted or recommend revisions to it, or recommend it not be 
implemented. 

 

The WRRB acts in the public interest. It is an institution of public government, which 

makes its decisions on the basis of consensus. The WRRB works closely with Tłı̨chǫ 

communities, TG, and GNWT. The Board also collaborates with other territorial 

government departments, such as Lands and Industry, Tourism and Investment, and 

federal government departments, such as Environment and Climate Change Canada, 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs 

Canada (CIRNAC). In addition, the WRRB works with other wildlife management 

authorities, Indigenous organizations and stakeholders. 

 

Wildlife management is a central and vital component of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement.12 The 

rights of Tłı̨chǫ citizens to use wildlife for sustenance, cultural, and spiritual purposes 

are protected by the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement and the Constitution13, subject to the 

management framework set out in Chapter 12. The most important provisions in relation 

to the WRRB’s role in the limitation of Tłı̨chǫ citizens harvesting are set out in the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement as follows: 

 

12.6.1 Subject to chapters 15 and 16, a total allowable harvest level for 
Wek’èezhìı or Mǫwhì Gogha Dè Nįįtłèè (NWT) shall be determined for 
conservation purposes only and only to the extent required for such purposes. 
 
12.6.2 Subject to 12.6.1 and chapters 15 and 16, limits may not be prescribed 
under legislation  
 
(a) on the exercise of rights under 10.1.1 or 10.2.1 except for the purposes of 
conservation, public health or public safety; or 
(b) on the right of access under 10.5.1 except for the purposes of safety. 
 
12.6.3 Any limits referred to in 12.6.2 shall be no greater than necessary to 
achieve the objective for which they are prescribed, and may not be prescribed 

                                            
12 See Section.12.1.1 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
13 Constitution Act. 1982. Section 35. 
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where there is any other measure by which that objective could reasonably be 
achieved if that other measure would involve a lesser limitation on the exercise of 
the rights. 

 
12.6.5 In exercising its powers in relation to limits on harvesting, the Wek’èezhìı 
Renewable Resources Board shall give priority to 
 
(a) non-commercial harvesting over commercial harvesting; and 
(b) with respect to non-commercial harvesting, 

(i) Tłı̨chǫ Citizens and members of an Aboriginal people, with rights to 
harvest wildlife in Wek’èezhìı, over other persons, and 
(ii) residents of the Northwest Territories over non-residents of the 
Northwest Territories other than persons described in (i). 

 

The WRRB is bound by the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement if it is contemplating any limitation to 

Tłı̨chǫ citizens’ harvesting, including any limitation to the harvesting of Sahtì ekwǫ̀. More 

specifically, Section 12.6.1 (see above) specifies that a total allowable harvest level 

shall be determined for conservation purposes only and only to the extent required for 

such purposes. The Tłı̨chǫ Agreement defines conservation as follows: 

 

“conservation” means 
(a) the maintenance of the integrity of ecosystems by measures such as 
the protection and reclamation of wildlife habitat and, where necessary, 
restoration of wildlife habitat; and 
(b) the maintenance of vital, healthy wildlife populations capable of 
sustaining harvesting under the Agreement. 

 

In addition to the substantive legal protection for Tłı̨chǫ citizens’ harvesting rights set out 

in the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the WRRB is also bound by the requirements of fairness. 

Section 12.3.10 gives the Board the authority to order a hearing on a wildlife 

management proposal and makes it mandatory for the WRRB to hold a public hearing 

when it intends to consider establishing a TAH in respect of a species or a population 

such as the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd.  

 

3.1. Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management 

 

ʔekwǫ̀, including the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, cross jurisdictional boundaries during their 

seasonal migrations. This inter-jurisdictional distribution is well-recognized and the 

Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM) was 

established in 2008 to exchange information, help develop cooperation and consensus, 

and make recommendations regarding wildlife and wildlife habitat issues that cross land 

claim and treaty boundaries. The committee is made up of the Chairpersons of the 
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Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT), Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board, 

Ɂehdzo Got’ı̨nę Gots’ę́ Nákedı/Sahtú Renewable Resources Board, WRRB, Kitikmeot 

Regional Wildlife Board, and Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board. 

 

These wildlife management boards have authority through their land claims or 

legislation to make recommendations and decisions on wildlife management issues. 

The ACCWM can make consensus-based recommendations to governments, land use 

regulators, and respective Boards on wildlife management actions. ACCWM 

recommendations are not binding on individual boards and do not prevent them from 

providing additional recommendations to governments. 

 

The ACCWM developed a management plan for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, 

and Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herds, entitled “Taking Care of Caribou – The Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-
West, and Bluenose-East Barren Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan”.14 While 

the immediate need for the management plan was in response to reported declines in 

the herds, the intent is to address ɂekwǫ̀ management and stewardship over the long 

term. The management goals are to maintain herds within the known natural range of 

variation, conserve and manage ɂekwǫ̀ habitat, and ensure that harvesting is respectful 

and sustainable. The plan provides a framework for monitoring the herds, making 

decisions, and taking action. Five different categories of management actions are 

outlined in the plan, including Education, Habitat, Land Use Activities, Predators, and 

Harvest Management. The WRRB determinations and recommendations in this report 

are consistent with the ACCWM plan and follows the same categories of management 

actions. 

 

4.0. Previous WRRB Ɂekwǫ̀ Determinations & Recommendations  

 

Part 12.1 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement requires the coordination of the functions of 

governments (authorities whose responsibilities include wildlife management among 

other functions).15 Section 12.1.5 of the Agreement also requires the Parties16 to 

manage wildlife based on the principles of conservation, on an ecosystemic basis and in 

an adaptive fashion.17 Chapter 12 of the Agreement sets out a comprehensive 

framework for wildlife management. WRRB determinations are final but 

recommendations made by the Board may be accepted, rejected or varied by the Party 

with the jurisdiction affected by the recommendation. However, once a recommendation 

is accepted, that Party doing so must implement it “to the extent of its power under 

                                            
14 PR (BNE 2019): 069 - Taking Care of Caribou: the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East Barren-
Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan. ACCWM. 2014. 
15 See Section.12.1.4 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
16 This includes the Tłı̨chǫ Government, the Government of the Northwest Territories and the Government of Canada. 
17 See Section 12.1.5 paragraphs (a) and (d) of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 



________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
WRRB Proceeding Report & Reasons for Decision – Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East Caribou) Herd           15 
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legislation”.18  This framework and these relationships are central to effective wildlife 

management in Wek’èezhìı.  
 

4.1. 2010 Proceeding  

 

In June 2009, GNWT conducted a calving ground photographic survey and estimated 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd size was about 103,000 ɂekwǫ̀. On November 5, 2009, TG and 

GNWT submitted a Joint Proposal on Caribou Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı, 
which proposed nine management actions and eleven monitoring actions, including 

harvest limitations, for the Kǫ̀k’èetı,̀ Sahtì and Beverly/Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herds. While TG 

and GNWT agreed on the majority of actions set out in the proposal, there was no 

agreement reached on the proposed levels of Indigenous harvesting.  

 

Upon review of the proposal, the WRRB held that any restriction of harvest or 

component of harvest to a specific number of animals would constitute a TAH. Thus, the 

Board ruled that it was required to hold a public hearing. Registered Parties were 

notified on November 30, 2009 of the Board’s decision to limit the scope of the public 

hearing to Actions 1 through 5 of the Joint Proposal, which prescribed limitations on 

harvest. All other proposed actions were addressed through written submissions to the 

Board. Originally scheduled for January 11-13, 2010, the public hearing took place 

March 22-26, 2010 in Behchokǫ̀, NT. Once the evidentiary phase of the proceeding was 

completed, TG requested the WRRB adjourn the hearing in order to give TG and 

GNWT time to work collaboratively to complete the joint management proposal.  

 

On May 31, 2010, TG and GNWT submitted the Revised Joint Proposal on Caribou 
Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı. This revised proposal changed the original 

management and monitoring actions and incorporated an adaptive co-management 

framework and rules-based approach to harvesting. TG and GNWT were able to reach 

an agreement on Indigenous harvesting. Therefore, the WRRB reconvened its public 

hearing on August 5-6, 2010 in Behchokǫ̀, NT, where final presentations, questions and 

closing arguments were made. 

 

On October 8, 2010, the WRRB submitted its final recommendations and reasons for 

decision report to TG and GNWT.19 Many of the recommendations were related to the 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herd and relevant management actions vital for herd recovery, including 

harvest restrictions. The Board also made harvest recommendations for the 

Beverly/Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herd. 

 

                                            
18 See Sections 12.5.11 and 12.5.12 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
19 PR (BNE 2019): 073 - Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 22-26 
March 2010 & 5-6 August 2010 Behchokǫ̀, NT. 
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The Board recommended a harvest target of 2800 (+ 10%) Sahtì ekwǫ̀ per year for 

harvest seasons 2010/11, 2011/12, and 2012/13 in Wek’èezhìı. Further, the Board 
recommended that the ratio of bulls harvested to cows should be 85:15. Although the 

evidence suggested that the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had not continued to decline, the Board 

concluded that a limited harvest of 2520-3080 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ with 420 or fewer cows was a 

cautious management approach based on the herd size and trend at the time. 

Additionally, the WRRB recommended that all commercial, outfitted and resident 

harvesting of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı be set to zero.  
 

The WRRB made additional ɂekwǫ̀ management and monitoring recommendations to 

TG and GNWT, specifically implementation of detailed scientific and Tłı̨chǫ knowledge 

monitoring actions and implementation of an adaptive co-management framework. 

  

The WRRB also recommended to the Minister of CIRNAC (formerly Indian and Northern 

Affairs Canada) and GNWT to collaboratively develop best practices for mitigating 

effects on ɂekwǫ̀ during calving and post-calving, including the consideration of 

implementing mobile ɂekwǫ̀ protection measures, and for monitoring landscape 

changes, including fires, industrial exploration, and development, to assess potential 

impacts to ɂekwǫ̀ habitat. 

 

The Board recommended that the harvest of dìga should be increased through 

incentives but that focused dìga control not be implemented. The Board understood if 

TG and GNWT were to plan for focused dìga control in the future, a management 

proposal would be required for WRRB consideration.  

 

Of the 57 recommendations made in 2010 and accepted or varied by TG and GNWT, 

the Board has evidence that only 18 have been fully implemented. Specifically, the 

closure of commercial, outfitted and resident harvesting for the Kǫ̀k’èetı,̀ Sahtì and 

Beverly/Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herds; the establishment and allocation of a harvest target for the 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herd; the implementation of monitoring the density of cows on the calving 

grounds; the development and implementation of a scientific conservation education 

program; the establishment of the Barren-ground Caribou Technical Working Group; the 

ongoing discussions with the Government of Nunavut to identify opportunities for 

calving ground protection; the collaborative work to meet the obligations of Section 

12.11 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement; the hiring of a TG Wildlife Coordinator to increase 

capacity to ensure full participation in monitoring and management of caribou; the 

removal of GNWT’s Emergency Interim Measures following the implementation of 

recommendations by January 1, 2011; the consultation with Tlicho communities about 

Board recommendations prior to January 1, 2011; the development of a detailed 

implementation and consultation plan; and the development and implementation of an 

effective enforcement and compliance program. 
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June 14, 2019 
 

Implementation of the remaining accepted recommendations appears to the WRRB to 

be incomplete, including the development of a government position regarding 

reinstatement of outfitting and resident harvesting in Wek’èezhìı; the negotiation of 

harvesting overlap agreements with the Sahtú and Nunavut; the implementation of the 

Special Project, Using Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge to Monitor Barren Ground Caribou of the 

overall Tłı̨chǫ Research and Monitoring Program; the implementation of TK and 

scientific caribou monitoring actions; the development of criteria to evaluate when 

management actions are to be revised; and the development of a land use plan for 

Wek’èezhìı.  
 

Additional details of the 2010 proceeding can be found in Appendix B and a review of 

the 2010 WRRB Recommendations is found in Appendix C.  

 

4.2. 2016 Proceeding 

 

In June 2015, GNWT conducted a calving ground photographic survey and estimated 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had declined to 38,600 ɂekwǫ̀. On December 15, 2015, TG and 

GNWT submitted the “Joint Proposal on Management Actions for Bluenose-East 
Caribou 2016-2019” to the Board outlining proposed management actions for the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı, including new restrictions on hunter harvest, predator 
management, and ongoing monitoring. More specifically, TG and GNWT proposed 

implementing a herd-wide total allowable harvest of 950 bulls only, allocation for the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, and conducting a feasibility assessment of a full range of dìga 

management actions. The WRRB considered the proposed restriction of harvest as the 

establishment of a TAH and, therefore, was required to hold a public hearing. The public 

hearing took place April 6-8, 2016 in Behchokǫ̀, NT.  

 

In anticipation of the proposal, the Ɂehdzo Got’ı̨nę Gots’ę́ Nákedı/Sahtú Renewable 

Resources Board (SRRB) and the WRRB signed a “Memorandum of Understanding 
Regarding Collaborative Efforts for the Management of the Bluenose-East Caribou 
Herd” in October 2015 to ensure management of proceedings related to the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

herd would be as effective as possible.  Each Board conducted its own proceeding, 

including public hearings in both the Sahtú and Wek’èezhìı areas.  Each Board 
submitted its own Reasons for Decision report. 

 

In order to allow careful consideration of all the evidence on the record and to meet 

legislated timelines, the WRRB decided to prepare two separate reports to respond to 

the proposed management actions in the joint management proposal. The first report, 

Part A, dealt with the proposed harvest management actions that required regulation 

changes in order for new regulations to be in place for the start of the 2016/17 harvest 

season, as well as the proposed dìga feasibility assessment. The second report, Part B, 
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dealt with additional predator management actions, biological and environmental 

monitoring, and cumulative effects. 

   

On June 10, 2016, the WRRB submitted its final determinations and recommendations 

and Part A Reasons for Decision Report to TG and GNWT.20 The WRRB determined 

that a TAH of 750 bulls only should be implemented for all users of the Bluenose-East 

ɂekwǫ̀ herd within Wek’èezhìı for the 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19 harvest seasons. 
Further, the Board determined that the proportional allocation of the TAH of the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd for the 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19 harvest seasons should be as follows: 

Tłı̨chǫ Citizens – 39.29%, and Members of an Indigenous people who traditionally 

harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ (including Nunavut) – 60.71%. 

 

The Board recommended that TG and GNWT agree on an approach for designating 

zones for aerial and ground-based surveillance throughout the fall and winter harvest 

seasons from 2016 to 2019. Additionally, the WRRB recommended weekly 

communication updates, timely implementation of hunter education programs for all 

harvesters of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, and development of harvesting overlap agreements 

with the Sahtú and Nunavut. 

 

The WRRB recommended that the dìga feasibility assessment set out in the proposal 

be led by the Board with input and support from TG and ENR. As well, if deemed 

successful, the Community-based Dìga Harvesting Project would be extended in 2016-

2017 to the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd and incorporated into an adaptive wolf management 

approach. 

 

On October 3, 2016, the WRRB submitted its final recommendations and Part B 

Reasons for Decision Report to TG and GNWT.21 The WRRB recommended 

consultations with Tłı̨chǫ communities to determine a path forward for implementation of 

Tłı̨chǫ laws to continue the Tłı̨chǫ way of life and maintain their cultural and spiritual 

connection with ɂekwǫ̀. 

 
In addition, the WRRB recommended several Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge (TK) research and 
monitoring programs focusing on dìga, Sahcho (grizzly bear), stress and other impacts 
on ɂekwǫ̀ from collars and aircraft over-flights, and an assessment of quality and 
quantity of both summer and winter forage. 
 
The Board recommended a biological assessment of sahcho as well as requesting that 
the Barren-ground Caribou Technical Working Group (BGCTWG) prioritize biological 
monitoring indicators and develop thresholds under which management actions can be 

                                            
20 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the 
Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
21 PR (BNE 2019): 075 - Reasons for Decisions Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the Bluenose- 
East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd - Part B. 2016. 
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taken and evaluated. All scientific and TK monitoring data will be provided to BGCTWG 
annually to ensure ongoing adaptive management. 
 
The WRRB recommended the implementation of Tłı̨chǫ Land Use Plan Directives as 

well as completing a Land Use Plan for the remainder of Wek’èezhìı. The Board also 
recommended the development of criteria to protect key ɂekwǫ̀ habitat, including 

Nǫɂokè (water crossings) and Tataa (corridors between bodies of water), using the 

Conservation Area approach in the NWT’s Wildlife Act, offsets and value-at risks in a 

fire management plan.  Additionally, the WRRB recommended the development of 

monitoring thresholds for climate indicators. 

 

Of the two determinations made by the Board and 24 recommendations accepted or 

varied by TG and GNWT, only the determinations and five recommendations have been 

fully implemented. Specifically, the establishment and allocation of a harvest target for 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd; the establishment and implementation of the Mobile Core Bathurst 

Caribou Conservation Area; the regular provision of updates on aerial and ground-

based compliance surveillance of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd; the implementation of the 

GNWT’s Hunter Education Program; and the completion of a collaborative feasibility 

assessment of options for dìga management. 

 

The remaining accepted recommendations appear to the Board to be incomplete, 

including providing regular harvest updates; negotiating harvesting overlap agreements 

with the Sahtú and Nunavut; conducting TK research on sahcho predation on ɂekwǫ̀, 

and their relationship with ɂekwǫ̀, other wildlife and people; conducting a collaborative 

sahcho biological assessment; conducting TK research about stress and impacts on 

ɂekwǫ̀ and people related to collars and aircraft over-flights; prioritizing biological 

monitoring indicators in order of need for effective management and developing 

thresholds under which management actions can be taken and evaluated; developing a 

land use plan for Wek’èezhìı; investigating the potential use of offsets for ɂekwǫ̀ 

recovery; conducting a TK monitoring project with elders to document how climate 

conditions have affected preferred summer forage and impacted ɂekwǫ́ fitness; and 

developing monitoring thresholds for climate indicators. 

 

Additional details of the 2016 proceeding can be found in Appendix D and a review of 

the 2010 WRRB Recommendations are in Appendix E.  

 

5.0. Summary of 2019 Wildlife Management Proposal and Board Process 

 

5.1. Receipt of 2019 Joint Proposal  

 

On January 14, 2019, the TG and GNWT submitted the “Joint Proposal on Management 
Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd 2019-2021” to the 
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Board outlining proposed management actions for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı. 
The management actions proposed by TG and GNWT in the Joint Proposal were 

grouped under the five categories defined in the ACCWM’s Taking Care of Caribou 
Management Plan: harvest, predators, habitat and land use, and education as well as 

research and monitoring.22 

 

More specifically, TG and GNWT proposed the following: 

 

• Harvest: implementing a reduced herd-wide total allowable harvest of 300 bulls 

only and allocation for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd; exploring ways of supporting 

harvesting of other wildlife; increasing on-the-land activities and cultural 

practices; 

• Predators: increasing incentives for dìga harvesters in an area centered on the 

collar locations of wintering Sahtì ekwǫ̀; continuing to develop a program to train 

dìga harvesters using culturally acceptable methods on the winter range; 

submitting a separate TG-GNWT joint management proposal on reduction of 

dìga numbers on the Sahtì and Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herd ranges; 

• Habitat & Land Use: promoting the protection of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd’s calving 

grounds in Nunavut; participating in any environmental assessment and land use 

planning in the NWT and Nunavut; supporting ongoing TK and scientific research 

focused on identifying key ɂekwǫ̀ habitats, minimizing disturbance to key ɂekwǫ̀ 

habitats, and ensuring conservation of these habitats; supporting research on 

climate factors that may affect herd trend and studies of how a changing climate 

may be affecting vegetation and foraging conditions for ɂekwǫ̀;  

• Education: continuing education initiatives such as sight-in-your-rifle, minimizing 

waste, and respecting traditional ways of harvesting; continuing annual visits to 

the four Tłı̨chǫ communities; and, 

• Research & Monitoring: increasing biological monitoring of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, 

including conducting population surveys carried out at two-year intervals, 

increasing radio collars to 70, suspending June calving reconnaissance surveys 

in years between photo survey years, conducting annual composition surveys in 

June, October and March/April to assess productivity and mortality rates; 

continuing accurate harvest reporting and improving body condition assessment 

of harvested ɂekwǫ̀; supporting the expansion of the Tłı̨chǫ Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è 

(formerly the Boots on the Ground) program onto the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ range; 

supporting continued research into factors contributing to ɂekwǫ̀ declines. 

 

The WRRB considered the proposed restriction of harvest as a proposal for the 

establishment of a TAH and, therefore, was required to hold a public hearing.   

                                            
22 PR (BNE 2019): 069 - Taking Care of Caribou: the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East Barren-
Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan. ACCWM. 2014. 
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The Board initiated its 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Proceeding on January 30, 

2019 and established an online public registry: http://www.wrrb.ca/public-

information/public-registry. On February 4, 2019, public notice of the WRRB decision to 

open a proceeding and conduct a public hearing concerning the possible setting of a 

reduced TAH for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd was provided to potentially interested 

organizations in and out of Wek’èezhìı via email, WRRB website, social media and 
radio. Notifications of the revised proceeding schedules were posted publicly on 

February 12, March 4, 11 and 19, 2019.  

 

The proceeding and hearing were conducted in accordance with the WRRB’s Rules of 
Procedures, June 14, 2017.23 

 

5.2. Registered Intervenors 

 

Interested organizations or individuals were required to register as intervenors via the 

Board’s website or to notify the WRRB in writing via email by February 15, 2019. Four 

organizations registered by the deadline date:  the Canadian Arctic Resources 

Committee (CARC), the Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Government (DGG), the North Slave Métis 

Alliance (NSMA) and the Yellowknives Dene First Nation (YKDFN). Full intervenor 

status was granted to CARC, DGG, NSMA and YKDFN on February 15, 2019.   

 

5.3. Information Requests 

 

In order to obtain the information necessary for the WRRB to consider as part of the 

record of this proceeding, a series of Information Requests (IRs) were issued to the 

registered Parties. The IRs and responses are all available on the online public registry. 

  

The first round of IRs was issued February 8, 2019, requesting that TG and GNWT 

provide additional Tłı̨chǫ knowledge and scientific information and rationale on the 

proposed management and monitoring actions. GNWT and TG provided their 

responses on February 18, 2019. On March 6, 2019, the Board requested consent from 

all Parties to post supporting documentation referenced by TG and GNWT in their 

management proposal and IR No.1 responses to the public registry. No concerns were 

raised, and documents were posted on March 12, 2019.   

 

The second round of IRs was issued February 25, 2019, requesting all Registered 

Parties provide additional information related to range planning and bull harvest. 

Additionally, NSMA submitted five IRs for response by GNWT related to harvest, 

predator management, and habitat and land use. All Parties provided their responses 

on March 6, 2019.  

                                            
23 https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/WRRB%20Rules%20of%20Procedure%2014jun2017_1.pdf 

http://www.wrrb.ca/public-information/public-registry
http://www.wrrb.ca/public-information/public-registry
https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/WRRB%20Rules%20of%20Procedure%2014jun2017_1.pdf
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5.4. WRRB Public Hearing, April 9-11, 2019 

 

To ensure that procedural, legal and administrative items were addressed prior to the 

public hearing, the Board held a pre-hearing conference on March 18, 2019 in 

Yellowknife, NT. The WRRB issued public hearing instructions to the registered Parties 

as required and, further to recommendations made by Parties during the pre-hearing 

conference, a revised set of instructions was issued on March 19, 2019. The 

instructions also included the requirements for Party closing statements and final written 

arguments. 

 

Hearing presentations from intervenors were requested for March 29, 2019; 

presentations from TG and GNWT were requested for April 1, 2019. All written 

submissions, hearing presentations and speaking notes were posted to the public 

registry.  

 

During the April 9-11, 2019 hearing in Behchokǫ̀, NT, the registered Parties gave oral 

presentations and asked questions of the other Parties. The registered general public 

were also given a daily opportunity to address the WRRB in the hearing. A list of 

registered Parties and general public is in Appendix F. A full written transcript of each 

day’s session was produced and is available on the public registry.24 Recommendations 

provided by the Intervenors were summarized by Board staff (Appendix G). 

 

The WRRB adjourned the hearing on April 11, 2019. Final written arguments were 

submitted by registered intervenors on April 24, 2019, and by TG and GNWT on April 

26, 2019. It should be noted that CARC did not provide any written submissions or 

presentations nor did they attend the public hearing. 

 

The public record was closed on April 26, 2019 and the WRRB’s deliberations followed.  

 

6.0. Is there a Conservation Concern for the Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ Herd?  

 

Based on the WRRB’s review of Sections 12.6.1 and 12.6.2 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, 

the first question which must be answered is whether there is a conservation concern 

with respect to the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. If the WRRB is not convinced that there is a Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ management problem, it does not have the authority to recommend harvest 

limitations on Tłı̨chǫ citizens. 

 

 

 

                                            
24 http://wrrb.ca/public-information/public-registry  

http://wrrb.ca/public-information/public-registry
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June 14, 2019 
 

6.1. Evidence Presented 

 

6.1.1. Evidence from Indigenous Parties 
 

In his opening remarks, Chief Clifford Daniels highlighted the severity of the decline of 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd:  

  

“The decline of the herd is a serious situation. You will hear about the impacts of the 
herd on our well-being, our way of life, and land-based economy” and “This decline has 
separated us from the caribou. We want to be part of the caribou again”.25  
 

In their closing remarks, NSMA stated that they “remain deeply concerned that the rate 
of decline of the BNE herd has not slowed down since the implementation of the last 
management proposal (2016-2018)”.26 YKDFN acknowledged the “dire reality of the 
caribou decline”.27 

 

A main message from harvesters and elders was the need to sustain – care for and 

protect – ɂekwǫ̀, and to be careful how much you talk about them, especially in a 

negative way, which is disrespectful. Elder Alfred Taniton emphasized this: 

 

 “And so, when we speak of it [ɂeksǫ̀], we -- and the Elders used to say, And all 
the animals on this land is to be used by the people. It is not to be talked about. 
…Treat it well. Do not talk about it”.28 

 

Elder Taniton went on to say the situation may worsen unless better solutions are 

found,  

 

“And so, to this day -- to this day, the caribou still do exactly what it [story] says. It 
goes in its migration -- migratory route to the calving grounds, and this is the 
importance of what we are talking about today. He [prophet] said that when it 
disappear, it's going to be very -- very difficult for all of us. That may be true, but 
as an Elder from Délı̨nę, from a prophet Ayha who spoke -- and who spoke about 
the future, and he spoke about what was going to take place in the future. So, 
there's some people in here that probably know about the -- the words of our -- 
our prophet Ayha. And in the future, this is what is going to take place, he said. 
There is going to become a time when famine is going to be on this land. And 
what we are walking towards is really, really drastic -- will be very, very drastic.  
And -- and grandpa, this is how he showed the importance of what he was 

                                            
25 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p 8. 
26 PR (BNE 2019): 186 - North Slave Métis Alliance Final Written Argument. 
27 PR (BNE 2019): 189 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
28 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.144. 
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saying. And he said that when -- no food -- there is going to be no food on our 
land. It's going to become really, really drastic. The water will also disappear. … I 
wanted to -- I wanted to tell you about my comments about what I thought about 
the comment -- the presentations this morning. And our Elders killed as many 
caribou as they needed to survive. And -- and since -- and so we are the ones 
that are -- live on the -- on the people that live in the cold land, that decision 
should be up to us”.29 

 

Elders and harvesters know the rules associated with caring for the ɂekwǫ̀ and 

maintaining their relatedness with the animals. As is the Dene way, the most 

knowledgeable are listened to as well as listen to others. The most knowledgeable find 

solutions when ɂekwǫ̀ become scarce.30 Elder Phillip Dryneck exemplifies this in his 

statement: 

 

“That's the reason why we, as Elders, always make a strong statement regarding 
the -- how we should protect our animals at the -- but as an Elder, I feel that 
maybe we are the ones that we should be the -- the people that most -- people -- 
main spokesperson for regarding those wildlife such as caribou but nonetheless 
to date I guess we pretty well have to depend only on our leaders [who have 

chosen to limit our harvest]”.31 

 

6.1.2. Scientific Evidence 
 

Herd Estimates and Vital Rates 

 

A June 2018 calving ground photographic survey of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, conducted by 

the GNWT, resulted in a total estimate of 11,675 breeding cows (95% CI = 9971 – 

13,670), which indicated that abundance of breeding females had decreased by about 

32.9 %  since the June 2015 estimate of 17,396 (95% CI = 12,780-22,012) (Figure 2).32  

The estimate of adult females in the survey area was 13,988 (95% CI=12,042-16,249). 

The proportion of adult females classified as breeding was higher in 2018 (83%) than in 

2015 (63%).33 The overall decline between 2015 and 2018 is 50% based on the total 

population estimate, which fell from 38,592 (95% CI = 33,859-43,325) in 2015 to 19,294 

(95% CI = 16,527- 22,524 ) in 2018 (Figure 3).34 

 

 

                                            
29 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.147-148. 
30 PR (BNE 2019): 061 - Caribou migration and the state of their habitat. Legat et al. 2001. 
31 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.180. 
32 PR (BNE 2019): 201 – Undertaking #1, Part B, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing 
33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid. 
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Figure 2. Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd breeding cow estimates (± 95% CI), 2010-2018.35 
 

 
 
Figure 3. Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd population estimates, (± 95% CI) (2010-2015).36 
 

                                            
35 PR (BNE 2019): 001 – Joint Management Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ekwǫ̀ (Barren-
ground caribou) Herd: 2019-2021. 
36 PR (BNE 2019): 164 - ENR Public Hearing Presentation. 
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“A rapid and continuing decline”37 is how TG and GNWT characterized the 2019 Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd’s status. Based on the survey results, the herd has declined annually by 

about 20% from about 103,000 in 2010 to 19,300 in 2018. This equates to a total 

decline of 81%.38  

 

The herd may be declining due to the low annual survival of cows (averaging 79%, 

2010-2018, based on Table 1) and calves (averaging 36%, 2010-2018, based on Table 

2).39The survival rate for adult cows needs to be at least 84-92% for a stable herd.40 

Calf survival rates, the ratio of calves to 100 cows, should be about 35-45 calves: 100 

cows in a stable herd in October. In October 2018, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had a ratio of 25 

calves: 100 cows.41 

 

Table 1. Collar-based annual survival estimates of Sahtì ekwǫ̨̨̨̀̀̀ cows from 2010-
2011 to 2017-2018. A caribou year begins in June and ends at the end of May.42 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
37 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
38 PR (BNE 2019): 201 – Undertaking #1, Part B, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
39 Ibid. 
40 Ibid. 
41 PR (BNE 2019): 165 - ENR Public Hearing Presentation Speaking Notes. 
42 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
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Table 2. Annual Survival Estimates of Sahtì ekwǫ̨̨̨̀̀̀ calves from 2009-2018.43 
 

Caribou Year Survival Standard 
Error 

Lower 95% 
Confidence 

Interval 

Upper 95% 
Confidence 

Interval 

2009 0.46 0.017 0.427 0.495 
2010     
2011     
2012     
2013 0.36 0.014 0.334 0.388 
2014     
2015 0.347 0.015 0.318 0.376 
2016 0.434 0.024 0.389 0.481 
2017 0.435 0.019 0.401 0.475 
2018 0.257 0.257 0.016 0.291 

  

Pregnancy rates, based on testing the cows during collaring, are high. In healthy herds, 

the breeding-age cows usually have a pregnancy rate of 80% or more.44 In June 2018, 

the proportion of breeding females in the BNE herd was 83%, which suggests a healthy 

pregnancy rate.45  

 

Harvest was estimated to be about 1260 ɂekwǫ̀ per year between 1998 and 2005. 

Harvest rates increased between 2009/10 and 2013/14 (2009/10 – 3,466, 2010/11 – 

2,918, 2011/12 – 1,766, 2012/13 – 2,562 and 2013/14 – 3,016). Harvest data from 

2014/15 and 2015/16 are not published.46 Harvest levels decreased dramatically in 

2016/17 and 2017/18 to 373 and 323 ɂekwǫ̀, respectively, after a TAH of 750 bulls was 

implemented in 2016.47 

 

In 2016, the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) 

assessed ɂekwǫ̀ in the NWT and Nunavut as Threatened. The status of ɂekwǫ̀ under 

federal Species at Risk legislation is currently under review. Within the NWT, ɂekwǫ̀ 

were assessed by the Species at Risk Committee as Threatened in 2017 and were later 

listed as Threatened under the NWT Species at Risk Act in 2018.  

 

Guidance for the management and monitoring of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in the NWT is 

primarily found within the ACCWM’s Taking Care of Caribou Management Plan. In 

                                            
43 PR (BNE 2019): 009 – TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No. 1.  
44 PR (BNE 2019): 164 - ENR Public Hearing Presentation. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Ibid. 
47 Ibid. 
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2018, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd was assessed by the ACCWM as being in the red zone.48 A 

red status is assigned when the population level is low.49 For the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, a low 

population is under 20,000 animals.50  

 

Movement of Collared ɂekwǫ̀ among Herds 
 
GNWT assessed the movement of collared females between the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and 
neighbouring Bluenose-West and Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ calving grounds from 2010-2018 and 
determined there was minimal movement of cows to or from neighbouring herds.51 
Figure 4 depicts the number of collared animals that have immigrated and emigrated 
from the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd from 2010-2014 and 2016-2018.  
 

 
 
Figure 4. Movement of collared animals in and out of the Sahtì ekwo herd 2010-
2015 and 2016-2018.52 
 
State of the Habitat 
 

The Joint Proposal stated that while harvest levels likely contributed to the herd’s 

decline between 2010 and 2015, harvest was relatively low between 2015 and 2018 

and thus other factors must be at play.53 The proposal goes on to list predation, 

disturbance from industry, and adverse environmental conditions as being key to the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd’s decline.54  

 

                                            
48 PR (BNE 2019): 080 - Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management. 2019. Action Plan for the 
Bluenose East Caribou Herd 2019-2020 – Red Status. Yellowknife, NT. 
49 PR (BNE 2019): 069- Taking Care of Caribou: the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East Barren-
Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan. ACCWM. 2014. 
50 Ibid.  
51 PR (BNE 2019): 201 – Undertaking #1, Part B, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
52 Ibid. 
53 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
54 Ibid.  
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Boulanger and Adamczewski found that climate variables including summer warble fly 

index, summer drought index, and winter climate factors, including snow depth, can 

help statistically explain cow and calf survival, and pregnancy rates.55 For example, a 

drought year in 2014 likely led to poor feeding conditions, poor cow condition and low 

pregnancy rate in 2014-2015.56  

 

The Joint Proposal identified that predation may be a key limiting factor as harvest rates 

are low.57 However, without survey information on predators, the effects of predation 

cannot be evaluated. The WRRB submitted recommendations for predator 

management to TG and GNWT on February 6, 2019. These recommendations included 

surveys of predators on the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ range including dìga, sahcho, and Det'ǫcho 

(eagle). The Governments accepted theses recommendations with some variations. 

This correspondence is in Appendix H. 

 

6.2. Conclusion 

 

The WRRB agrees with TG and GNWT’s characterization of the herd’s continuing and 

severe decline based on the aerial photographic calving ground surveys (2010-2018). It 

remains unclear what the causes of the decline may be. The WRRB notes that with the 

updated information on adult survival,58 the average is 79% (2010-2018) and, while this 

varies annually, it is not as low as the 71% adult survival rate reported by the Joint 

Proposal.59 The WRRB is also concerned by the low calf survival, which, while varying 

between years, is trending down and is lower during the summer than the winter (for the 

4 years when it was measured both in the fall and the following late winter).60 It is 

uncertain whether the average rate of adult cow and calf survival is sufficient to explain 

the rate of decline, as measured by the trend from the calving ground survey. 

 

The completeness and reliability of the evidence available to the Board is variable. The 

calving ground survey, based on the Board’s review of the resulting report,61 was 

conducted to a high technical standard. The sex and age composition surveys are not 

reported in detail, but what detail there is, appears reliable. The WRRB does not agree 

that pregnancy rates are high since the follow-up evidence indicated that rates vary 

annually.62 Relying on testing of the collared cows to measure pregnancy adds 

                                            
55 PR (BNE 2019): 041 - Analysis of environmental, temporal, and spatial factors affecting demography of the 
Bathurst and Bluenose-East caribou herds DRAFT June. Boulanger & Adamczewski. 2017. 
56 Ibid.  
57 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
58 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
59 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
60 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
61 PR (BNE 2019): 201 - Undertaking #1, Part B, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
62 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
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June 14, 2019 
 

uncertainty as it overestimates rates compared to fecal sampling or the percentage of 

breeding cows on the calving ground. The WRRB notes that in 2010 and 2015, the 

percentage of pregnant breeding cows was 61-63% compared to 80-83% in 2013 and 

2018.63  

 

The WRRB heard the GNWT express confidence in the reported harvest levels64 and 

the department state that reduced harvest levels were a result of changes in winter 

distribution relative to the communities. There is a gap in the harvest information 

provided in the Joint Proposal, which only summarizes rates up to 2012/13 (average 

2700-4000/year) and then for 2016-2018 (323-373 bulls).65 The recent numbers 

constitute an abrupt 10-fold decrease in harvesting, well below the 2016 TAH level. 

However, GNWT and TG neither analysed winter distribution relative to neighboring 

herds nor included harvesters’ information on location of harvest. This leaves the 

WRRB uncertain about the reliability of the harvest information.  

 

The WRRB is concerned that TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal has not provided all the 

available information on predation. For example, the rate of predator sightings during 

aerial or ground-based surveys is not included. Although the WRRB issued an 

Information Request for the annual and seasonal rate of collar loss as an indicator of 

survival, only the annual rate of collar loss was provided.66 It would have been helpful 

for the WRRB to know in which season and where the cows were dying to help 

determine if mortalities were due to predation. 

 

The Joint Proposal did not offer any evidence to help the WRRB understand how the 

uncertainty and complexity of the effects of climate change can be addressed in halting 

the decline of the herd.   

 

However, Petter Jacobson, TK Researcher for TG, did state 

 

“The first thing we -- was -- that was easily noticeable by the Elders was the 
impact of climate change on caribou and its habitats. And because of the 
increasing temperatures and the melting summer snow, caribou are now 
engaging in new behaviours, like we see them standing in water for long time 
periods. And the photo on the bottom shows a herd we saw just standing a long 
time in the water to try to cool down. And last summer we saw for the first time 
herds running in circles. And the -- they're doing this to try to avoid heat and 
harassment by insects and they're trying to create wind. And this was the first 

                                            
63 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
64 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. pp. 
34-36. 
65 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
66 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
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time that the Tłı̨chǫ monitors observed this behaviour and also it's the first time 
that their Inuit partners who we worked with observed this type of behaviour. … 
In relation to climate change, industrial development as well as harvesting 
restriction, the Tłı̨chǫ will often say, And sitting on the land with Elders and 
harvesters I often hear statements such as, caribou are not here because people 
are not here. And these type of statements demonstrate our program 
recommendations to support Indigenous people on the land activities to restore 
balances in 9 the ecosystem. Okay, so I'm going to move on from our results to 
some of our plans that we outlined in the management proposal. One (1) 
purpose of traditional knowledge research is to gather and use the Elders' 
knowledge, but also create space for that knowledge in decision-making and 
management”. 67 

 

Nevertheless, the overall evidence available to the Board including that from Indigenous 

elders, and the trend in ɂekwǫ̀ numbers are clear and compelling. As such, the WRRB 

concluded that the preponderance of the Indigenous and scientific evidence submitted 

suggests that there is a serious conservation concern and increased monitoring actions 

are both warranted and urgently required. In addition to a limited bulls only harvest, 

additional management and monitoring actions that focus on reducing predation and 

disturbance to Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and their habitat are required.  

 

7.0. WRRB’s Determinations and Recommendations 

  

7.1. Introduction 

 

In developing determinations and recommendations to halt the decline of the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd, the WRRB was highly concerned about the need for effective and timely 

actions. This is in agreement with Dr. John B. Zoe, TG, who stated that: 

 

“So, all I'm saying is that we need to help our Joint Management Proposal more 
than we have in the past with the Bathurst Joint Management Proposal. We've 
got to do something different…”.68 

  

and, the GNWT who stated that: 

 

“Timely conservation-based management actions are needed to help the BNE 
herd recover so that it can once again provide sustainable harvests that meet the 
needs of traditional users and communities”.69  

 

                                            
67 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p 82. 
68 Ibid. p 119. 
69 PR (BNE 2019): 196 - ENR Final Written Argument. 
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Consistent with the requirements of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the WRRB is taking a 

precautionary approach70 as well as learning from the experience of the 2016 TAH, 

which did not on its own achieve the objective of halting the decline. Reducing harvest 

and predation are the two management actions that most directly and immediately 

affect ɂekwǫ̀ survival rates.  

 

While the WRRB is most concerned about harvest and predation, the Board also 

recognizes the importance of a healthy habitat, efficient and effective monitoring that is 

able to rapidly inform management decisions (adaptive management), and the support 

and understanding of an informed public. Therefore, in addition to the urgency of 

actions to halt the decline, the WRRB has recommendations on habitat, adaptive 

management, and education. 

 

7.2. Total Allowable Harvest 

 
7.2.1. Introduction 
 

In the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, a TAH level is defined as “in relation to a population or stock of 
wildlife, the total amount of that population or stock that may be harvested annually” (i.e. 

a TAH is a specific number of ɂekwǫ̀ that can be harvested from a particular herd).  As 

set out in Section 12.5.5(a)(i) of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the WRRB has sole 

responsibility for making a final determination with respect to a TAH for Wek’èezhìı.   
 

In 2016 the WRRB made a determination to implement a TAH of 750, bulls only for 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀. This was the first TAH for Sahtì ekwǫ̀ in Wek’èezhìı.  
 

Increasing adult survival by reducing harvest rates is a first and, often, the only direct 

management action. The effectiveness of harvest reduction as a stand-alone action is 

dependent on the factors which are driving the decline and whether they have changed 

during the decline.  

 

7.2.2. Proponent’s Evidence  
 

The Joint Proposal indicates that, even with a reduced harvest of 373 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ in 

2016/17 and 323 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ in 2017/18, the herd still declined about 20% for each of 

those two years. GNWT has undertaken computer modeling to project the effectiveness 

of reducing harvests under different levels of calf and adult survival. GNWT concluded 

that if adult and calf survival increased to at least >85% and >40%, respectively, a 

harvest of 300 bulls would not hinder recovery.71 GNWT’s rationale for decreasing the 

                                            
70 Section 12.1.5(c) of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
71 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
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harvest from 1.9% (TAH 750 bulls in 2016) to 1.6% (TAH 300 bulls in 2019) is to have 

minimal effect on the rate of decline while providing for cultural continuity.72  

 
7.2.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 
NSMA supported the proposed action to lower harvest limits and recommended a 

variable TAH of up to 300 bulls only Sahtì ekwǫ̀ per season.73 NSMA further 

recommended an annual review of the TAH based on cow and calf survival rates, using 

an adaptive management framework and response plan.74 YKDFN did not support 

either the TAH of 300 bulls only Sahtì ekwǫ̀ or the six Sahtì ekwǫ̀ allocated for YKDFN, 

and they did not propose alternative numbers.75 

 

DGG highlighted the continued implementation of their conservation plan Belare wı́le 
Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for All Time, in particular, the policy to increase Dene Béré 

(alternative harvest) traditions, harvesting what the land does provide in abundance. 

Elder Walter Bezha said 

 

“But Délı̨nę is leading the plan. We're implementing, we're harvesting, we have -- 
we -- we're harvesting more fish, and more moose, and more woodland caribou 
than we ever have in the last ten (10) years. And we're not going to be harvesting 
something that's not [there] -- you've seen the -- the information from ENR 
yesterday about where the caribou have been the last year, the migration 
pattern”.76 

 

7.2.4. Analysis and Determination 
 

In the preceding Section 6, the WRRB questioned whether monitoring of harvest levels 

is providing accurate information. The Joint Proposal provides no evidence to determine 

the effectiveness of the authorization cards compared to, for example, information 

collected at check stations or through officer patrols. Such a comparison could have 

supported the TG and GNWT assumption that the harvest levels are accurately 

measured.  

 

The GNWT reported that recovery would not be hindered by a harvest of 300, if adult 

and calf survival increased to at least >85% and >40%, respectively.77 This then, is a 

                                            
72 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
73 PR (BNE 2019): 186 - North Slave Métis Alliance Final Written Argument. 
74 Ibid. 
75 PR (BNE 2019): 189 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
76 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. pp. 
53-54. 
77 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
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June 14, 2019 
 

question of how to increase survival. The WRRB notes that GNWT has not used its 

population model to explore how the 2016-2018 harvest levels influenced the current 

annual rate of decline under the measured rates of adult and calf survival. 

 

Additionally, the proposal does not provide evidence to explain how reducing the bull 

harvest will increase the survival of cows. Increasing the survival rate of cows to 

between 86 and 90% is considered necessary for herd recovery. In other words, there is 

little or no evidence to suggest that the reduced harvest of 300 bulls will ensure that the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd will stabilize or recover. However, further harvest limitations could 

reduce any direct and/or indirect sources of mortality to Sahtì ekwǫ̀ cows caused by 

harvesters.78   

 

Emphasis on bull harvest over cow harvest should be greatest in declining herds and/or 

herds at low numbers.79 However, as noted by the Tłı̨chǫ elders, it is also important to 

protect the bulls in order for them to continue guarding the cows from dìga and 

providing strong genetic material for the future herd.80 A limited harvest of yaagoa 

(younger bull; third year male ɂekwǫ̀) in the early spring, and wedzıh (biggest male 

ɂekwǫ̀) in the late spring and fall81 will permit Tłı̨chǫ citizens to continue their 

relationship with the ɂekwǫ̀, slow the rate of herd decline, and ensure that cows can still 

be protected by the wedzıh. As Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault explained: 

 

“Our perspective is that with a focus on younger bulls, this total allowable harvest 
represents a low additive risk for the herd, which has been outlined in GNWT's 
presentation and modeling work”.82 

 

Harvesting ɂekwǫ̀ is about more than just food security83 for the Tłı̨chǫ, it is about Tłı̨chǫ 

harvesters’ connections within their culture, language and way of life. Tammy 

Steinwand-Deschambeault explained “[On the table in front of me, there are] special 
artifacts carrying the spirit of the caribou. They will help us tell our story”.84  
 
 Dr. John B. Zoe sums up the importance of Tłı̨chǫ thriving, when he said harvesting is 

 

“… a way of life, in relation to the caribou is described in the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, 
which is 12.1.1, which encompasses our livelihood and we try to capture that in 
our agreement to ensure that we always have a connection to the caribou, the 

                                            
78 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
79 Ibid. 
80 PR (BNE 2019): 061 - Caribou migration and the state of their habitat. Legat et al. 2001. 
81 Ibid. 
82 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p.74. 
83 Food security is defined as “the state of having reliable access to a sufficient quantity of affordable, nutritious food”. 
https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/food_security. 
84 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p.68. 

https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/food_security
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activity around the caribou and the ceremonial games that happen around the -- 
the caribou and the travel. Everything that we -- that we had was in relation to the 
caribou”.85 
 

And near the end of his presentation for TG, Dr. Zoe reiterated the importance of the 

Tłı̨chǫ way of life: 

 

“And so the picture I'm trying to paint today is that going as far back as a hundred 
and fifty (150) years ago, we've been fighting against the current, fighting against 
a change, and that change is disenfranchising our ability to carry on our way of  
life, our knowledge that comes with that life, our kinship, our relation to the 
animals and the fish in the water and to the trees that provide the birch bark to go 
-- to go to where we're going. All these things that are there that people continue 
their way of life and kept the information alive until today; we still have it”.86 

 

Figure 5 shows an approach to how the harvest rate and sex ratio of harvest could be 

adjusted to the herd’s risk status.87 Indicators of a herd at high risk include low calf 

recruitment, low cow survival, poor condition as assessed by harvesters, and high dìga 

numbers. Harvest in high-risk herds is tolerable at 1% or less of the herd and may 

increase to 2, 3 and 4% of the herd in lower-risk herds. Emphasis on harvest of bulls 

only or a high percentage of bulls in the harvest would be greatest in high-risk herds. 

This approach is contingent upon ongoing reliable reporting of harvest by all harvesters, 

despite the herd’s size or trend. 

 

 
 

Figure 5. Suggested approach to recommending rate (% of herd) and sex ratio of 
harvest depending on a herd's risk status.88 
GNWT and TG reported that in 2016/17 and 2017/18, 373 and 323 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ were 

harvested, respectively. This equates to a harvest rate of approximately 0.91% per year 

                                            
85 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p.87. 
86 Ibid. p.109. 
87 PR (BNE 2019): 095 - Harvest recommendations for barren-ground caribou based on herd risk status: A rule of 
thumb approach. ENR. 2013. 
88 Ibid. 
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based on the 2015 population estimate of 38,000. However, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd 

continued to decline by 20% between 2016-2018. The proposed TAH of 300 bulls only 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ equates to an annual harvest rate of approximately 1.6% of the 2018 

population estimate. Therefore, a TAH of 300 in 2019 results in more harvest pressure 

on the herd than during 2016-2018. The Board believes that an acceptable harvest 

would be 1%, i.e.193 Sahtì ekwǫ̀, bulls only.   

 

Furthermore, the 20% rate of decline of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ is similar to rate of decline for the 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀. Figure 6 compares the population estimates of the two herds through 

time.  

 

 
 

Figure 6. Comparison of Kǫ̀k’èetı̀ ekwǫ̀ and Sahtì ekwǫ̀ estimates.89  
 

Table 3 compares the population estimate of Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ and Sahtì ekwǫ̀, and the 

TAH which was determined at the time. The Board acknowledged the similar rate of 

decline between the herds in its decision making.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
89 https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/en/services/barren-ground-caribou. 
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Table 3. Comparison of Kǫ̀k’èetı̀ ekwǫ̀ and Sahtì ekwǫ̀ population estimates and 
TAH.90 
 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀Ekwǫ̀ Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ 

Survey Year Population TAH (% of 

population) 

Survey Year Population TAH (% of 

population) 

2013 35,000 300 (0.86%) 2016 39,000 750 (1.9%) 

2016 20,000 0 2018 19,300 193 (1%) 

2018 8,200 0* 
  

 

* Proposed 

 

As per Section 12.6.3 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, any harvest limit  “shall be no greater 
than necessary to achieve the objective for which they are prescribed, and may not be 
prescribed where there is any other measure by which that objective could reasonably 
be achieved if that other measure would involve a lesser limitation on the exercise of the 
rights”.   
 

In making its determination about harvest limitations, the WRRB considered the risks to 

the herd given the recent high rate of decline, uncertainties about the underlying 

mechanisms for the decline, the importance of ekwǫ̀ for food security and cultural 

strength, and the comparison to the rate of decline of Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀.   

 

Evidence from the public during the proceeding, as well as from Tłı̨chǫ elders during the 

2007 TG workshop, suggest a willingness to restrict harvest, and leave the ɂekwǫ̀ 

alone.91 Leaving ɂekwǫ̀ alone, to the elders, includes all activities that stress or bother 

those remaining. As Elder Leon Modeste summarizes: 

 

“We can -- it's really, really important not to talk about it for a little while and let's 
not talk about it, let's not follow them on planes, let's not hunt them, let's just 
leave them alone. I'm telling you what I'm thinking and because it's really, really 
important and -- and this is what the Walter said earlier, he says that I wonder -- I 
think my time is up but I'd like to say, like, whether you are non Aboriginal, 
Aboriginal people, it's really, really important to stand together on this and to 
have this approach together”.92  

 

                                            
90 https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/en/services/barren-ground-caribou. 
91 PR (BNE 2019): 145 - Transcript, Tłı̨chǫ Government Caribou Workshop, Whatì, NT – Day 2. 2007. 
92 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.31. 

https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/en/services/barren-ground-caribou
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June 14, 2019 
 

To slow the rate of decline, offset the effects of unreported harvest, and reduce the bulls 

only harvest to ensure the cows are protected, the Board believes a more conservative 

TAH is required. Therefore, a TAH of 193 Sahtì ekwǫ̀, bulls only, must be implemented 

without delay.   

 

In making its decision, the WRRB considered Figure 7 provided by GNWT,93 which 

models 2021 population estimates for Sahtì ekwǫ̀ with different harvest rates. This 

figure suggests that even a total harvest of zero would not halt the decline; however, 

lower harvest rates could slow the rate of decline.  

 

Although the Board determined that a TAH of zero was appropriate when Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ 

was at a similar population level, there were other ɂekwǫ̀ herds, with no harvest 

restrictions, that could be utilized. The WRRB wishes to balance protection of the herd 

to encourage recovery with the nutritional and cultural needs of the Tłı̨chǫ, and other 

Indigenous people who rely on Sahtì ekwǫ̀. Figure 7 and the Joint Proposal suggest that 

harvest levels of 100-300 per year will likely result in minimal additional declines.94 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Impacts of harvest on the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in 2021(adult cow survival 
71% and average calf survival). The dashed line is the herd size in 2018; 19,300. The 
bars represent the numbers on the right.95 

                                            
93 PR (BNE 2019): 176 - Undertaking #2, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
94 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
95 PR (BNE 2019): 176 - Undertaking #2, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
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Determination #1-2019 (Sahtì ekwǫ̀): Harvest of Sahtì ekwǫ̀  

A total allowable harvest of 193, bulls only, for all users of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd within 

Wek’èezhìı is to be implemented by the TG and GNWT for the 2019/20 and 2020/21 

harvest seasons.  

 

7.3. Harvest Allocation 

 
7.3.1. Introduction 
 

Section 12.5.5(a)(ii) of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement states that “the WRRB shall make a final 
determination about the allocation of portions of any TAH for Wek’èezhìı to groups of 
persons or for specified purposes”.  
 
7.3.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

Based on the 2018 population estimate and GNWT’s recommended allocation from the 

2014/15 harvest season, TG and GNWT proposed a herd-wide allocation for the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd as 300 ɂekwǫ̀, i.e. Tłı̨chǫ 118 (39.29%), Sahtú 52 (17.14%), Dehcho 5 

(1.61%), Inuvialuit 2 (0.89%), Northwest Territories Métis Nation 5 (1.43%), Akaitcho 6 

(2.14%), North Slave Métis Alliance 5 (1.79%), and Nunavut 107 (35.71%).96 Although 

TG and GNWT have no authority over wildlife management in Nunavut, a consistent 

overall approach for Indigenous harvest of this migratory species is desired.97   

 

The proposed allocation was based on the following:  

• The results of the 2015 and 2018 calving ground surveys and the reported 

rate of decline of 20-21%; 

• The Taking Care of Caribou management plan which places the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd in the red low population zone, where a TAH acceptable to 

ACCWM can be established;  

• GNWT’s harvest rule-of-thumb and associated modeling of harvest and 

ɂekwǫ̀ populations;  

• The need to consider the Nunavut harvest; 

• The WRRB recommendations of 2010 and 2016 for this herd, along with 

the herd’s considerably reduced numbers, and its downward acceleration 

similar to the Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herd’s most rapid decline between 2006 and 

2018.98 

 

                                            
96 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
97 Ibid. 
98 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the 
Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
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7.3.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

DGG and NSMA did not raise concerns about the ACCWM approach to allocation and 

that it has been used before by the Board also with no objections. 

 

While YKDFN did acknowledge the “dire reality of caribou decline and that certain 
concessions are required”, they stated they did not accept the allocation due to “the 
belief that indigenous rights to harvest, cannot and should not be placed in such 
absolute terms”.99 Further, YKDFN noted concerns about how overlaps in calving areas 

and ranges between the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herds will be addressed. They 

point out that there could be “potential conflicts” between traditional harvesters of the 

two herds; therefore, the Chiefs of YKDFN do not agree with the six bull per year 

quota.100 

 

7.3.4. Analysis and Determination 
 

As the Board does not have the evidence necessary to make specific allocations in 

Wek’èezhìı, the WRRB concluded that they would express the allocation 

proportionately, basing their determination on TG and GNWT’s considerations above 

and its authority within Wek’èezhìı only. Considering the determination for a total 

allowable harvest of 193, the harvest allocation would thus be: Tłı̨chǫ 76 (39.29%), 

Sahtú 33 (17.14%), Dehcho 3 (1.61%), Inuvialuit 2 (0.89%), Northwest Territories Métis 

Nation 3 (1.43%), Akaitcho 4 (2.14%), North Slave Métis Alliance 3 (1.79%) and 

Nunavut 69 (35.71%).   

  

Determination #2-2019 (Sahtì ekwǫ̀): Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ Harvest Allocation 

The proportional allocation of the total allowable harvest of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd for 

the 2019/20 and 2020/21 harvest seasons shall be as follows:  

Tłı̨chǫ Citizens: 39.29% (76 animals) 

Members of an Indigenous people who traditionally harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

(includes Nunavut): 60.71% (117 animals) 

TG should determine distribution of the allocation with Tłı̨chǫ communities, and 

GNWT should determine distribution of the allocation to members of an Indigenous 

people who traditionally harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ in consultation with those groups. 

                                            
99 PR (BNE 2019): 189 – Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
100 PR (BNE 2019): 172 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Public Hearing Presentation. 
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7.4. Harvest Monitoring 

 
7.4.1. Introduction  
 
Harvest monitoring is critical for ensuring TAH compliance, documenting wounding and 
wastage, and herd health monitoring. Community monitors, GNWT Renewable 
Resource Officers, and aerial and ground-based surveys are utilized for harvest 
monitoring purposes.   
 
7.4.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal described the monitoring methods for harvest and 

annual harvest levels.101 GNWT monitors harvesting activity in Wek’èezhìı through a 
check station at Gordon Lake and McKay Lake and by Tłı̨chǫ community monitors, 

hired by TG. The community monitors keep TG and GNWT updated on activities on the 

land and report any infractions.102 In addition, aerial reconnaissance flights throughout 

the fall and winter harvest seasons are conducted to check for any harvesting activity 

within wildlife management zones and along winter roads.  

 

Previously, in 2015, GNWT and TG stated that officer presence would be increased in 

the communities if hunting pressure increased, but the primary approach is to work with 

community harvesters to educate them about the management and conservation 

measures in place. Education and prevention are the primary tools used in achieving 

harvest compliance; prosecution will always be a tool of last resort.103  

 

7.4.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

NSMA was concerned about how “the proposed 300 bull-only (or 118 for Tłı̨chǫ and 5 
for NSMA) harvest opportunity may be for the continuation of traditional practices, as 
compared to the risk of driving the BNE herd population further downward” 104 and 

requested harvest levels for the previous 3 years for neighboring herds. GNWT 

responded that the Beverly/Ahiak herd’s winter distribution influenced its harvests, 

which were in the North Slave region, 0 (2015-16); 3000 (2016-17); and 500 (2017-

18).105 

 

                                            
101 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
102 Ibid. 
103 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the 
Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
104 PR (BNE 2019): 018 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Request No. 2. 
105 Ibid. 
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NSMA was also concerned about how the relative proportion of harvested younger and 

older bulls could affect the remaining population.106 While GNWT provided additional 

information on the possible effects of harvest on the adult sex ratio, they did not have 

specific information on whether the age structure of the harvested bulls would affect the 

herd.107 

 

YKDFN noted an overlap of Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀and Sahtì ekwǫ̀ ranges and that it is unclear in the 

Joint Management proposal how the overlap will be treated (i.e. what will the impact of 

the overlap be on harvesting as generally harvesters do not make herd distinctions?).108 

 

DGG noted that their community plan “Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for All Time” 
sets out how the community will monitor harvest. Mr. Leonard Kenny, Deputy 

Ɂek'wahtı̨dǝ́ (highest honest leader) said  

 

“And so the way we keep track of our own harvesting -- harvesters is that it was, 
you know, when you actually tried something for the first time, it was kind of 
difficult, but at the time, the leadership was involved with it. We made sure that 
RRC -- people that went hunting had to report to RRC, or any of the hunters that 
are out there. You know, they have to be honest, just like what the proposal said. 
But at the end of the day, after the hunters went back, the -- the numbers that 
came -- came in were -- were pretty accurate”.109 

 

Mr. Kenny stated further 

 

“And it's -- it's done by -- not by ENR themself. If they did it themself, people 
won't -- won't participate in their -- trying to give them the -- the numbers. It has to 
come from the – people like … -- from the RRC, and the leadership have to be 
involved”.110 

 
7.4.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

TG and GNWT provided annual harvest levels but did not summarize or analyze 

monitoring effort (number of days at the check station, number of ground and aerial 

patrols). GNWT relies on the locations of the satellite-collared ɂekwǫ̀ as the basis for 

assigning harvest to the different herds; however, there has been no analysis completed 

about how harvest is assigned to which herd. There was no analysis relating harvest 

                                            
106 PR (BNE 2019): 018 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Request No. 2. 
107 Ibid. 
108 PR (BNE 2019): 189 – Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
109 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.59. 
110 Ibid. pp.60-61. 
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effort (distances travelled, for example) to winter distribution of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and its 

neighboring herds.  

 

The WRRB is concerned about how the communities cope when ɂekwǫ̀ harvests 

appear to be so annually variable (Figure 8). In the last five years, Sahtì ekwǫ̀ harvests 

have varied from approximately 323 to 4000 when the winter distribution of the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀, Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀, and Beverly/Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herds are within the NWT.   

 

 
 

Figure 8. Ɂekwǫ̀ harvested from the Sahtì ekwǫ̀, Kǫ̀k’èetı̀ ekwǫ̀ and Beverly/Ahiak 
ekwǫ̀ herds from 1998 to 2018.111 
 

The uncertainty about the harvest levels and why they vary so much annually will not be 

solved simply by improved reporting and analyses. The reported variability also 

suggests that a better understanding of harvesting from the community perspective is 

essential. This can be achieved by an increase in community monitoring and more 

detailed reporting.   

 

Harvest monitors not only provide critical information on harvest, but they are also a link 

between communities and responsible governments. Harvest monitors are on the front 

lines and can collect real-time information from harvesters on the health of the animals, 

and the herd. However, if ɂekwǫ̀ are abundant around the community, harvest monitors 

can be overworked, which can be a safety concern.  

 

                                            
111 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021; and PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round 
No.1. 
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Recommendation #1-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ Harvest Monitoring 

To ensure that the total allowable harvest is being adhered to, and to utilize the 

expertise of harvesters, TG is to revise their approach to Sahtì ekwǫ̀ harvest 

monitoring for the 2019/20, and 2020/21 harvest seasons to include: 

• Data collected from harvesters which, at minimum, should include the 

number and location of ɂekwǫ̀ harvested, sex, health, and body 

condition of the animals, and distance travelled by the harvesters;  

• Harvest data should be provided weekly by TG to the WRRB, and the 

annual harvest and monitoring summary reports prepared by GNWT 

and TG should be made public by June 30 of each year; and  

• Where necessary because of concentrations of ɂekwǫ̀ near a 

community, up to four community monitors should be hired to be able to 

collect, and report on harvest data weekly.   

 

7.5. Predators 

 
7.5.1. Introduction 
 

As previously described, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd decline is a serious conservation concern. 

Harvest restrictions alone have proven to be ineffective in halting this decline, and the 

evidence presented suggests that this will continue to be the case. As predators 

continue to put pressure on the Sahtì ekwǫ̀, predator management could aid in the 

short-term stabilization and recovery of the herd.   

 
7.5.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal identified that the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd decline continued 

despite the harvest reduction in 2016, and that low adult cow and calf survival rates 

suggest that predation may be a “key limiting factor”.112 The Joint Proposal identified 

that the Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: Options for Managing Wolves on the 
Range of the Bathurst Barren-ground Caribou Herd could be applicable to dìga 

reduction options for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ range.113 These possible dìga reduction options 

will be submitted to the WRRB in a separate proposal. This proposal will recommend 

ways to ensure that dìga harvest is increased to a level where ɂekwǫ̀ survival rates will 

be measurably increased. During the public hearing, Dr. Jan Adamczewski suggested 

that a predator management proposal may be submitted in “early May [2019]”.114 As of 

                                            
112 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
113 Ibid; and PR (BNE 2019): 078 - Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: Options for Managing Wolves on the 
Range of the Bathurst Barren-ground Caribou Herd. 2017. 
114 PR (BNE 2019): 174 – Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) – 2019 Bluenose-East caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.52-53. 
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the date of publishing this report, the Board has not yet received a predator 

management proposal.  

 

The Joint Proposal also outlined an Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest Incentive 

Program, which was implemented in the 2018/19 harvest season to reduce predation 

and promote caribou recovery.115 This Program increased the incentive of dìga 

harvested within a specified zone to up to $1650.116 

 

7.5.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

Elder Alfred Taniton stated 

 

“There is a lot of animals that go through the wolf. We can't blame ourselves. We 
survive by killing by going by harvesting animals. That is how we go by things. 
And we have to decide on what we're going to do with the wolf. And that's 
another item that we need to talk about. We know we want to help the caribou. 
Maybe in a few years if there's a lot more caribou and then we want -- before 
that, we want to talk about the wolf. We have to really think about it”.117 

 

YKDFN noted that “we fail to believe that predation is the main contributing factor, there 
are other factors at play which quite frankly we are yet to understand”.118 NSMA was 

concerned about a focus on predator management and stated that “Currently, there are 
more discussions and commitments about predator removals than attempt to 
understand the predator ecology”.119  

 

NSMA argued that more thorough survey and assessment should precede any 

aggressive dìga/predator removal measures.120 They reasoned that understanding the 

ecology of ɂekwǫ̀’s predators is essential in reinforcing the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ management 

plan and preventing unforeseen consequences to other ecologically important species.  

 

NSMA also expressed concern that an increase in dìga harvesting could disturb ɂekwǫ̀ 

if the harvesting was from snow machines. Snow machines can create hard-packed 

trails that in turn would increase predation rates if dìga prefer the trails.121 

 

                                            
115 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
116 Ibid.  
117 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.184. 
118 PR (BNE 2019): 172 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Public Hearing Presentation. 
119 PR (BNE 2019): 163 - North Slave Métis Alliance Public Hearing Presentation. 
120 PR (BNE 2019): 186 - North Slave Métis Alliance Final Written Argument.  
121 PR (BNE 2019): 018 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Request No. 2. 
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YKDFN noted in their closing remarks that dìga should be collared to provide data 

complimentary to caribou collar data, and traditional knowledge.122  

 

7.5.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

The Joint Proposal is short on evidence related to predation (e.g. it does not include 

trends in sighting rates of dìga and sahcho during aerial and ground surveys). This 

information would be useful in determining whether or not predator sightings are 

changing. An earlier analysis, which mapped seasonal ɂekwǫ̀ mortality (2010-2016), 

revealed that most collared ɂekwǫ̀ deaths are on summer and fall ranges and are least 

on calving ranges. The WRRB is perplexed that GNWT did not include evidence and 

the analyses that it has previously completed on dìga. The Joint Proposal notes that the 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀Wolf Management Feasibility Assessment 2017 can be applied to Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

herd. There is no further indication of how and when such an action might be 

implemented.  

 

Given that the Joint Proposal states that the limited harvest of bulls is not sufficient to 

halt the decline and given the low survival of the cows, the WRRB agrees that action is 

needed to improve cow survival.123 While the WRRB understands the concerns 

expressed by NSMA and YKDFN, analysis of the Joint Proposal by the Board, and 

review of evidence about community concerns, reflects an immediate need for action to 

reduce predation on the herd. During the 2016 public hearing, the TG-GNWT ʔekwǫ̀ 

consultations tours conducted January 21-23, 2019, and the 2019 public hearing, the 

WRRB has heard from Tłı̨chǫ community members that dìga are continuing to put 

pressure on ɂekwǫ̀ populations.  

 

Mr. Jimmy Kodzin discussed the number of wolves he’s seen on the tundra: 

 

“When I think about the wolves, the predator such as the wolfs, we know that for the fact 
there are a lot of wolves out there. They usually go where the caribou are, and I did 
something that I have observed, something that I have seen. And one (1) time when I 
was out in the tundra, out in the -- and also I have seen a lot of wolf. It seems like 
nobody could be approach those predators such as the wolves.  And also, this Elder 
that was with me, I told him what do we -- I never seen this amount of caribou, one lake 
I've been -- I have seen over five hundred (500) caribou -- five hundred 500 wolfs, sorry, 
five hundred (500). I told him -- he asked me what did I do? I didn't do -- and that Elder 
said, What did you do? I said nothing. Well it's a good thing, that Elder told me that wolf 
that you think -- you think you're on a snowmobile where there's lots, so it's a good thing 
you didn't do anything. They could attack you. If you at least killed one, you would have 

                                            
122 PR (BNE 2019): 189 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
123 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
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not been here today, because they help each other to attack. But still -- but then I want 
something to be done. And also, I'm pretty sure there are some people that can -- we 
know for the fact that -- that the predator such as the wolves are killing off a lot of 
caribou, but we do not think alike. … And also, it’s not a small animal, it’s not a small – 
not a small animal”.124 

 

The WRRB submitted recommendations for predator management to TG and GNWT on 

February 6, 2019. The Governments accepted theses recommendations with some 

variations. This correspondence is in Appendix H. The Board strongly suggests that 

implementation of predator management actions should be a priority for both 

governments. Delayed action at this stage would not be in the public interest and would 

represent a failure in responsible management. 

 

Although a priority for the TG, Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault explained at the 

Hearing 

 

“It [dìga culling] has been focused on Tłı̨chǫ knowledge and based on 
recommendations from the Elders, and a key aspect of the project is to utilize 
and follow traditional dìga harvesting laws and to enhance monitoring in 
partnership with GNWT. This work is ongoing and, as we knew from the outset, it 
would not be easy”.125 

 

In 2018, the GNWT implemented the Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest Incentive 

Program as a pilot program. This program increased the incentive to up to $1650 for a 

dìga harvested in an area of the North Slave region centered on the collar locations of 

wintering ɂekwǫ̀. Dìga harvesters were required to check into and out of the dìga 

harvesting zone at winter road access point. The purpose of the program was to both 

increase interest in the TG dìga harvester training program and to reduce the number of 

predators on the ɂekwǫ̀ ranges.  

 

The WRRB is aware that incentive programs can attract criticisms and may not be 

effective in reducing predation rates.126 The WRRB wants to be able to see a linkage 

between the Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest Incentive Program and ɂekwǫ̀ 

conservation efforts.  

 

                                            
124 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.117-118. 
125 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.76. 
126 PR (BNE 2019): 190 - Predator Bounties in Western Canada Cause Animal Suffering and Compromise Wildlife 
Conservation Efforts. Proulx and Rodtka. 2015. 
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The WRRB supports the accelerated implementation of TG’s Dìga Harvester Training 

Program as described in the Joint Management Proposal as an education tool but the 

WRRB needs reporting about how many wolves are harvested and where. 

 

Recommendation #2-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest 

Incentive Program  

To understand the success of the pilot year of the Enhanced North Slave Dìga 

Harvest Incentive Program, GNWT is to provide the location and number of dìga 

harvested, as part of the Program, to the WRRB by July 26, 2019.  

 

Recommendation #3-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest 

Incentive Program 

To determine the future use of the Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest Incentive 

Program in managing Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and other ɂekwǫ̀ herds, GNWT and TG are to 

develop a framework to evaluate the effectiveness of this Program in achieving ɂekwǫ̀ 

conservation goals, for review and approval by the WRRB, by September 30, 2019.  

 

Mr. Henry Gon emphasized the impact that predators including dìga, nǫ̀gha, and 

sahcho can have on ɂekwǫ̀.  

 

“…at the same time too, I guess, we have to look at the predators that has a 
major role in the impact of the caribou decline. It could be the grizzly bear and 
sometimes they say bald eagle, and then there are some crazy wolves and 
wolverine. So -- and then the -- this has some problem with the total of the 
caribou decline and then maybe there are some other things that we shouldn't do 
that we're doing that cause the caribou decline. That we, as hunters, we as the 
hunters, we do hunt the caribou a lot for many years and we see the -- a lot of -- 
lot of wolves travelling around, they take a lot of caribou. One time I came across 
the caribou migrating across Hottah Lake and then there were a lot of -- a the big 
pack of wolf were following the caribou. So, the -- so very little has been said 
about the -- the pack of caribou, that amount of land that they don't take the -- 
how many -- how many caribou they would take. So if you justify that with the 
human hunter or hunters that are out on the land with the -- with allocations of 
the numbers that are allocated for the harvesting, you know, within the area 
compared to the amount that -- that to wolf in the hundreds and the -- how many 
caribou they take per day.”127 

 

The Joint Proposal did not identify nǫ̀gha as a major ɂekwǫ̀ predator. Although they can 

take a ɂekwǫ̀, they are mostly known as scavengers. As such, declines in ɂekwǫ̀ 

                                            
127 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.107-108. 
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populations and implementing dìga control may have ecological implications for 

scavengers such as nǫ̀gha.   

 

Recommendation #4-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Nǫ̀gha (wolverines) 

To determine the current population trends and distribution of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

predator, GNWT and TG are to monitor nǫ̀gha populations in Wek’èezhìı, beginning 

April 1, 2020. Monitoring information should be shared with the WRRB as available. 

 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal included no evidence on predator sighting rates on the 

calving grounds nor did the 2018 calving ground survey report. But the report did 

recommend increased support for predator monitoring as well as for on-the-land 

traditional monitoring programs like the Tłı̨chǫ Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è (formerly the Boots 

on the Ground) program. GNWT’s recommendation leads the WRRB to recommend 

monitoring predators on the calving grounds in collaboration with the Government of 

Nunavut. In an effort to reduce disturbance to ɂekwǫ̀, this work should be done on the 

ground, and not via aircraft.  

 

Recommendation #5-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Predators on the Calving Grounds 

To increase the birth rate of Sahtì ekwǫ̀, GNWT and TG are to work cooperatively 

with the Department of Environment, Government of Nunavut to protect the calving 

grounds of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ from dìga, sahcho, det'ǫcho, and nǫ̀gha. Starting in 2020, 

calving ground protection could take the form of monitors on the perimeter and should 

begin one week prior to calving. 

 

7.6. Habitat and Land Use 

 

7.6.1. Introduction 
 

The range of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ encompasses land in the NT and Nunavut, which makes 

management more difficult; however, the herd will require intact habitat for recovery and 

sustained use.  

 
7.6.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal offered no evidence about the state of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

habitat such as the cumulative winter range modified by fire or the total linear length of 

roads. The Joint Proposal does not describe seasonal distribution or indicate whether it 

is changing as the herd declines.  

 

During TG’s presentation, Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault stated: 
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“Basically, the rationale for minimizing human cause disturbance to ekwǫ̀, 
caribou, and caribou habitat or dè is to provide the best conditions for caribou so 
that they may reach their reproductive potential, which is supported by 
environmental conditions and health of the land…. So, with respect to land use, 
the key steps in implementing, monitoring and management actions are to 
understand, identify and conserve important habitats and sensitive areas for 
ekwǫ̀”.128  

 

Ms. Steinwand-Deschambeault then explained the importance of considering the 

relatedness of all that interconnects with ɂekwǫ̀ habitat: 

 
" Dè has a broader meaning than land because it refers to a whole ecosystem or 
environment. However, where the word "ecosystem" is based on the idea that 
living things exist in association with non-living elements the Dogrib term "dè", it 
spans the meaning of association to encompass the knowledge that everything in 
the environment has life and spirit".129  

 

Ms. Steinwand-Deschambeault further clarified 

 

"that dè is not an independent object that's out there existing separate from 
culture and our daily lives, but rather is an all-encompassing holistic system of 
which Indigenous cultures is an integral part".130 

 
One must look at the ecosystem in its entirety – physical, spiritual, cultural – to 

understand the impacts to ɂekwǫ̀ and its habitat. 

 

In the 1990s, the Tłı̨chǫ elders initiated the research project, Caribou Migration and the 
State of their Habitat.131 These elders wanted Tłı̨chǫ, in the future, to recognize the 

importance of understanding ɂekwǫ̀ habitat seasonally, annually and over time. This 

entailed becoming knowledgeable about various vegetation communities/ habitat-types 

necessary for ɂekwǫ̀ to remain healthy throughout their range. Between 1999 and 2007, 

these same elders worked with the research team to design a monitoring program that 

included not only ɂekwǫ̀ habitat but the dè. The monitoring is to be done by harvesters 

as they watch and use all that is within the dè. They are then to report this to Tłı̨chǫ 

researchers who keep track of the state of dè. Dr. John B. Zoe’s presentation reflected 

                                            
128 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.77. 
129 Ibid. p.78. 
130 Ibid. p.79. 
131 PR (BNE 2019): 061 - Caribou migration and the state of their habitat. Legat et al. 2001. 
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the importance of being on the land, watching while using other species, and to 

demonstrate to ɂekwǫ̀ they are needed for more than just food security.132 

 

All Dene who spoke at the public hearing stressed the importance of ɂekwǫ̀ for all 

aspects of their lives. Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault said: 

 
“I'd like [to] add a couple of things. Masi, for your question, Allice. I believe the 
short answer is yes. As Tłı̨chǫ people, we believe that we have a big part to play 
in the -- the whole ecosystem of -- of the North. And  part of that in -- in terms of 
looking at the -- the  caribou and, as you mentioned, the -- the belief that  they 
hold their spirit back if they feel they're not needed by not seeing people out on 
the land”.133 

 

7.6.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

Elder Leon Modeste talked about the importance of stories and place names,134 adding 

to Dr. Zoe’s discussion on the importance of places by constantly watching and walking 

trails and places, i.e. monitoring all habitat in the Dene way. Elder Modeste emphasized 

how stories guide Dene to know the dè through time, enabling harvesters to live with the 

animals by managing one’s own behaviour while understanding the places and trails 

being travelled.135  

 

Elder Walter Bezha spoke on habitat during his presentation for Délı̨nę: 
 

“You know, there is a lot of -- I think today we probably have a lot of information 
on the size of habitat. You know, you showed the migration patterns there in that 
-- one (1) of the slides. It'll be nice -- and I've been to a lot of hearings and we 
don't spend very much time on -- on the impacts of -- of development. You know, 
even in the Nunavut area, I  think there were some slides where the amount of -- 
of  permits and a lot -- lot of things that are going on that we generally don't -- 
don't talk about very much,  but in this case that's the question, you know, the 
size of our habitat. I mean, we all know that across Canada, and especially even 
up here, the habitats are -- are shrinking. We're using more and more land for 
other things. So that would be the question and then the development 
impacts.”136 

                                            
132 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.99-121. 
133 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.66. 
134 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.27-32. 
135 Ibid. pp. 27-32. 
136 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.127-128. 
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7.6.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

Although TG and GNWT state in the Joint Proposal that the recovery of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ will 

require healthy habitat on the herd’s range in Nunavut and the Northwest Territories, 

they provided no metrics even as a baseline for the WRRB to assess the health of the 

habitat and the effectiveness of their proposed actions. It is also unclear if ɂekwǫ̀ 

habitats have been assessed as to their priority for management and conservation. 

 

The WRRB acknowledges that these proposed activities will have no direct impact on 

herd size in the short term but are essential for the long-term health of the herd and thus 

measurable outcomes and deadlines should be determined. The WRRB acknowledges 

that ɂekwǫ̀ need all their habitat. However, habitat used at low population densities 

should be identified and classified as high priority.  

 

‘Important’ or high priority habitat for Sahtì ekwǫ̀ are places on the range that caribou 

use for specific purposes during key times of their annual lifecycle. Calving areas, 

nǫɂokè, tataa, and key winter ranges are some general examples of important habitat. 

The concept of important habitat for ɂekwǫ̀ incorporates both specific place-based 

locations and areas known to Tłı̨chǫ elders, and their understanding of what 

characteristics and features makes those areas important to ɂekwǫ̀ and why.137 The 

concepts of nǫɂokè and tataa reflect the Tłı̨chǫ’s knowledge of the locations of key 

migratory corridors and their deep understanding of the importance of migratory 

movements and habitat connectivity for ɂekwǫ̀.138 

  

Recommendation #6-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): High Priority Habitat Identification 

To work towards protecting Sahtì ekwǫ̀ habitat, TG should work with communities to 

identify high priority habitat for protection. High priority habitat should include habitat 

used by Sahtì ekwǫ̀ at low population densities. Once identified, the high priority 

habitat should be shared with the WRRB. 

  

Protected areas, conservation areas or habitat designations are legally designated 

areas that describe restrictions on the types of activities that can occur. These 

restrictions can range from completely prohibiting human activity to identifying the types 

and timeframe of restricted activities.139  

 

Recently available habitat protection and conservation provisions under the Wildlife 
(NWT) Act and Species at Risk (NWT) Act offer new tools to provide habitat 

conservation for identified high priority habitat areas. The specific legislative provisions 

                                            
137 PR (BNE 2019): 009 – TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No. 1. 
138 Ibid. 
139 PR (BNE 2019) 048 - Bathurst Caribou Range Plan (Dec 2018 Draft). ENR. 2018. 
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to be further explored include: conservation area under Section 89 of the Wildlife Act; 
habitat protection under Section 93 of the Wildlife Act; habitat conservation under 

Section 152 of the Species at Risk Act; and, habitat designation under Section 80 of the 

Species at Risk Act.140 

 

The Bathurst Caribou Range Plan points to Mobile Caribou Conservation Measures 

(MCCM) as a way of minimizing disturbance to ɂekwǫ̀ in areas of the range where 

ɂekwǫ̀ are particularly sensitive and at times when the herd is particularly vulnerable.141 

The purpose of developing MCCMs is to guide land use activities and operational 

practices in order to reduce disturbance of ɂekwǫ̀. MCCMs do not protect habitat from 

physical disturbance; habitat loss could still occur in areas where only MCCMs are 

used.  

 

For success, detailed development of systems is required to prescribe how and when 

land use activity levels should be reduced or halted when wildlife is present or within an 

identified distance. Community members have called for this type of management 

response and traditional cultural rules help provide some of the context for guiding land 

use activity related to ɂekwǫ̀ and ɂekwǫ̀ habitat.142 While this type of guidance is already 

implemented on an individual project basis, establishing a consistent approach for 

managing/restricting the timing and location of human land use activity would establish 

clearer guidelines for industry and provide a basis for improved habitat management at 

a range scale. Compliance and enforcement are critical. 

 

Recommendation #7-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Legal Protections  

Following identification of high priority habitat for Sahtì ekwǫ̀, and to ensure this 

habitat remains intact, legally enforceable habitat protection measures should be 

implemented by GNWT under the Wildlife Act or Species at Risk Act (NWT).   
 

In the interim, Mobile Caribou Conservation Measures should be implemented by 

GNWT and TG by September 2020.  

 

7.7. Education 

 
7.7.1. Introduction 
 

Communication with and education of harvesters, Tłı̨chǫ citizens, and the public is 

crucial in the management of Sahtì ekwǫ̀. These initiatives aim to increase compliance, 

improve hunter practices, and reduce wounding and wastage.  

                                            
140 Wildlife Act, SNWT 2014, c 31, http://canlii.ca/t/5315s; and Species at Risk (NWT) Act, SNWT 2009, c 16, 
http://canlii.ca/t/5315r.  
141 PR (BNE 2019) 048 - Bathurst Caribou Range Plan (Dec 2018 Draft). ENR. 2018. 
142 Ibid. 
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Mrs. Lucy Lafferty, Tłı̨chǫ Language Culture Coordinator, Tłı̨chǫ Community Services 

Agency, stated   

 

“We want the students in the school to be able to learn about the caribou, to be 
able to live with the caribou, to be able to hunt and eat the caribou if they want, 
but if other people are not making the right decision or proper decision, then how 
-- what are the students going to -- to do? They see people over-hunting, 
because the Dene laws that we're teaching the kids in the school, we're teaching 
them to share. We're teaching them to have respect. We're teaching them to only 
take what they need”.143 

 

7.7.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal offered no evidence about the frequency and 

effectiveness of education activities since the 2010 and 2016 proposals. The proposal 

did include a table listing proposed educational activities including annual and possible 

meetings, GNWT website updates, posters, and radio interviews. No firm plans were 

provided to the Board. 

 

Both Dr. Zoe and Ms. Steinwand-Deschambeault talked about the importance of 

education if they are to monitor and manage the land to ensure the Tłı̨chǫ̨ keep their 

voice. Dr. Zoe expressed the need to stop being “herded [like they’ve been] for the last 
hundred and fifty years (150)”.144 Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault provided a 

solution, one that is reflected in the Tłı̨chǫ monitoring program designed by elders and 

researchers during the early 2000s. This program uses both story-telling and 

experiential knowledge of the land. 

 
“We need to go back to the land ourselves with the Elders and with researchers 
who are trained to just write down what people see and what they hear, so that 
it's recorded and we can start using it for our own management because we have 
a say now, but how far -- how -- how do we exercise it in a way that -- that it 
helps the recovery. And one (1) of the things that we know is that we need to 
train 15 young people.”145  

 

 
 
 

                                            
143 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 

p178. 
144 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.111-112. 
145 Ibid. p.112. 
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7.7.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

Elder Walter Bezha focused on Délı̨nę’s plan, Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for 
All Time, discussing the interconnectedness of all things and how a restricted harvest of 

ɂekwǫ̀ fits into this plan. He noted that DGG and the Délı̨nę Renewable Resources 
Council have started training people, working with them to understand the Plan.146 

 

NSMA and YKDFN did not raise concerns about the proposed communication and 

education initiatives as presented in the Joint Proposal. 

 

7.7.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

Continuing efforts to increase awareness among Tłı̨chǫ̨ communities and the public 

about the status of NWT ɂekwǫ̀ herds, the need for conservation actions and how 

harvesters can contribute to conservation, such as harvesting alternative species, is 

essential to promote recovery of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. 

 

Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault commented 

 

 “To the Tłı̨chǫ people's well-being, way of life and land-based economy with a 
focus on our people's connection to the caribou, the social and cultural effects of 
the decline. … Key messages on Tłı̨chǫ nawo (phonetic) or from the Tłı̨chǫ 
Agreement, Chapter 12.1.1 which is very important and talks about caribou and 
its habitat. To the Tłı̨chǫ people's well-being, way of life and land-based economy 
with a focus on our people's connection to the caribou, the social and cultural 
effects of the decline. And number, we'll finish up our presentation and talking 
about education and how we want to do better in terms of informing and working 
with and learning from our Elders and also sharing back information to the people 
that -- that we serve. How can we better work with the caribou? The traditional 
caribou laws that we need to continue to abide by, how do we share this 
knowledge with all?”147 

 
Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault added to above statement to emphasize the fact 

that Dene thrive with ɂekwǫ̀.  

“If our wise, late Tłı̨chǫ Chief's words are ignored and we are subject to a 
complete ban from harvesting the Sahtì Ekwo, we lose more than the meat [food 
security]. We lose our traditional way of life. Our identity as an Indigenous people 
very closely connected to the land is threatened. Mental health and wellness in 

                                            
146 PR: (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, pp.10-
27. 
147 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.69. 
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our Elders will be affected. Our Elders will no longer be able to eat the food they 
love, the food they grew up on, the food that feeds their soul Mental health and 
wellness will be affected in our harvesters, who no longer will be able to provide 
for their family and community. Mental health and wellness will be affected in our 
women, who will no longer be able to contribute to the family by sharing the 
teachings of working on hides, making clothing, and preparing the meat for a 
shared meal. Our youth will be missing out on traditions and teachings that have 
been passed down for generation after generation. If we have no caribou to 
harvest, what will fill that void? What can fill that void with something as precious 
as caribou? There is nothing.”148 

 

Tłı̨chǫ̨ knowledge systems are well suited for learning, guiding behaviour, remembering 

past information, comparing past and present in relation to monitoring both human and 

animal behaviour and the habitat in which they thrive. Indigenous monitoring styles are 

particularly useful when solutions and decisions are required so actions can take place. 

The recommendation below came from the presentation made by Dr. John B. Zoe, who 

emphasized that one way in which to manage human interaction with ɂekwǫ̀ is to 

encourage Tłı̨chǫ citizens to be on the land harvesting, watching, and experiencing 

(monitoring) other wildlife resources.149   

 

Recommendation #8-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Alternative Wildlife Species  

To help people thrive within dè, including having food security, and in light of a limited 

harvest on Sahtì ekwǫ̀, the WRRB recommends that TG and GNWT encourage 

Tłı̨chǫ citizens to harvest alternative country foods, starting in September 2019. 

 

7.8. Adaptive Management Framework 

 

7.8.1. Introduction 
 

The WRRB already utilizes adaptive management principles in its operations and 

decision-making. However, an adaptive management framework with clear thresholds 

may lead to specific management actions that could lead to timelier implementation of 

management and monitoring actions.  

 

 

 

 

                                            
148 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.123-124. 
149 Ibid. p.111. 
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7.8.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

Table 4 describes the biological monitoring proposed by TG and GNWT for 2019-

2023.150 These biological indicators all have corresponding adaptive monitoring options. 

When asked about the possibility of expanding and revising Table 4 to make it more  

 

detailed and responsive, GNWT stated that they would need to discuss with their senior 

level management and pointed to the Taking Care of Caribou Management Plan.151  

 

7.8.4. Analysis and Recommendations  
 

The WRRB is concerned about avoiding delays in management actions. TG and GNWT 

acknowledge the need to speed up management, as in the Joint Proposal, they propose 

changing reviews of management actions from every three years to annually.152 

However, a mechanism is not proposed. During the public hearings, the WRRB asked 

GNWT about delays. GNWT stated that they considered the flow of information to the 

WRRB to be adequate.153 An adaptive management framework could minimize delay in 

the implementation of management action and proposals. An adaptive management 

framework must involve the Board for the reasons set out in Section 12.2 of the Tłı̨chǫ 
Agreement. Such an approach provides for pre-identified management actions based 

on thresholds agreed to by management authorities.   

 

Adaptive Management is now a standard part of management although in practice, it 

has sometimes struggled in the implementation phase.154 The WRRB is of the view that 

such a framework can be developed in collaboration with governments. The Joint 

Proposal has already provided a rationale for specific monitoring thresholds and the 

management decisions that those thresholds trigger. An adaptive management 

framework would also be compatible with ACCWM’s management plan but with more 

specific details and actions for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. The framework should also identify 

how to integrate ground observations and climate change into management activities. 

The WRRB is aware of examples integrating observations.155 The strength of an 

adaptive management framework is to build it collaboratively, which is the basis of the 

WRRB recommendation. 

                                            
150 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
151 PR (BNE 2019): 174 – Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) – 2019 Bluenose-East caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.42 
152 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
153 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.37. 
154 PR (BNE 2019): 178 - Adaptive Management in the Courts. Fischman and Ruhl. 2010. 
155 PR (BNE 2019): 179 - Evaluating Success Criteria and Project Monitoring in River Enhancement Within an 
Adaptive Management Framework. O’Donnell and Galat. 2008; and PR (BNE 2019): 185 - Arctic Borderlands 
Ecological Knowledge Cooperative: can local knowledge inform caribou management? Russell et al. 2011. 

https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Donnell%20criteria%20adaptive%20management%20EM%202008.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Donnell%20criteria%20adaptive%20management%20EM%202008.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Russell%20borderlands%20coop%20Rangifer%202013.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Russell%20borderlands%20coop%20Rangifer%202013.pdf
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Table 4: Biological Monitoring of Sahtì Ekwǫ̀.156 

 

                                            
156 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
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Recommendation #9-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Adaptive Management Framework 

WRRB, TG and GNWT to collaborate to develop a herd-specific adaptive 

management framework with the thresholds linked to specific management actions by 

January 2020.  

 

7.9. Research and Monitoring  

 

7.9.1. Introduction 
 

Ongoing research and monitoring actions are required to make informed and timely 

management decisions for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀, including the proposed expansion of Ekwǫ̀ 

Nàxoède K’è onto the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ range.  

 

7.9.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal describes (a) biological monitoring; (b) an expansion of 

TG’s Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è program and (c) support for research on causes of changes in 

ɂekwǫ̀ abundance.  

 

(a) The biological monitoring included a change to calving ground surveys taking place 

every two years rather than every three years; an increase from 50 to 70 collars; an 

increase to annual monitoring of calf survival; continuation of harvest and body 

condition monitoring and dropping the calving ground reconnaissance surveys. Table 4 

summarises the biological monitoring frequency, rationale, and thresholds for 

management actions.  

 

(b) TG is proposing to extend the Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è program to include Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

herd’s summer range. TG is also proposing to monitor the area between the 

communities and to the barren lands.  

 

“And we went there to the barren lands in 2014, I think three (3) of us here and a 
bunch of Elders and community people, and we didn't see one (1) caribou. We 
were there for three (3), four (4) days. We walked all over. We didn't see one (1) 
caribou, and that tell us something. That tells us something that our traditional 
monitoring of going back to the barren lands in the traditional way has to happen 
from here all the way to there”.157 (Dr. John B. Zoe) 

 

                                            
157 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.116. 
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(c) TG and GNWT recognize the need for research into the complexity of factors driving 

the declines of ɂekwǫ̀ herds using both traditional knowledge and science as well as 

university partners. 

7.9.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

YKDFN is not in favour of the radio collar monitoring program and would like to see a 

wider discussion around methods available for estimating the population of ɂekwǫ̀. In 

particular, YKDFN stated that: 

 

“This is not how caribou monitoring has been done by Dene peoples. The best 
way to understand those species is right there on the land. You have to interact 
with them. You have to watch them daily. Watch what they eat. Watch what they 
do. Aboriginal people learn by watching the behavior of ekwǫ̀. We don’t learn 
about wildlife remotely. We learn by being in the field, by being with ekwǫ̀ all the 
time”.158 

 

Additionally, YKDFN noted that there should be a general review of the methods for 

head counting caribou. 

 

Elder Charlie Neyelle also noted concerns about satellite collars, stating 

 

“And he says that to remove all that collar and leave it alone. Leave it alone for 
two (2) to four (4) years. Leave it alone. And he says that we have fish, moose, 
and muskox to help us sustain ourselves. He said that that is the only approach 
we have that would allow the caribou to come back to us...”.159 

 

NSMA supports the proposed increase in collar monitoring and annual composition 

surveys in June, October, and March/April, which will provide an annual update to cow 

and calf survival rates. NSMA noted the importance of the cow and calf survival rates in 

timely adaptive management of the herd.160 

 

7.9.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

The WRRB’s approach to making monitoring and research recommendations is based 

on three requirements. Firstly, during delays in management actions, the decline in 

ɂekwǫ̀ numbers continues. This is the basis for the WRRB’s recommendation to 

improve the implementation of adaptive management. Secondly, the WRRB is also 

concerned as to how traditional knowledge and community experience is used in 

monitoring and adaptive management. Third, there is the requirement to balance the 

                                            
158 PR (BNE 2019): 172 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Public Hearing Presentation. 
159 PR: (BNE 2019): 177 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.39. 
160 PR (BNE 2019): 186 - North Slave Métis Alliance Final Written Argument. 



 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
WRRB Proceeding Report & Reasons for Decision – Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East Caribou) Herd           61 
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perspective of leaving the ɂekwǫ̀ alone against the need for monitoring information for 

management. 

 

As a rationale for increasing the frequency of the calving ground estimates to every two 

years, the GNWT cites the rapid decline of the herd and possible dìga management 

implementation. The Board understands that increasing the frequency of calving ground 

surveys is potentially a mixed blessing as statistical differences in population numbers 

may be more difficult to detect. However, the WRRB considers that this possible 

disadvantage of the increased survey frequency can be reduced by using rates of adult 

and calf survival to also interpret trends.  

 

 

While GNWT did refer to a change in tracking seasonal calf survival three times a year, 

they did not mention the need to increase sample size to reliably monitor pregnancy 

rates which is the first step in monitoring calf survival.161 Hence, the need for WRRB’s 

recommendation to monitor pregnancy rates through fecal pellet sampling. The WRRB 

also notes that pregnancy rates are a sensitive indicator to conditions including climate 

change on the summer ranges and thus can be related to observations from TG’s Ekwǫ̀ 

Nàxoède K’è program.   

 

Recommendation #11-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Pregnancy Monitoring 

To better understand the health of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, GNWT and TG should 

implement Sahtì ekwǫ̀ pregnancy monitoring through fecal pellet collection in the 

winter months, starting January 2020. Methodology for this program should include 

community-based sampling.  

 

Monitoring calf survival in June will require an annual presence of people and aircraft on 

the calving ground as does WRRB’s recommendation to monitor predators. At the same 

time, however, WRRB acknowledges the sensitivity of calving cows and thus the need 

to be careful to minimize disturbance. In this context, then, WRRB agrees with GNWT’s 

recommendation to minimize disturbance on the calving grounds by halting the Calving 

Ground Reconnaissance Surveys (leave the ɂekwǫ̀ alone). The Board understands that 

by not conducting the calving ground reconnaissance survey, the amount of information 

on trends in calving densities (ɂekwǫ̀/km2) is reduced.  

 

                                            
161 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 

Recommendation #10-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Population Surveys  

To ensure timely adaptive management, GNWT should conduct population surveys 

for sahtì ekwǫ̀ every two years. The next population survey should thus take place 

June 2020. 
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Recommendation #12-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Reconnaissance Surveys  

In an effort to leave the ɂekwǫ̀ alone, and only cause disturbance that is necessary, 

GNWT should cease the annual reconnaissance survey for Sahtì ekwǫ̀. 

The importance of monitoring calving densities is that there is a potential for cows to 

shift calving grounds if their densities become too low for ‘safety in numbers’ to 

function.162 GNWT initially provided no evidence on the relationship between declining 

calving densities and the likelihood of cows shifting calving grounds. GNWT did later 

release an analysis of calving densities as an undertaking during the public hearing.163 

In 2018, the densities of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ breeding females had declined to about two 

cows/km2. This is similar to the Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ where 27% of the collared cows shifted to 

the Beverly/Ahiak herd’s calving ground in 2018. 

 

In the 2016 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ Joint Proposal, TG and GNWT wrote that “50 collars should be 
sufficient for most applications of collar data, including population surveys”.164 Tłı̨chǫ 

elders have consistently objected to collars on a basis that they are disrespectful and 

have identified a need to leave the ɂekwǫ̀ alone.165   

 

While the GNWT did not present any evidence to justify the proposed increase of 20 

collars (from 50 to 70) on Sahtì ɂekwǫ̀, the WRRB believes that the additional collars 

will provide information necessary for herd distribution, movement and switching.  

 

Recommendation #13-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Collars  

To have a better understanding of herd distribution, movements, and switching, 

GNWT should increase the number of collars on the sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd from 50 to 70. 

Additional analysis gathered from the collars should be provided to the WRRB from 

GNWT annually including but not limited to:  

1) Dispersal at calving in relation to historic data;  

2) Timing of calving in relation to historic data; 

3) Calf:cow ratios; and, 

4) Rates of herd switching and rutting locations.   

 

Recommendation #14-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Collars  

Relative to the views of elders and to clarify what analyses require a larger sample 

size, TG and GNWT should present a detailed rationale for the collar increase to the 

WRRB. This will be completed using the collars on an annual basis as part of 

adaptive management. 

                                            
162 PR (BNE 2019): 045 - Assessing the Impacts of Summer Range on Bathurst Caribou’s Productivity and 
Abundance since 1985. Chen et al. 2014. 
163 PR (BNE 2019): 188 - Undertaking #1, Part A, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
164 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the 
Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
165 PR: (BNE 2019): 177 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.39. 
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While the Joint Management Proposal mentioned the effects of climate change, it did 

not provide any evidence about options for including such information in management 

decisions. Under questioning, GNWT briefly described trends in climate, including an 

increase in summer droughts and in weather favorable for warble flies.166 TG provided 

direct observations from the Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è Program (on the Bathurst herd’s 

summer range) about hotter summers stressing ɂekwǫ̀.167 TG also spoke to the need to 

incorporate their on-the-ground observations into adaptive management.168 Throughout 

TG’s presentation, they stressed the importance of having harvesters on the dè, and it 

is these harvesters that watch the land.169 

 

The WRRB is aware that the effects of climate change are already being felt and that 

the changes on the ekwǫ̀ ranges are measurable. The question now is what can be 

done about the effects of climate change on ɂekwǫ̀, and their ecological relationships, 

including people. The WRRB sees this as best answered by having more observers on 

the ground170 and then ensuring that their observations are integrated into adaptive 

management for the herd. An example of community-based monitoring for ɂekwǫ̀ is the 

Bathurst and Porcupine herds.171 The WRRB believes that using more people on the 

ground (as indexed, for example by the number of observer days) is essential for 

adaptive management. 

 

Recommendation #15-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Climate Change 

To collect on-the-ground climate change observations, TG’s Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è 

program should be expanded to the post-calving and summer ranges of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

by October 1, 2019. Results of the monitoring program should be designed to feed 

into an adaptive management framework. 

 

Grand Chief Jimmy Bruneau directed the Tłı̨chǫ people to know both Western and 

Tłı̨chǫ knowledge so each Tłı̨chǫ citizen would be “strong like two people”.172 This 

philosophy has been noted in oral narratives where Tłı̨chǫ leaders learned the 

knowledge and experiences of others to better prepare themselves for negotiating at 

trading posts to ensure the best return for their furs.173  

                                            
166 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
167 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.50. 
168 PR: (BNE 2019): 177 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.82. 
169 PR (BNE 2019): 061 - Caribou migration and the state of their habitat. Legat et al. 2001; and PR: (BNE 2019): 177 
– Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.82. 
170 PR: (BNE 2019): 177 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.93. 
171 PR (BNE 2019): 185 - Arctic Borderlands Ecological Knowledge Cooperative: can local knowledge inform caribou 
management? Russell et al. 2011.; and PR (BNE 2019): 181 - Calibration of Hunters’ Impressions with Female 
Caribou Body Condition Indices to Predict Probability of Pregnancy. Lyver and Gunn. 2004. 
172 PR (BNE 2019): 073 - Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 22-26 
March 20105-6 August 2010 Behchokǫ̀, NT. Appendix F. 
173 Ibid. 

https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Russell%20borderlands%20coop%20Rangifer%202013.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Russell%20borderlands%20coop%20Rangifer%202013.pdf
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Tłı̨chǫ oral narratives stress the importance of understanding a problem, finding a 

solution and taking action.174 Their approach to learning and knowing is evident in the 

manner in which past research projects were approached. The Tłı̨chǫ insist that they 

take an active part in research and monitoring.175 

 

Today, it is vital that the Tłı̨chǫ lead by undertaking their own harvesting and monitoring 

studies as the impacts of development on Tłı̨chǫ lands and the environment are 

becoming ever more evident.  

 

Dr Zoe emphasized this in his statement: 

 

“All of the evidence in the form of stories and experiences and “the early 
evidence of how people lived in the landscape is in the place names that 
describe the … method of harvesting.” tell the Tłı̨chǫ … and,” they’re using all 
their knowledge from last winter -- .the year – the year before, to try to use all 
that knowledge as to where they can greet that caribou at that time of the year in 
the fall time. … Nevertheless, to monitor to use the knowledge properly “It's in the 
heads of the people here. And we all hold pieces of our history, because it's a 
collective knowledge. Not everybody knows everything. … [So, to monitor the 
people must work together to understand what is happening across Wek’èezhìı]. 
We depend on each other. Not any -- any person can know everything. We rely 
on each other by telling each other stories.”176  

 

Recommendation #16-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Tłı̨chǫ Research & Monitoring 

Program 

To ensure that both ɂekwǫ̀ and ɂekwǫ̀ habitat monitoring and realistic harvesting 

numbers are recorded in a culturally appropriate manner, the Tłı̨chǫ Research and 

Monitoring Program should be implemented by TG, starting in September 2019 (See 

Appendix I). 

 

7.10. Implementation of Recommendations from 2010, 2016 and 2019 

 

As per the WRRB’s Rule for Management Proposals,177 the Board recommends that a 

summary report be submitted by TG and GNWT within one year of the acceptance or 

variance of the Board’s recommendations on proposed management actions from the 

                                            
174 PR (BNE 2019): 073 - Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 22-26 
March 20105-6 August 2010 Behchokǫ̀, NT. Appendix F. 
175 Ibid. 
176 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.102-103. 
177 https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/REV%20FINAL%20Rule%20-%20Management%20Proposals%20-
%2016oct18.pdf. 

https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/REV%20FINAL%20Rule%20-%20Management%20Proposals%20-%2016oct18.pdf
https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/REV%20FINAL%20Rule%20-%20Management%20Proposals%20-%2016oct18.pdf
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2019 Joint Proposal. This report should include an evaluation of the success of 

implementation of management actions.   

 

While the Board submitted 60 recommendations in 2010 as well as two determinations 

and 24 recommendations in 2016, in the WRRB’s opinion, only the determinations and 

20 of the recommendations have been fully implemented (Appendix C and E).  

 

The Board appreciates the information submitted by TG in Undertaking #3 to provide a 

summary on the progress on specific TK recommendations made in 2010 and 2016.178 

However, the Board notes that continued implementation of the TK recommendations is 

both mandatory and essential to ensure that the WRRB and other wildlife managers in 

Wek’èezhìı have appropriate information to make balanced decisions.  
 

The WRRB is unable to comment on the extent of implementation on the remaining 

recommendations as a detailed report is not available and no measurable levels for 

implementation have been set. As such, the WRRB requests that TG and GNWT review 

the 2010 and 2016 recommendations and provide an updated implementation plan and 

evaluation for all outstanding recommendations.  

 

8.0. Conclusion 

 

With the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in a critical state, there is a real sense of urgency to 

implement effective management actions to halt the decline as soon as possible. The 

decisions have been structured to have the least impact on ɂekwǫ̀ users and the 

greatest benefit to ɂekwǫ̀ that we can provide at this time. 

 

“The process today is to try and put forth the best available information on the 
actions that will lead us into stabilization and recovery of the numbers that have 
dropped very visibly in the last number of years, but it's not a new story, but an 
ongoing story but with authorities that will make determinations on what we will 
do to -- to accommodate a recovery.”179 
 ~ Dr. John B. Zoe 

 

Users and managers must be willing to act now, in whatever ways possible, to protect  

the herd so future recovery may be possible.  

 

“And one (1) thing we know is that despite all the years of having no say, we 
know that people survive because they never let the caribou go. They always 
hang on to it. Like Archie saying, we'll never let it go, because if we let it go, then 

                                            
178 PR (BNE 2019): 200 - Undertaking #3, TG to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
179 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 

p.86. 
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-- then that's the way it goes, because by not letting it go, we need to strengthen 
our relationship to the animals by doing things in the traditional way.”180 
~Dr. John B. Zoe 

  

                                            
180 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 

p.115. 
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APPENDIX A 2019 Joint Proposal  
 



 

Page 1 of 20 
 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resource Board  
Management Proposal 

 

1. Applicant Information 

Project Title:  
Government of the Northwest Territories and Tłı̨chǫ Government 

Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the  
Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd 2019 – 2021 

Contact Persons: 
Organization Names: 
Addresses: 
Phone/Fax Numbers: 
Email addresses: 
 
Michael Birlea 
Lands Protection and Renewable Resources Manager 
Department of Culture and Lands Protection 
Tłı̨chǫ Government 
Behchokǫ, NT. X0E 0Y0 
Phone: 867-392-6381  Ext: 1355 
Fax: 867-392-6406  
MichaelBirlea@tlicho.com 
 
Bruno Croft 
Regional Superintendent 
North Slave Region 
Department of Environment & Natural Resources 
Government of the Northwest Territories 
2nd Floor, ENR Main Building 
P.O. Box 2668 
3803 Bretzlaff Drive 
Yellowknife, NT. X1A 2P9 
Phone: 867-767-9238  Ext: 53234 
Fax: 867-873-6260  
Bruno_Croft@gov.nt.ca  

 
2. Management Proposal Summary: provide a summary description of your management 

proposal (350 words or less). 
Start Date:  
July 1, 2019 

Projected End Date:  
July 1, 2021 

Length:  
2 years 

Project Year: 
1 of 2 

A June 2018 calving ground photographic survey of the Bluenose-East (BNE) herd of caribou 
resulted in estimates of 11,675 ± 2,040 breeding cows and 19,294 ± 4,729 adults, which 
indicated that the herd’s rate of decline has continued at a relatively constant annual 20-21% 
since 2010. In June 2010 the herd was estimated at about 120,000 caribou, thus the 2018 
estimate represents an 84% decline in 8 years. The Bluenose-East herd in 2018 should be 
considered as being in the red phase of low numbers as defined by the Advisory Committee 
for Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM) management plan of 2014 (pending 
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confirmation from ACCWM boards). In view of this rapid continuing decline, the Tłı̨chǫ 
Government (TG) and Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources (ENR) are proposing management actions to slow the 
herd’s decline and promote recovery for a period of 2 years beginning in July 2019 (the start 
of the harvest season).  Management actions should be reviewed annually as further 
information becomes available. Proposed actions are highlighted here and greater detail is 
provided in the main text. Actions are grouped under the 5 categories defined in the ACCWM 
plan: harvest, predators, habitat and land use, and education. In addition, revised monitoring 
and research are described.  
 

(1) Harvest: TG and ENR propose that resident and commercial harvest from this herd 
remain at 0 and that Indigenous harvest be limited on a herd-wide basis to 300 
bulls/year. This harvest is a substantial reduction from the 750 bulls determined by 
WRRB in 2016, but provides some continued opportunity for Indigenous harvesting 
and the maintenance of cultural practices. The allocation among Indigenous groups 
proposed retains the same proportions as in 2015 (Tłı̨chǫ 39.3%, Sahtú 17.2%, 
Dehcho 1.6%, Inuvialuit 0.8%, NWT Métis Nation [NWTMN] 1.5%, Akaitcho 2.1%, and 
North Slave Métis Alliance [NSMA] 1.8%, and Kugluktuk (NU) 35.8%. Although TG 
and ENR have no authority over wildlife management in NU, the NWMB in 2016 
worked with the allocation formula used in NWT proposals of 2015 (340 of 950 or 
35.8% for Kugluktuk). For clarity, the percentages and numbers of caribou are listed 
below.  

 
Table 1. Proposed percent of harvest and numbers of BNE bulls for harvester groups, 
with allocation formula used as in 2015 and 2016, for harvest of 750 bulls and 300 
bulls. WRRB determined herd-wide harvest of 750 bulls in 2016, recognizing that the 
board has no authority in the Sahtú region or Nunavut. 
 

Harvester Group % of Harvest Harvest 750 Bulls Harvest 300 Bulls 
Tłı ̨cho ̨ 39.3 295 118 
Sahtú 17.2 129 52 

Dehcho 1.6 12 5 
Inuvialuit 0.8 6 2 
NWTMN 1.5 11 5 
Akaitcho 2.1 16 6 
NSMA 1.8 13 5 

Kugluktuk (NU) 35.8 268 107 
Total 100 750 300 

 
 
TG and ENR recognize that reduced caribou harvesting opportunities have serious 
implications for Tłı̨chǫ and other Indigenous communities, including expensive 
groceries replacing caribou harvest. TG and ENR will explore ways of supporting 
harvesting of other wildlife (e.g. moose, muskox and fish harvesting). In addition, TG 
and ENR will look for ways to increase on-the-land activities and cultural practices 
such as upkeep of old cabins, travel routes and trails. 

 
(2) Predators: A separate TG-ENR joint management proposal to WRRB on reduction of 

wolf numbers on the Bluenose-East and Bathurst caribou ranges is under 
development. Demographic evaluation of the herd’s trend suggests that recent 
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pregnancy rates have been healthy but survival rates of adults and calves have been 
low, which may indicate that predation is limiting recovery.  Methods will draw on a 
collaborative wolf reduction feasibility assessment completed in 2017 for the Bathurst 
herd. To date, GNWT incentives for wolf harvesters since 2010 have not resulted in 
any substantive increases in numbers of wolves taken in the North Slave region. In 
2019, the GNWT is proposing to increase incentives for wolf harvesters in an area 
centered on the collar locations of wintering Bluenose-East and Bathurst caribou. TG 
will continue to develop a program of training wolf harvesters using culturally 
acceptable methods on the winter range. 

 
(3) Land Use and Habitat: Recovery of the Bluenose-East herd will require a healthy 

habitat on the herd’s range in NU and in the NWT. Currently, there are no active 
mines and overall there has been limited development on the Bluenose-East range. 
However, proposed actions to support healthy habitat include the following: promotion 
of protecting the herd’s calving grounds in NU, identifying key unburned winter ranges 
and increasing fire management on these areas, participation in development of the 
wildlife management plan for the Tibbett-to-Contwoyto winter road, and participation in 
any environmental assessments and land use planning in NWT and NU that may 
affect this herd. In addition, TG and ENR support ongoing TK and scientific research 
focused on identifying key caribou habitats, such as ekwò no’oke (water crossings), 
tataa (land crossings), important unburned winter habitat, and the herd’s core range 
used at low numbers, and ensuring conservation of these habitats, including 
minimizing disturbance. 
 
TG and ENR will continue to support research on climate factors that may affect herd 
trend and studies of how a changing climate, including forest fires, may be affecting 
vegetation and foraging conditions for caribou. 

 
(4) Education: ENR and TG recognize the importance of continued communication and 

engagement with communities and harvesters about the status of the caribou herds 
and about management actions underway, and the importance of accurate harvest 
reporting by all harvesters. Initiatives such as sight-in-your-rifle, minimizing wastage 
and respecting traditional ways of harvesting will be continued. Annual visits to the 4 
Tłı̨chǫ communities will be continued and enhanced, beginning with visits in January 
2019. The ENR On-The-Land unit and North Slave staff will support and promote 
these efforts. A key area of emphasis will be providing information about caribou and 
conservation to affected communities. 
 

(5) Monitoring & Research: Biological monitoring of the herd is proposed to increase, 
particularly to maintain closer monitoring of calf and adult caribou survival rates. 
Population surveys would be carried out at 2-year intervals. Annual composition 
surveys would be carried out in June, October, and March/April to assess initial 
productivity or pregnancy rates and mortality rates of calves to the fall and late-winter 
periods. Radio-collars would be increased to 70 in total (50 cows and 20 bulls) with 
annual additions, to increase monitoring of cow survival rates and better define 
seasonal distribution and herd fidelity to calving grounds. Reconnaissance surveys on 
the calving grounds in years between population surveys would be suspended as 
recent results suggest they are not always reliable trend indicators. Accurate 
monitoring of harvest will continue to be important; TG and ENR will seek to improve 
condition assessment of harvested caribou. 
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TG and ENR support expansion of the Traditional Knowledge caribou monitoring 
program Boots on the Ground. To date this TG program has been focused on 
Bathurst caribou on their summer range in July and August. TG and ENR will explore 
ways to expand the program to the Bluenose-East range and to other seasons. 
 
TG and ENR support continuing scientific and TK research into factors contributing to 
caribou declines. This includes monitoring and research focused on caribou health, 
parasites and other diseases, and diseases and parasites from the south that may be 
expanding into the NWT. 

 
Please list all permits required to conduct proposal. 
 
Renewable Resource Boards (WRRB, SRRB and NWMB) may hold public hearings to review 
proposals involving a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) for the BNE herd, as included in this 
proposal. 
 
NWT and NU Wildlife Research Permits will be required annually to conduct monitoring 
recommended in this proposal. 

 
3. Background (Provide information on the affected wildlife species and management issue) 

A. Bluenose-East Caribou Status in 2018  
 

A June 2018 calving ground photographic survey of the Bluenose-East (BNE) herd of caribou 
resulted in estimates of 11,675 ± 2,040 breeding cows and 19,294 ± 4,729 adults, which 
indicated that the herd’s rate of decline has continued at a relatively constant annual 20-21% 
since 2010 (Boulanger 2018a). In June 2010 the herd was estimated at about 120,000 caribou 
(Adamczewski et al. 2017), thus the 2018 estimate represents an 84% decline in 8 years. Both 
the herd and the estimated number of adult cows have declined by about half since 2015 (Fig. 
1, Boulanger et al. 2016). 
  

 
 Fig. 1a. Trend of Bluenose-East herd breeding and non-breeding cows 2010-2018 based on 
photographic calving ground surveys (Means ± 95% Confidence Intervals). 
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Fig. 1b. Trend of Bluenose-East herd estimates 2010-2018 based on photographic calving 
ground surveys (Means ± 95% Confidence Intervals). 
 

   
 
Fig. 2. Bluenose-East caribou late-winter (March/April) calf:cow ratios 2008-2018. 
 
Population trend in caribou herds can in part be understood by examining vital rates like the 
pregnancy rate and survival rates of calves and adults. Cow survival was estimated 2013-2015 
for the BNE herd at 71% (Boulanger et al. 2016), well below the 83-86% needed for a stable 
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herd (Boulanger et al. 2011). An updated cow survival estimate will be generated for 2015-
2018, and it will likely be similar to the 71% given that annual rates of change have been 
relatively constant. The pregnancy rate in 49 cows captured for collar placement 2013-2015 
was 94% (46/49) and the proportion of breeding females on the Bluenose-East calving ground 
in 2018 was 83.4%. These results suggest that pregnancy rates have been healthy for this 
herd in the last few years. Late-winter calf:cow ratios provide an index of the number of the 
previous year’s calves that survived their first 9-10 months. The last calf:cow ratio for the herd 
was 37.5 ± 2.5 calves: 100 cows, higher than the 21-31 calves: 100  cows observed 2014-
2016. A ratio of 30 calves: 100 cows has been considered a benchmark of a stable herd, 
however this depends on adult survival rates being healthy (83-86%). If adult survival rates are 
71% as in the BNE herd 2013-2015, then these calf:cow ratios are insufficient for a stable 
herd. Overall, the vital rates for the BNE herd suggest that recent pregnancy rates have been 
healthy but adult survival rates remain well below those associated with a stable herd and calf 
survival has not been sufficient for a stable herd. 
 
The average estimated/reported Bluenose-East harvest in winters 2009-2010 to 2012-2013 
was about 2700 caribou/year, and likely at least 65% cows (Adamczewski et al. 2016; BGTWG 
2014). These estimates are considered minimums; wounding losses were not included, some 
harvest was un-reported and the true harvest may have been at least 4000/year (Adamczewski 
et al. 2016).  
 
Reported harvest for the BNE herd has been as follows for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 (Table 
2). 
 
Table 2. Bluenose-East harvest by region for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018. Numbers should be 
considered preliminary until confirmed with ACCWM status reports. Kugluktuk numbers from 
Government of NU staff, Délįne harvest as reported by Délįne, Wek’èezhı ̀ı harvest as reported 
by TG and ENR wildlife officers. 
 
Harvest by Region 2016-2017 2017-2018 
Wek’èezhıı̀  15 bulls 142 bulls 
Délįne 93 bulls, 33 cows 7 bulls 
Kugluktuk 232 caribou 174 caribou 
Total 373 caribou 323 caribou 

 
The overall totals of 373 and 323 caribou were well below the harvest limits established in 
2016 and reflect in part limited access to the herd, particularly in winter. These relatively limited 
harvest numbers likely contributed proportionately little to the herd’s most recent decline 2015-
2018. 
 
B. Management Context for the Bluenose-East Caribou Herd 

 
Guidance for the management and monitoring of the Bluenose-East herd is primarily found 
within the ACCWM’s management plan for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West and Bluenose-
East herds, finalized in November 2014 (ACCWM 2014).  In 2017 the ACCWM developed an 
Action Plan for the Bluenose-East herd and this plan was updated in 2018. The ACCWM held 
annual status update meetings in November for the three herds in 2016, 2017 and 2018. In 
2017 the BNE herd was assessed as being in the orange phase (declining), and in 2018 the 
herd was assessed as being in the red zone (low numbers and below 20,000 – pending 
confirmation from ACCWM boards).  
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As a result of hearings in 2016 of the WRRB, SRRB and NWMB, harvest limits for this herd 
were established, respectively, as 750 bulls (intended to be herd-wide) under the WRRB, 150 
(80% bulls) under the SRRB for Délįne, and 340 caribou (no gender) under the NWMB for 
Kugluktuk. The allocation among Indigenous harvester groups established in 2015 based 
primarily on previously documented harvest levels was Tłı̨chǫ 39.3%, Sahtú 17.2%, Dehcho 
1.6%, Inuvialuit 0.8%, NWT Métis Nation [NWTMN] 1.5%, Akaitcho 2.1%, and North Slave 
Métis Alliance [NSMA] 1.8%. This would leave an allocation of 35.8% BNE caribou for 
Nunavut. 

 
 
4. Description of Proposed Management Action 

Goal of Management Actions 
 
The short-term goal of the management actions proposed is to slow the herd’s decline and 
promote recovery. Over the longer-term, the goal is to enable sustainable caribou harvesting 
that addresses Indigenous community needs levels across this herd’s range. In particular 
within Wek’èezhìi, the goal is to allow the exercise of Tłı̨chǫ rights to harvest caribou 
throughout Mǫwhì Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè. 

 
1. Harvest management 

 
In view of the continuing rapid decline in the BNE herd and its status assessment in 2018 by 
the ACCWM as being in the red phase (low numbers and below 20,000, pending confirmation 
from ACCWM boards), TG and ENR recommend that harvest be reduced further from the 
limits established in 2016. Resident and commercial harvest from this herd should remain at 0. 
Aboriginal harvest should be limited on a herd-wide basis to 300 caribou/year with the harvest 
being 100% bulls. 
 
 

   
 
Table 3 and Figure 3. Projected herd size in the Bluenose-East herd in 2021 with various 

 Harvest Sex 
Ratio 
 
100% 
Cows 

100% 
Bulls 

Harvest 
Number 

Herd 
Size 

Herd 
Size 

0 9923 9923 
100 9702 9731 
250 9370 9443 
500 8818 8963 
750 8266 8484 
950 7824 8100 
2000 5504 7086 
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levels of harvest and harvest sex ratio. Key assumptions: Cow survival rate at 71% with no 
harvest, and average calf recruitment. 
 
Modeling of the herd’s likely trend over the next 3 years by J. Boulanger (2018b) suggests that 
if the 2015-2018 trends continues, the herd will be near or below 10,000 caribou in 2021 
(Table 3 and Figure 3). Any harvest would reduce projected herd size further, but harvest 
levels of 100-300/year would result in limited additional decline. As harvest level increases, the 
incremental effect on herd decline increases. The effects of cow harvest (compared to bull 
harvest) are most noticeable at higher harvest levels. A larger range of modeling outcomes 
and details are provided by Boulanger (2018b). Estimated/reported harvest in the 2016/2017 
(373 caribou) and 2017/2018 (323 caribou) seasons was relatively limited and well below the 
750 caribou determined by WRRB in 2016, but harvest reduction remains one of the actions 
that can help support recovery. 
 
The proposed harvest is a substantial reduction from the 750 bulls herd-wide determined by 
WRRB in 2016, but provides some continued opportunity for Indigenous harvesting and the 
maintenance of cultural traditions. TG and ENR recognize that the closure of Bathurst caribou 
harvest greatly reduced Tłı̨chǫ caribou harvesting opportunities, thus allowing for a limited 
BNE harvest is important for these communities. 
 
Unless a revised allocation formula accepted by all user groups is determined, the proposed 
allocation among Indigenous groups retains the same proportions as in 2015 (Tłı̨chǫ 39.3%, 
Sahtú 17.2%, Dehcho 1.6%, Inuvialuit 0.8%, NWT Métis Nation [NWTMN] 1.5%, Akaitcho 
2.1%, and North Slave Métis Alliance [NSMA] 1.8%, and 35.8% BNE caribou for Kugluktuk in 
Nunavut (NU). Although TG and ENR have no authority over wildlife management in NU, the 
NWMB in 2016 worked with the allocation formula used in NWT proposals (340 of 950 for 
Kugluktuk, or 35.8%). TG and ENR will continue to work with management authorities in NWT 
(Sahtú and Wek’èezhìi regions) and NU (Kugluktuk, NWMB and GN) to ensure a consistent 
approach to harvest management for this herd. For clarity, the percentages and numbers of 
caribou are listed below for three levels of harvest. The 118 authorization cards (caribou bulls) 
for Tłı̨chǫ communities are for Tłı̨chǫ harvesters to continue cultural practice on the land and 
the harvest will be allocated to the elders. 
 
Table 4. Proposed percent of harvest and numbers of BNE bulls for harvester groups, with 
allocation formula used as in 2015 and 2016, for harvest of 750 bulls and 300 bulls. WRRB 
determined herd-wide harvest of 750 bulls in 2016, recognizing the board has no authority in 
Sahtú region or Nunavut (WRRB 2016 a, b). 

 
Harvester Group % of Harvest Harvest 750 Bulls Harvest 300 Bulls 

Tłı ̨cho ̨ 39.3 295 118 
Sahtú 17.2 129 52 

Dehcho 1.6 12 5 
Inuvialuit 0.8 6 2 
NWTMN 1.5 11 5 
Akaitcho 2.1 16 6 
NSMA 1.8 13 5 

Kugluktuk (NU) 35.8 268 107 
Total 100 750 300 
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ENR will create and print new authorisation cards to harvest Bluenose-East caribou males in 
July of each year and make them available to all Indigenous groups as per their allocations in 
August prior to the beginning of the fall hunt. 
 
ENR will consider adding mobile patrol stations at key locations along the winter roads, if there 
is an increased need for enforcement and compliance resulting from a change in the winter 
caribou distribution and obvious evidence of potential illegal caribou harvesting, as resources 
allow. 
 
TG with ENR support will take a lead role in reporting on Bluenose-East caribou harvest by 
Tłı̨chǫ harvesters, based on authorization cards, and on increasing reporting of caribou 
condition by harvesters. 
 
Support for harvest of other wildlife and on-the-land activities:  
 
TG and ENR recognize that reduced caribou harvesting opportunities have serious 
implications for Tłı̨chǫ and other Indigenous communities, and that limitations on hunting have 
negative impacts on the continuity of Tłı̨chǫ culture, language and way of life. Lack of caribou 
harvesting opportunities means real hardships in Indigenous communities that have depended 
on caribou. TG and ENR will explore ways of supporting other harvesting initiatives - for 
example, moose, muskox and fish harvesting, as well as supporting traditional on-the-land 
activities that help maintain cultural practices.  
 
The Tłı̨chǫ Government plans to continue and expand programs focused on cultural practices 
on the land. These programs include: sustain TG-owned hunting and trapping cabins; 
traditional canoe trails from the communities to cultural and harvesting locations; and winter 
skidoo trails to caribou hunting areas, along with other programs currently operated by the 
Tłı̨chǫ Government. The long-term aim is continuation of projects that teach Traditional 
Knowledge of the land and caribou by bringing elders, youth and community members 
together on the land. By maintaining traditional trails and TG-owned cabins, community 
members share knowledge of these important cultural and environmental locations, thus re-
visiting and maintaining these sites are important to maintain the Tłı̨chǫ knowledge base. Such 
activities are important for the practice of the hunting culture, and maintaining cultural identify 
and continuity as a hunting people, ultimately, to condition people with skills and knowledge of 
the land, for when caribou return.  
 
ENR’s new On-The-Land unit, in collaboration with Wildlife Division and North Slave region, 
will play an active role working with Tłı̨chǫ Government and Tłı̨chǫ communities to identify 
appropriate cultural activities and harvest of other wildlife and fish, and sources of support for 
them. 
 

2. Predators 
 
The continued rapid decline in the BNE and Bathurst herds 2015-2018 occurred despite a very 
limited harvest of both herds between the NWT and NU. Low adult and calf survival rates in 
the BNE herds suggest that predation may be a key limiting factor for the BNE herd. A number 
of actions are proposed for more comprehensive management of predators that may assist 
with recovery of the Bluenose-East herd. 
 

(a) Bathurst Wolf Management Feasibility Assessment 2017: 
A collaborative feasibility assessment of wolf management options for the Bathurst caribou 
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range led by the WRRB, ENR and TG was completed in 2017 (Wolf Feasibility Assessment 
Technical Working Group 2017). The assessment considered 11 options including lethal and 
non-lethal methods, their potential effectiveness, costs and humaneness. While this feasibility 
was focused on the Bathurst range, the assessment can also be applicable to possible wolf 
reduction options for the Bluenose-East range. 
 

(b) Continued TG program to train wolf harvesters: 
A separate proposal to WRRB from TG described the approach that has been initiated to train 
Tłı̨chǫ wolf hunters from the 4 communities in harvesting wolves using culturally appropriate 
methods. This program will be continued and will likely form a key component of the larger 
wolf management proposal being developed. 
 

(c) Increased GNWT incentives for wolf harvesters: 
In 2010, GNWT increased incentives for wolf harvesters to reduce predation and promote 
caribou recovery. The incentives were increased in 2015 and at that time, the incentives 
included $200 for an intact unskinned wolf, $450 for a wolf pelt skinned to traditional standards 
and up to $800 for a wolf pelt skinned to taxidermy standards. Overall, wolf harvest levels 
across the NWT and in the North Slave region showed no real increase in wolf harvest as a 
result of these incentives. A substantial portion of the wolves that were taken were near 
community landfills, thus not from caribou winter ranges. Recognizing that the incentives to 
date have been ineffective, GNWT is proposing to increase them to $900 for an unskinned 
wolf, $1300 for a wolf pelt skinned to traditional standards and $1650 for a pelt skinned to 
taxidermy standards (Fig. 4). These higher incentives would apply in an area in the North 
Slave region centered on the collar locations of wintering BNE and Bathurst caribou. Wolf 
hunters would be required to check into and out of the wolf harvesting zone with increased 
incentives at winter road access points. This would ensure that wolves taken under the higher 
incentives are associated with the two caribou herds. The incentives are proposed in part to 
help increase interest in the TG program to train wolf harvesters from the Tłı̨chǫ training 
program described above. 
  

(d) Wolf management proposal for BNE and Bathurst ranges: 
In addition to joint management proposals for the two caribou herds (including this document), 
a separate joint proposal wolf management is currently under development that will include the 
ranges of both herds. Efforts to date to increase wolf harvest in the North Slave region, 
including GNWT incentives for wolf harvesters and the TG program to train wolf harvesters in 
culturally appropriate ways to hunt wolves, have not resulted in a meaningful increase in 
numbers of wolves taken. The new proposal will recommend ways to ensure that wolf harvest 
is increased to a level where caribou survival rates will be measurably increased. This will 
require more intensive wolf removal programs because small-scale wolf removals are 
generally ineffective at increasing caribou survival rates. 
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Fig. 4. Proposed new incentives for wolf harvesters in North Slave region in areas with BNE 
and Bathurst caribou. 
 

(e) Collaboration between NWT and NU managers about predator management: 
The calving grounds and a large portion of the summer ranges of the BNE and Bathurst 
caribou herds are in Nunavut. At these times of year (June-August), the herds are generally 
well separated and their ranges well-defined spatially. In contrast, winter ranges tend to be 
larger and more variable from year to year, but they are also more accessible to hunters and 
trappers. Range overlap of wintering caribou herds has often included extensive overlap 
between neighbouring herds; for example, the BNE, Bathurst and Beverly/Ahiak collared 
caribou were well mixed in December 2018. Wolf removals on calving and summer ranges 
would affect the target caribou herds directly. Wolf removal on the winter range is challenged 
by the overlap of caribou herds and mixing of the wolves associated with these herds; in this 
situation the overall number of wolves associated with the caribou herds will be larger and 
likely require more wolf removals to be effective.  
 
There has been a series of discussions involving GNWT and GN wildlife staff and more senior 
officials (ministers and deputy ministers) about the potential for collaboration centered on 
predator reduction on the NU ranges of the BNE and Bathurst herds. As with harvest 
management or other possible management actions in NU, the GNWT, TG, WRRB and other 
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management organizations in the NWT have no authority in NU and potential predator 
management would need to respect NU processes and be approved by the NWMB. However, 
coordinated harvest and wolf management actions across jurisdictional boundaries are key to 
effectiveness and likelihood for caribou recovery.  Harvesters associated with the Kugluktuk 
Hunters and Trappers Organization have expressed interest in contributing to recovery of the 
BNE and Bathurst herds by reducing predator numbers. GNWT and TG will pursue these 
discussions further to develop and implement coordinated predator removals across the BNE 
and Bathurst herd ranges. 
 

3. Habitat and Land Use 
 
Recovery of the Bluenose-East herd will require a healthy habitat on the herd’s range in NU 
and the NWT. Currently, there are no active mines and overall there has been limited 
development on the Bluenose-East range. However, proposed actions to support healthy 
habitat include the following:  

‐ Promotion of protecting the herd’s calving grounds in NU;  
‐ Participation in development of the wildlife management plan for road access into herd 

range, as the Tibbitt-to-Contwoyto winter road (limiting speed limits, traffic and other 
mitigations for caribou);   

‐ Participation in any environmental assessments and land use planning in NWT and NU 
that may affect this herd’s range;  

‐ Identifying key unburned habitat on the winter range to be included in the Values at 
Risk hierarchy, and increased fire management activity in these areas during the fire 
season.  

‐ Continuation of ongoing TK research focused on identifying and conserving key 
caribou habitat:  

‐ Ekwò no’oke (water crossings),  
‐ Tataa (land crossings), and 
‐ Important unburned winter habitat. 

 
For the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan (BCRP), the TG conducted TK research and identified 
valuable caribou habitat as Ekwò no’oke (water crossings), tataa (land crossings), migration 
routes and seasonal ranges. The BCRP process can serve as a model for identifying key 
habitat for the BNE herd by using scientific data and traditional knowledge to identify the 
Bluenose-East core range (centre of habitation) and other important areas. This model can be 
followed to identify key BNE caribou habitat, by combining recent years of collar data and 
Tłı̨chǫ traditional knowledge to identify critical habitat. The Bluenose-East fall and winter 
ranges overlap with the Bathurst herd, thus parts of its range will be included in the habitat 
protection recommendations in the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan. Continuation of ongoing 
research can lead to further identification of important habitats for potential protection on the 
full Bluenose-East range. 
 

4. Education 
 
TG and ENR recognize that continuing effort is needed to increase awareness among 
harvesters, communities and the public about the status of NWT caribou herds, the need for 
conservation actions to promote recovery and how people can contribute to conservation.  The 
following actions are proposed to continue and increase public and hunter education:  
 
The following are education/public awareness initiatives to improve hunter practices and 
reduce wounding and wastage: 
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- Continue to work with the communities, in particular more closely with schools, on 

promoting Indigenous laws and respecting wildlife, including how to prevent wastage; 
and 

 
- Invite elders to work with the youth to teach traditional hunting practices and proper 

meat preparation.  
 
Posters, pamphlets, media and road signs will be used to better inform the public about 
respecting wildlife, traditional hunting practices, wastage, poaching and promoting bull harvest. 
Table 5 below summarizes the TG and ENR objectives for increased public engagement and 
hunter education. 
 
ENR has promoted sound hunter harvest practices, preventing meat wastage, harvesting bulls 
instead of cows, and implementing related conservation education in NWT communities for a 
number of years. In response to community requests, ENR has developed a Hunter Education 
program that is meant to be tailored to the needs of individual communities and organizations. 
 
An important area to emphasize will be ensuring that information on the status and 
management of regional caribou herds is provided in appropriate ways and on an on-going 
basis to harvesters, elders and other community members. 
 
Table 5. Summary of approaches and objectives for increased public engagement and hunter 
education for caribou in Wek’èezhıì. 
 
General Approach Description & Objective Lead (Support) 
Public hearings A (likely) public hearing on 

wildlife management actions 
for BNE herd in 2019 

WRRB & SRRB (TG, ENR) 

Community meetings 1 meeting per year in each 
Tłı̨chǫ  community to discuss 
and update wildlife 
management issues and 
actions 

TG and ENR 

Radio programs  When needed radio 
announcements, interviews 
and/or updates on wildlife 
management in Tłı̨chǫ  
language during winter 
hunting season (annual)  

TG & ENR 

Sight-in-your-rifle programs Conduct community-based 
conservation education 
programs with an objective 
of 1 workshop / Tłı̨chǫ  
community / hunting season 
(annual) 

ENR and TG; need to 
coordinate with community 
leaders 

Boots on the Ground and 
other Traditional Knowledge 
programs 

Highlight the programs and 
their results with Tłı̨chǫ 
communities and the public 
(annual) 

TG and ENR 
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Outreach through internet 
and social media 

Regular updates (10 
updates per season) on 
government websites and 
social media during fall and 
winter hunting seasons 
(Facebook & Tłı̨chǫ website) 

TG, ENR (WRRB) 

Poster campaign Produce posters for 
distribution in each Tłı̨chǫ  
community: posters to be 
developed annually as 
needed 

TG and ENR 

 
5. Monitoring and Research 

 
Three aspects of monitoring and research are described in this section: (a) biological 
monitoring mostly led by ENR, (b) expansion of the Tłı̨chǫ Boots on the Ground caribou 
monitoring from Bathurst range to Bluenose-East range, and (c) support for biological or TK 
research that helps explain changes in caribou abundance. 
 

(a) Biological monitoring:  
Table 6 lists updated biological monitoring of the Bluenose-East herd, mostly led by ENR, 
proposed for 2019-2023. A key focus of the increased monitoring is to provide annual 
information on productivity and survival of caribou calves and adult cows, as well as increased 
surveys to estimate herd size. The increased monitoring in part anticipates more intensive wolf 
management, for which assessment of effectiveness in improving caribou survival rates will be 
needed. The table includes a rationale for changes from previous monitoring as in the 2015 
joint proposal for this herd. Changes are also described and a brief rationale given for them 
below. 
 

I. Population surveys every 2 years: In recent years, calving photo surveys for the 
BNE and Bathurst herds have been carried out every 3 years and the new 
population estimates have been benchmarks for revised management. The 
continued rapid decline of the two herds and expected increase in wolf 
management are the main rationale for proposing population surveys every 2 years 
for the two herds, i.e. in 2020 and 2022. 
 

II. Collar increase to 70 (50 cows and 20 bulls): A technical rationale for increasing 
the number of collars on the Bathurst herd to 65 (50 cows and 15 bulls) was 
provided by Adamczewski and Boulanger (2016). Some applications, such as 
monitoring cow survival rates with good precision, would require 100 collared 
caribou, while other applications can be addressed reliably with 50 or fewer collars. 
At this time, increasing the number of collars on cows to 50 would provide more 
reliable annual estimates of cow survival rates, as well as increasing confidence in 
defining distribution of caribou throughout the year, assigning harvest to herd 
reliably, and monitoring of herd fidelity to calving grounds. Range use by bulls 
shows patterns that vary from those of cows, thus maintaining the 20 bull collars 
used in recent years will also be important. The collars may also assist in 
determining where and when predators should be removed as well as in monitoring 
whether predator management actions are having an effect on the herd. 

 
III. Annual composition surveys in June, October and March/April: To date composition 
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surveys have been carried out on a nearly annual basis for the BNE herd in late 
winter, as an index of calf survival to 9-10 months of age. Composition surveys on 
the calving grounds have been carried out every 3 years as part of the calving 
photo surveys and provide a measure of initial productivity. Fall composition 
surveys have been carried out every 2-3 years to monitor the bull:cow ratio, which 
is needed to convert the estimate of cows from the June calving photo surveys to 
an overall herd estimate. Fall composition surveys also provide a calf:cow ratio that 
gives a measure of how many calves have survived the first 4-5 months. The 
recommended increase to annual June, October and late-winter composition 
surveys will provide annual information on initial productivity of young and the 
survival rates of calves to the fall and late-winter periods. Increased survival of 
adults and calves are the key changes that need to happen for this herd to stabilize 
and potentially increase. Increased survival will also be a key indicator of 
effectiveness of predator management. 
 

IV. Suspension of June calving reconnaissance surveys in years between photo 
surveys: Reconnaissance surveys over the calving grounds have been used for the 
Bathurst and Bluenose-East herds in years between photographic population 
surveys as a way of tracking the numbers of cows on the calving grounds. In most 
years they have tracked trend from the more complete photo surveys well. 
However, the variance on these surveys has usually been high, which reduces 
confidence in the estimates. In June 2017 a recon survey of the BNE calving 
grounds suggested that the decline had ended and the herd had increased from 
2015; the June 2018 survey showed that the herd had in fact declined further by 
about half. In view of the high variance on these surveys and the questionable 
2017 results, these surveys are being discontinued. 

 
V. Harvest monitoring: Accurate reporting of caribou harvest remains a priority for the 

Bluenose-East caribou herd. TG and ENR will work together to ensure that all 
harvest by Tłı̨chǫ harvesters is reported based on authorization cards and 
community monitors. ENR will continue overall monitoring of harvest via check-
stations at Gordon Lake and McKay Lake, regular patrols by officers on the ground 
and periodic aerial monitoring. ENR will continue to monitor compliance within the 
Bathurst mobile no-harvest zone using the check-stations and patrols as in 
previous winters.   
 

VI. Condition Assessment and Visual Monitoring: Limited sample numbers have 
somewhat constrained the reliability of the assessments of trends in condition of 
harvested BNE caribou (see Garner 2014). Reliable reporting of caribou condition 
with adequate sample numbers could improve understanding of the herd’s 
nutritional status and the influence of environmental conditions that are tracked 
through the drought index, oestrid (warble and bot fly) index and indices of snow 
conditions on herd condition. Condition sampling in winter from hunter-killed 
caribou will continue (led by TG with ENR support) with a focus on increasing 
sample sizes and completeness of monitoring, when and if funding allows. Training 
will be needed in each community to ensure qualified staff are available. 

 
(b) Expansion of Boots on the Ground TK monitoring to Bluenose-East caribou range: 

TG and ENR support expansion of the Traditional Knowledge caribou monitoring program 
Boots on the Ground, and will explore ways to expand the program to the Bluenose-East 
range. For three years, this TG program has been focused on Bathurst caribou on their 
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summer range in July and August, by having Tłı̨chǫ monitors for six weeks, in July and 
August, on the summer range of the herd. The Tłı̨chǫ Government aims to expand the 
program in both time and space, but this will be dependent on availability of staff, elders and 
other resources. 
 
The Tłı̨chǫ Government is considering plans to purchase boats to be placed on other larger 
lakes on the summer and fall range that are used by both herds. By placing boats on several 
larger lakes, monitoring teams can fly to these lakes, where it is possible to walk in proximity to 
the herds and monitor caribou. Currently, TG relies on two boats on Contwoyto lake and Fry 
Inlet. This gives access to a larger area around these two large water bodies. The monitoring 
has been successful for the Bathurst herd as the herd has remained around these large lakes 
during the last years. On the summer and fall range of the Bluenose-East herd, there are 
fewer large lakes where the herd tend to aggregate. Thus, Boots on the Ground monitoring of 
Bluenose-East caribou is conditional on the herd remaining relatively stable around larger 
waterbodies, such as Point Lake, and on sufficient resources, including qualified staff. The 
locations for the boats are not determined yet, and will be based on recent years of collar data 
and Tłı̨chǫ harvesters’ local knowledge. The expansion will be phased in over the next 
monitoring seasons, as training new monitors and building capacity in the monitoring team is a 
key to the success of the program. On-the-land monitoring will continue to inform decision 
makers on herd demographics, behaviour and migration, quality of summer and fall range 
habitat, and cumulative effects of predators, mining activities, and climate change on caribou.  
 

(c) Research on drivers of change in caribou abundance: 
TG and ENR recognize that there are likely multiple factors that have contributed to the BNE 
herd’s decline since 2010. While harvest levels of 3000 or more caribou annually likely 
contributed to the herd’s decline between 2010 and 2015, harvest was relatively low 2015-
2018, thus other factors including predation, disturbance like mining camps and roads, and 
climate factors may have been key to the herd’s decline over that period. Adverse 
environmental conditions may be important in some years to the herd’s vital rates. For 
example, a drought year in 2014 potentially led to poor feeding conditions, poor cow condition 
and a low pregnancy rate in winter 2014-2015. A study by Chen et al. (2014) suggested that 
spring calf:cow ratios in the Bathurst herd were correlated with indices of summer range 
productivity one and a half years earlier; the mechanism proposed was that cows with poor 
summer feeding conditions were likely to be in poor condition during the fall breeding season, 
leading to low pregnancy rates and low June calf:cow ratios. An assessment by Boulanger and 
Adamczewski (2017) of relationships between environmental climate variables from a remote 
sensing database and demographic rates of the BNE and Bathurst herds demonstrated that 
climate variables such as the summer warble fly index, summer drought index, and winter 
climate indicators such as snow depth can help explain trends in cow survival, calf survival 
and pregnancy rate. 
 
The two governments support increased research into underlying drivers of change in herd 
abundance by partnership with academic researchers and remote sensing specialists, using 
both scientific and Traditional Knowledge approaches. There is a need to better understand 
predation rates and their significance to caribou, environmental factors affecting caribou 
condition and population trend, and on the effects of climate change on these relationships. A 
further area of importance is monitoring and research focused on caribou health, parasites and 
other diseases, and diseases and parasites from the south that may be expanding into the 
NWT. Research results may lead to expanded monitoring using scientific and TK approaches. 
Monitoring should focus on methods that involve community members and increase their 
knowledge and sense of involvement. 
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Table 6: Biological monitoring of Bluenose-East herd (ENR and/or TG lead) 

Indicator(s) Rationale Desired Trend Adaptive Management Options How Often Notes 

1. Estimate of breeding 
cows and extrapolated 
herd size from calving 
ground photo survey 

Most reliable estimate for abundance of 
breeding cows and total number of 

cows & can be extrapolated to herd size 
based on sex ratio. 

Stable or increasing 
trend in numbers of 

breeding cows and herd 
size in 2023. 

If trend in breeding cows increasing, 
continue as before; if trend stable- 

negative, re-consider management. 

Every 2 years Last survey 2018, next surveys in 
2020 and 2022. Trend in breeding 
females is most important for herd 

trend. 
2. Cow productivity; 

composition survey on 
calving ground in spring 

(June) 

Proportion of breeding females in June 
at peak of calving establishes initial 

productivity or approximate pregnancy 
rate. 

Proportion of breeding 
cows at least 80%. 

Low ratio indicates poor fecundity 
and suggests poor nutrition in 
previous summer; survey data 
integrates fecundity & neonatal 

survival. 

 
Annual 

Essential component of calving 
ground photographic survey. 
Proposed increase to annual 

survey to more closely monitor 
initial productivity and following calf 

survival 
3. Fall sex ratio and 

calf:cow ratio; 
composition survey 

(October) 

Tracks bull:cow ratio and fall calf:cow 
ratio. Fall calf:cow ratio provides an 

index of calf survival from birth through 
initial 4.5 months. 

Bull:cow ratio above 
30:100; calf:cow ratio of 

more than 40:100. 

If bull:cow ratio below target, consider 
reducing bull harvest. Low fall 

calf:cow ratios suggest poor calf 
survival. 

 
Annual 

Sex ratio needed for June calving 
ground extrapolation to herd size. 

4. Calf:cow ratio in late 
winter (March-April); 
composition survey 

Herd can only grow if enough calves are 
born and survive to one year, i.e., calf 
recruitment is greater than mortality. 

At least 30-40 
calves:100 cows on 

average. 

Sustained ratios ≤ 30:100, herd likely 
declining; may re-assess 

management. 

Annual Calf productivity & survival vary 
widely year-to-year, affected by 

several variables, including 
weather. 

5. Caribou condition 
assessment from 
harvested animals 

Condition assessment provides overall 
index of nutrition/environmental 

conditions and changes over time. 

High hunter condition 
scores (average 2.5-3.5 

out of 4); target 70 
animals/year. 

Sustained poor condition suggests 
unfavourable environmental 

conditions and possibly further 
decline. 

Annual Sample numbers to date limited 
(2010-2018). TG working to 
improve program, sampling. 

6.  Cow survival rate 
estimated from OLS 
model and annual 

survival estimates from 
collared cows 

Cow survival estimated 75-78% in 2013 
(from model).  Need survival of 83-86% 
for stable herd. Increased collar number 

to 50 cows should improve annual 
estimation. 

At least 83-86% by 
2022. 

If cow survival continues <80%, herd 
likely to continue declining. 

Annual Population trend highly sensitive to 
cow survival rate; recovery will 

depend on increased cow survival. 

7.  Total harvest from 
this herd by all users 

groups (numbers & sex 
ratio) 

Accurate tracking of all harvest is 
essential to management and to 

knowing whether management actions 
are effective. 

All harvest reported 
accurately and within 

agreed-on limits. 

Re-assess recommended harvest 
annually; if herd continues to decline, 

re-assess harvest limit.  

Annual Multiple factors other than harvest 
may contribute to decline but 

harvest is one of the few factors 
humans control. 

8. Maintain up to 70 
satellite/GPS collars on 
herd (50 on cows, 20 on 

bulls) 

Collar information is key to reliable 
surveys, tracking seasonal movements 

and ranges, monitoring survival and 
herd fidelity. 

Additional collars added 
every March/April to 

maintain up to 70 
collars on herd. 

 Annual 
additions to 
keep total of 

70. 

Information from collared caribou 
is essential to monitoring and 
management of all N. America 

caribou herds. 
9. Wolf Harvest on BNE 

range 
Several Indigenous governments and 

communities have expressed interest in 
increasing wolf harvest by hunters and 
trappers to increase caribou survival. 

Increased harvest of 
wolves 

If herd continues to decline, consider 
increased focus on wolf harvest to 

slow herd decline and increase 
likelihood of recovery. 

Annual Herd overlap in winter likely means 
mixing of wolves associated with 
those herds and may influence 
effectiveness of wolf removals. 
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5. Consultation 
Describe any consultation undertaken in preparation of the management proposal and 
the results of such consultation. 
 
A letter with results of the Bluenose-East and Bathurst June 2018 surveys was sent from ENR 
by email to Indigenous governments, boards and other key stakeholders on Nov. 20, 2018. In 
the letter, organizations were invited to speak to the minister or deputy minister of ENR in 
person or by phone. A letter was also sent to the minister of Environment with the 
Government of Nunavut on the same day with an offer of further discussion in person or by 
phone. Senior leadership from the Sahtú region (SSI and other organizations) met with the 
GNWT premier and other senior officials on Nov. 20 to discuss barren-ground caribou among 
other matters. A media briefing on the Bluenose-East and Bathurst survey results was also 
held at the NWT legislature on Nov. 20. ENR officials will present to the GNWT Standing 
Committee on Economic Development and the Environment (SCEDE) on the status and 
proposed management of the Bathurst and BNE herds on Jan. 16, 2019 to increase GNWT-
wide understanding of the caribou herds’ status and management.  
 
ENR staff presented on June 2018 survey results and other monitoring of the Bluenose-East 
herd on Dec. 21, 2018 at the annual ACCWM caribou herd status meeting in Yellowknife. 
This meeting was attended by representatives from Nunavut, including Kugluktuk, and all the 
boards making up the ACCWM. 
 
Staff from the Government of Nunavut (GN) and observers from Kugluktuk participated in the 
June 2018 surveys of the BNE and Bathurst herds. Staff from GN and Nunavut Tunngavik 
Incorporated (NTI) worked with ENR staff at a technical meeting Oct. 16 and 17, 2018 to 
review results of the GNWT-led surveys of the BNE and Bathurst herds and the GN-led 
survey of the Beverly herd in the Queen Maud Gulf in June 2018. This meeting was a 
continuation of collaboration between GN and GNWT staff on trans-border caribou issues. 
 
TG and ENR staff began to meet in late November 2018 and continuing into December 2018 
and January 2019 to develop joint management proposals for the two caribou herds. Between 
these meetings, staff met with leaders and more senior staff of the two governments to 
discuss specific items to include in the management proposals. 
 
TG, ENR and WRRB staff met monthly in fall and winter 2018-2019 to talk about status and 
management of the Bluenose-East, Bathurst and Beverly/Ahiak caribou herds; these 3 groups 
comprise the Barren-Ground Caribou Technical Working Group. 
 
Meetings in the four Tłı̨chǫ communities are planned for January 2019. These will include the 
Tłı̨chǫ chiefs and senior officials from ENR to talk about the caribou herds and proposed 
management. 
 
ENR staff attended meetings of the Délįne Renewable Resource Council Dec. 10-12, 2018 
and Jan. 8, 2019 to participate in discussions of wildlife issues, including the status of the 
Bluenose-East herd and potential adjustments to the Délįne caribou conservation plan. 

 
6. Communications Plan 
Describe the management proposal’s communications activities and how the Tłı̨chǫ 
communities will be informed of the proposal and its results. 
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TG and GNWT leadership will, together, hold an information session in each of the 4 Tłı̨chǫ 
communities. Emphasis will be placed on visual aids that are easily understood and on hearing 
from community members. 
 
Table 5 (listed earlier in this proposal) describes approaches and objectives for increased 
public engagement and hunter education for caribou in Wek’èezhıì. 
 

 
7. Relevant Background Supporting Documentation 
List or attached separately to the submission all background supporting documentation, including key references, 

inspection/incident reports and annual project summary reports. 

Adamczewski, J., and J. Boulanger. 2016. Technical rationale to increase the number of satellite collars on the 
Bathurst caribou herd. Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Government of Northwest 
Territories. Manuscript Report 254. 

Adamczewski, J., J. Boulanger, B. Croft, B. Elkin, and H. D. Cluff. 2016. Overview: monitoring of Bathurst and 
Bluenose-East caribou herds, October 2014. Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the 
Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, Northwest Territories, Canada. Manuscript Report 263. 

Adamczewski, J., J. Boulanger, B. Croft, T. Davison, Heather Sayine-Crawford, and B. Tracz. 2017. A comparison 
of calving and post-calving photo-surveys of the Bluenose-East herd of barren-ground caribou in northern 
Canada in 2010.  Canadian Wildlife Biology and Management 6(1): 4-30. 

Advisory Committee for the Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM). 2014. Taking Care of Caribou – The 
Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East Barren Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan (Final). 
C/O Wek’èezhı ̀i Renewable Resources Board, 102A, 4504 – 49 Avenue, Yellowknife, NT, X1A 1A7. 

Barren-ground Technical Working Group (BGTWG). 2014. Barren-Ground Caribou 2013/14 Harvest & Monitoring 
Summary. Unpublished Report. Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resource Board, Tłı̨chǫ Government, and Government 
of the Northwest Territories. Yellowknife, NT. Online [URL]: http://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/2013-
2014%20BGC%20Harvest%20Summary%20Report%20_%20FINAL_Oct15_2015.pdf 

Boulanger, J. 2018a. Notes on the analysis of the photo data for the Bluenose-East herd calving ground survey 
2018. Draft Nov. 9, 2018. Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, 
Yellowknife, Northwest Territories, Canada. Unpublished draft report. 

Boulanger, J. 2018b. Preliminary harvest simulations for the Bluenose-East herd 2018. Draft Jan. 2, 2019. 
Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, Northwest 
Territories, Canada. Unpublished draft report. 

Boulanger, J., A. Gunn, J. Adamczewski, and B. Croft. 2011. A data-driven demographic model to explore the 
decline of the Bathurst caribou herd. Journal of Wildlife Management 75:883-896. 

Boulanger, J., B. Croft, J. Adamczewski, D. Lee, N. Larter, L.-M. Leclerc. 2016. An estimate of breeding females 
and analyses of demographics for the Bluenose-East herd of barren-ground caribou: 2015 calving ground 
photographic survey. Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, 
Yellowknife, Northwest Territories, Canada. Manuscript Report 260. 

Boulanger, J., and J. Adamczewski.  2017.  Analysis of environmental, temporal, and spatial factors affecting 
demography of the Bathurst and Bluenose-East caribou herds. Environment and Natural Resources, 
Government of the Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, Northwest Territories, Canada. Manuscript Report (draft 
contract report). 

Chen, W., L. White, J. Z. Adamczewski, B. Croft, K. Garner, J. S. Pellissey, K. Clark, I. Olthof, R. Latifovic, G. L. 
Finstad. 2014 Assessing the Impacts of Summer Range on Bathurst Caribou’s Productivity and Abundance 
since 1985. Natural Resources, 5, 130-145. http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/nr.2014.54014 

Garner, K. 2014. Tłı̨chǫ Caribou Health and Condition Monitoring Program. Final Report, Department of Culture and 
Lands Protection, Tłı̨chǫ Government, Behchokǫ̀, NT. 34 pp.  

Wolf Feasibility Assessment Technical Working Group. 2017. Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: Options for 
Managing Wolves on the Range of the Bathurst Barren-ground Caribou Herd. Wolf Feasibility Assessment 
Technical Working Group, Yellowknife, Northwest Territories. C/O Wek’èezhıì Renewable Resources Board, 
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102A, 4504 – 49 Avenue, Yellowknife, NT, X1A 1A7. 

WRRB 2016a. Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 6-8 April 2016 
Behchokǫ̀, NT & Reasons for Decisions Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the Bluenose-East 
(Barren-ground caribou) Herd. Part A, June 13, 2016. Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board, 102A, 4504 – 
49 Avenue, Yellowknife, NT, X1A 1A7. 

WRRB 2016b. Reasons for decisions related to a joint proposal for the management of the Bluenose-East (Barren-
ground caribou) Herd.  Part B, Oct. 3, 2016. Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board, 102A, 4504 – 49 
Avenue, Yellowknife, NT, X1A 1A7. 

 
8. Time Period Requested  
Identify the time period requested for the Board to review and make a determination or 
provide recommendations on your management proposal. 
 
Management actions proposed here would apply from July 1, 2019 (start of the harvest 
season) until July 1, 2021 with the results of the next calving ground photo surveys of the 
BNE herd expected in 2020 and 2022. In recent years the term of management proposals 
was 3 years to match the interval between surveys. TG and ENR suggest that management 
actions, including the harvest and other actions, be reviewed annually or whenever key 
additional information is available (e.g. additional survey information or recommendations 
from ACCWM or boards).  

 
9. Other Relevant Information 
If required, this space is provided for inclusion of any other relevant project 
information that was not captured in other sections. 
 
TG and ENR support efforts by the WRRB and other boards, through recommendations and 
public hearings, to address the possible multiple causes of the BNE decline and the 
implementation of the ACCWM management plan. 
 

 
10. Contact Information 
Contact the WRRB office today to discuss your management proposal, to answer your 
questions, to receive general guidance or to submit your completed management 
proposal. 
 

Jody Pellissey 
Executive Director 
Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 
102A, 4504 – 49 Avenue 
Yellowknife, NT   X1A 1A7 
(867) 873-5740 
(867) 873-5743 
jsnortland@wrrb.ca  
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APPENDIX B Review of 2010 Proceeding & Decisions 

 

B.1. Receipt of 2009 Joint Proposal 

 

On November 5, 2009, TG and GNWT submitted the Joint Proposal on Caribou 
Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı, which proposed nine management actions and 

eleven monitoring actions, including harvest limitations, for the Bathurst, Bluenose-East 

and Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herds. While there was agreement on the majority of actions 

proposed, there was no agreement reached on the proposed levels of Indigenous 

harvesting.   

 

Upon review of the proposal, the WRRB held that any restriction of harvest or 

component of harvest to a specific number of animals would constitute a TAH.  Thus, 

the Board ruled that it was required to hold a public hearing.  Registered Parties were 

notified on November 30, 2009 of the Board’s decision to limit the scope of the public 

hearing to Actions 1 through 5 of the Joint Proposal, which prescribed limitations on 

harvest.  All other proposed actions were addressed through written submissions to the 

Board.  

 

On January 1, 2010, GNWT implemented interim emergency measures, which included 

the closure of ɂekwǫ̀ commercial, outfitted,181 and resident harvesting in the North Slave 

regions.  In addition, all harvest was closed in a newly established no-hunting 

conservation zone (Figure B-1).  This decision was made by the Minister of GNWT 

under the authority of Section 12.5.14 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement.  The Board was 

informed of the Minister’s decisions on December 17, 2009.   

 

                                            
181 Non-residents and non-resident aliens require an outfitter to hunt big game (but not small game). Outfitters provide 
licenced guides for the hunters they serve.  A non-resident is a Canadian citizen or landed immigrant who lives 
outside the NWT or has not resided in the NWT for 12 months; a non-resident alien is an individual who is neither an 
NWT resident nor a non-resident. GNWT.  2015. Northwest Territories Summary of Hunting Regulations, July 1, 2015 
to June 30, 2016. 
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Figure B-1. No-Hunting Conservation Zone, R/BC/02, January 1, 2010 to 
December 8, 2010.182 
 

Originally scheduled for January 11-13, 2010, the public hearing took place March 22-

26, 2010 in Behchokǫ̀, NT.  Once the evidentiary phase of the proceeding was 

completed, TG requested the WRRB adjourn the hearing in order to give TG and 

GNWT time to work collaboratively to complete the joint management proposal. The 

Board agreed to grant the application for adjournment with the condition that any 

revised proposal be filed by May 31, 2010 and that such a proposal address both 

harvest numbers and allocation of harvest for both the Bathurst and Bluenose-East 

ɂekwǫ̀ herds. 

 

On May 31, 2010, TG and GNWT submitted the Revised Joint Proposal on Caribou 
Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı.  This revised proposal changed the original 

management and monitoring actions and incorporated an adaptive co-management 

framework and rules-based approach to harvesting.  TG and GNWT were able to reach 

an agreement on Indigenous harvesting.  Following review of the information and 

comments from registered Parties, the WRRB accepted the revised proposal.  

Therefore, the WRRB reconvened its public hearing on August 5-6, 2010 in Behchokǫ̀, 

NT, where final presentations, questions and closing arguments were made.  

 

B.2. 2010 Board Decision 

 

On October 8, 2010, the WRRB submitted its final recommendations and Reasons for 

Decision Report to TG and GNWT.  Many of the recommendations were related to the 

                                            
182 GNWT-GNWT 2010. http://www.GNWT.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/No-Hunting_Conservation_Zone_Map.pdf  

http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/No-Hunting_Conservation_Zone_Map.pdf
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Bathurst ɂekwǫ̀ herd and relevant management actions vital for herd recovery, including 

harvest restrictions.  

 

The Board recommended a harvest target of 2800 (+ 10%) Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ per 

year for harvest seasons 2010/11, 2011/12, and 2012/13 in Wek’èezhìı.  Further, the 
Board recommended that the ratio of bulls harvested to cows should be 85:15.  

Although the evidence suggested that the Bluenose-East herd had not continued to 

decline, the Board concluded that a limited harvest of 2520-3080 ɂekwǫ̀ with 420 or 

fewer cows was a cautious management approach based on the current herd size and 

trend. 

 

The Board recommended that all commercial, outfitted and resident harvesting of the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı be set to zero.  The Board also made harvest 
recommendations for the Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herd. 

 

The WRRB made additional ɂekwǫ̀ management and monitoring recommendations to 

TG and GNWT, specifically implementation of detailed scientific and Tłı̨chǫ knowledge 

monitoring actions and implementation of an adaptive co-management framework. 

  

The WRRB also recommended to the Minister of CIRNAC (formerly Indian and Northern 

Affairs Canada (INAC)) and GNWT to collaboratively develop best practices for 

mitigating effects on ɂekwǫ̀ during calving and post-calving, including the consideration 

of implementing mobile ɂekwǫ̀ protection measures, and for monitoring landscape 

changes, including fires and industrial exploration and development, to assess potential 

impacts to ɂekwǫ̀ habitat. 

 

The Board recommended that the harvest of dìga should be increased through 

incentives but that focused dìga control not be implemented. The Board understood if 

TG and GNWT were to plan for focused dìga control in the future, a management 

proposal would be required for WRRB consideration.  

 

The Minister’s emergency interim measures remained in effect until the WRRB’s 

recommendations on ɂekwǫ̀ management in Wek’èezhìı were implemented on 
December 8, 2010. On January 13, 2011, TG and GNWT responded to the Board’s 

recommendations, accepting 35, varying 22 and rejecting three of the 60 

recommendations. TG and GNWT submitted an implementation plan to the WRRB on 

June 17, 2011, which the Board formally accepted on June 30, 2011. 
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APPENDIX C Review of 2010 WRRB Recommendations 
 

Review of 2010 WRRB Recommendations 
No. WRRB Recommendation TG/GNWT Response Management 

Objective 

Status 

1 TG and GNWT report annually 

on the overall success of the 

harvest target approach in 

meeting the objectives of 

effective collaborative 

management and the long-

term recovery of the Bathurst 

caribou herd. 

Accepted - GNWT and TG 

will provide a report on the 

overall success of the 

harvest target approach in 

June 2011. 

Increase 

communication among 

the management 

authorities.  Provide an 

opportunity to review 

the efficacy of 

management actions 

and make revisions if 

necessary. 

Incomplete; no 

recommendations 

provided 

2 All commercial harvesting of 

Bathurst caribou within 

Wek’èezhìı be set to zero for 
2010-2013.  

Accepted - As per 

changes to the Big Game 

Hunting Regulations made 

on January 1, 2010. 

Reduce harvest of the 

Bathurst caribou herd 

and set priority to 

Aboriginal harvest. 

Completed 

3 All outfitted harvesting of 

Bathurst caribou within 

Wek’èezhìı be set to zero for 
2010-2013. 

Accepted - As per 

changes to the Big Game 

Hunting Regulations made 

on January 1, 2010. 

Reduce harvest of the 

Bathurst caribou herd 

and set priority to 

Aboriginal harvest. 

Completed 

4 GNWT and TG, prior to the 

next survey of the Bathurst 

caribou herd, provide the 

Board and make public their 

positions with regard to the 

reinstatement of outfitting 

within Wek’èezhìı. 

Varied - This will be 

addressed in the 

development of a long-

term management plan for 

the Bathurst herd.  The 

target date for the long-

term management plan is 

the end of 2012. 

Make criteria for 

reinstating Outfitted 

and Resident harvest 

public. 

Incomplete; no 

criteria developed 

5 All resident harvesting of 

Bathurst caribou within 

Wek’èezhìı be set to zero for 
2010-2013. 

Accepted - As per 

changes to the Big Game 

Hunting Regulations made 

on January 1, 2010. 

Reduce harvest of the 

Bathurst caribou herd 

and set priority to 

Aboriginal harvest. 

Completed 

6 GNWT and TG, prior to the 

next survey of the Bathurst 

caribou herd, provide the 

Board and make public their 

positions with regard to the 

reinstatement of resident 

harvesting within Wek’èezhìı.  
In developing this position, the 

Governments will review, 

assess, and implement, where 

conservation permits, a 

limited-entry draw system to 

facilitate the reinstatement of 

resident harvesting at the 

earliest opportunity. 

Varied - This will be 

addressed in the 

development of a long-

term management plan for 

the Bathurst herd.  The 

target date for the long-

term management plan is 

the end of 2012. 

Make criteria for 

reinstating Outfitted 

and Resident harvest 

public. 

Incomplete; no 

criteria developed 
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7 Establishment of a harvest 

target of 300 Bathurst caribou 

per year for 2010-2013. 

Accepted - This was 

implemented on 

December 8, 2010 through 

a regulation change that 

established limited harvest 

zones inside and outside 

of Wek’èezhìı to reflect the 
current wintering area for 

the Bathurst caribou herd. 

Set a level of harvest 

that can be sustained 

by the Bathurst herd. 

Completed 

8 Allocating the annual harvest 

target of Bathurst caribou 

between Tłı̨chǫ Citizens (225) 

and members of an Aboriginal 

people with rights to hunt in 

Mǫwhı̀ Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè (75)  

Varied - As per prior 

agreement with TG to 

share a limited harvest of 

Bathurst caribou equally 

(150 animals for Tłı̨chǫ 

citizens and 150 caribou 

outside of Wek’èezhìı) 

Establish a sharing of 

harvest between the 

Tłı̨chǫ and other 

Aboriginal hunters that 

is equitable. 

Completed 

9 The harvest of Bathurst 

caribou should target an 85:15 

bull/cow ratio, i.e. the annual 

harvest of Bathurst caribou 

cows should be less than 45 

Varied - GNWT and TG 

both agree that the 

harvest should focus on 

bulls but would prefer to 

use a target ratio of 80:20 

males: females as agreed 

in revised joint proposal 

(cow harvest of 60).  The 

modeling projections 

suggest that small 

changes in the harvest sex 

ratio would have negligible 

impacts on the Bathurst 

herd’s likely trend. 

Set a harvest sex ratio 

that can be sustained 

by the Bathurst herd. 

Incomplete (excludes 

unknowns); target 

exceeded in all three 

years 

10 TG and GNWT have 

information to suggest that the 

harvest of Bathurst caribou 

has or will in the near future 

exceed the harvest target of 

300 by 10% or more, then 

regulations should be put in 

place to close all harvesting in 

areas occupied by the Bathurst 

herd.   

Accepted - GNWT and TG 

will be closely monitoring 

harvest levels throughout 

the fall and winter hunting 

seasons and will keep 

communities and the 

WRRB informed. 

Closely monitor and 

report harvest such 

that if it exceeds the 

target, actions can be 

taken to ensure no 

further harvest occurs 

Not required 

11 TG and GNWT have 

information to suggest that the 

harvest of Bathurst caribou 

has or will or in the near future 

materially exceed 45 cows, 

then regulations should be put 

in place to close all harvesting 

in areas occupied by the 

Bathurst herd. 

Varied (as per response 

#9) - GNWT and the TG 

will monitor the sex ratio of 

the harvest and work with 

hunters to target male 

caribou, wherever 

possible. 

Closely monitor and 

report harvest such 

that if it exceeds the 

target, actions can be 

taken to ensure no 

further harvest occurs 

Incomplete; targets 

exceeded, and no 

regulations 

implemented 
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12 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual fall 

hunt, areas within which the 

harvest will be attributed to the 

Bathurst caribou herd. 

Accepted - There will be 

ads in the local newspaper 

to inform the public about 

the new management 

zones within which 

Bathurst caribou harvest is 

limited. Detailed 

information on recent 

locations of radio-collared 

caribou will not be 

publicized. 

Ensure that the public 

know where the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-

East caribou herds 

reside such that 

requirements for 

harvest restrictions and 

reporting are known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

13 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual 

winter hunt, areas within which 

the harvest will be attributed to 

the Bathurst caribou herd. 

Accepted - There will be 

ads in local newspaper to 

inform the public about the 

new management zones 

where Bathurst caribou 

harvest is limited. 

Ensure that the public 

know where the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-

East caribou herds 

reside such that 

requirements for 

harvest restrictions and 

reporting are known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

14 All commercial, outfitted and 

resident harvesting from the 

Bluenose-East caribou herd 

within Wek’èezhìı be set to 
zero for 2010-2013.  

Accepted - As per 

changes to the Big Game 

Hunting Regulations made 

on January 1, 2010. 

Reduce harvest of the 

Bluenose-East caribou 

herd and set priority to 

Aboriginal harvest. 

Completed 

15 Establishment of a harvest 

target of 2800 Bluenose-East 

caribou per year for 2010-

2013, with the annual harvest 

target and its allocation 

finalized in discussions 

between the existing wildlife 

co-management boards and 

Aboriginal governments in the 

Sahtú, Dehcho and Tłı̨chǫ. 

Varied - Based on new 

2010 estimate of the 

Bluenose-East herd’s size, 

wildlife co-management 

boards are reviewing 

information and the 

proposed harvest targets 

recommended by the 

WRRB. GNWT and TG 

will be working together to 

promote harvest of bulls, 

monitor the harvest closely 

throughout the winter and 

keep the communities, as 

well as WRRB, SRRB and 

Nunavut informed. 

Set a level of harvest 

that can be sustained 

by the Bluenose-East 

herd.  Establish as 

sharing of harvest 

between the Tłı̨chǫ and 

other Aboriginal 

hunters that is 

equitable. 

Incomplete 

16 The harvest of Bluenose-East 

caribou should target an 85:15 

bull/cow ratio, i.e. the annual 

harvest of Bluenose-East 

caribou cows should be less 

than 420 – Original 

recommendation varied to 

80:20 bull/cow harvest (cow 

harvest of 560) 

Varied (as per response 

#9 and #15) - GNWT and 

TG agree the harvest 

should focus on bulls but 

would prefer a target of 

80:20 males: females as 

agreed to in the revised 

joint 

proposal. 

Set a harvest sex ratio 

that can be sustained 

by the Bluenose-East 

herd. 

Incomplete (excludes 

unknowns); target 

exceeded in 2 of 3 

years 
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17 TG and GNWT have 

information to suggest that the 

harvest of Bluenose-East 

caribou has or will in the near 

future exceed the target by 

10% or more, then regulations 

should be put in place to close 

all harvesting in areas 

occupied by the Bluenose-East 

herd. 

Varied - Based on new 

2010 estimate of the 

Bluenose-East herd, 

wildlife co-management 

boards and Aboriginal 

governments are 

reviewing information and 

the proposed target 

recommended by the 

WRRB and plan to 

develop a 

strategy which will be 

shared with affected 

wildlife co-management 

boards. 

Closely monitor and 

report harvest such 

that if it exceeds the 

target, actions can be 

taken to ensure no 

further harvest occurs 

Incomplete; targets 

exceeded, and no 

regulations 

implemented 

18 TG and GNWT have 

information to suggest that the 

harvest of Bluenose-East 

caribou has or will or in the 

near future materially exceed 

420 cows, then regulations 

should be put in place to close 

all harvesting in areas 

occupied by the Bluenose-East 

herd. 

Varied (as per response 

#15) - Based on new 2010 

estimate of the Bluenose-

East herd, wildlife co-

management boards are 

reviewing information and 

proposed harvest targets 

recommended by WRRB. 

Closely monitor and 

report harvest such 

that if it exceeds the 

target, actions can be 

taken to ensure no 

further harvest occurs 

Incomplete; targets 

exceeded, and no 

regulations 

implemented 

19 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual fall 

hunt, areas within which the 

harvest will be attributed to the 

Bluenose-East caribou herd. 

Accepted (as per 

response # 12) 

Ensure that the public 

know where the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-

East caribou herds 

reside such that 

requirements for 

harvest restrictions and 

reporting are known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

20 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual 

winter hunt, areas within which 

the harvest will be attributed to 

the Bluenose-East caribou 

herd. 

Accepted (as per 

response #13) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ensure that the public 

know where the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-

East caribou herds 

reside such that 

requirements for 

harvest restrictions and 

reporting are known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 
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21 TG and GNWT do not provide 

harvester assistance and/or 

incentives to access the 

Bluenose-East herd.   

Rejected - GNWT and TG 

agree that conservation 

measures for the 

Bluenose-East herd are 

required. However, GNWT 

had previously agreed to 

provide support to 

construct a winter road to 

Hottah Lake so that 

people from Wekweètì 

could access the 

Bluenose-East herd as a 

measure to reduce 

pressure on Bathurst 

caribou herd, whose 

numbers are still very low. 

Allow for alternative 

harvest opportunities 

while not placing undo 

pressure on adjacent 

herds. 

Recommendation 

rejected - CHAP 

funding provide to 

assist harvesters for 

fall hunts to access 

Bluenose-East 

caribou. 

22 TG consider negotiating 

caribou harvesting overlap 

agreements with Nunavut and 

the Sahtú region to make 

certain that existing 

relationships endure. 

Varied - TG will consider. Ensure informal 

traditional harvest 

sharing agreements 

among Aboriginal 

groups continue to be 

respected into the 

future. 

Incomplete; no 

agreements 

negotiated 

23 All commercial, outfitted and 

resident harvesting from the 

Ahiak caribou herd within 

Wek’èezhìı be set to zero in 
order to prevent incidental 

Accepted Reduce harvest of the 

Ahiak caribou herd and 

set priority to Aboriginal 

harvest.  Reduce 

incidental harvest of 

Bathurst caribou herd. 

Completed 
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harvest of Bathurst caribou for 

2010-2013. 

24 TG and GNWT do not provide 

harvester assistance and/or 

incentives to access the Ahiak 

herd.   

Rejected - GNWT and TG 

did not provide support for 

fall caribou harvests in 

2010. However, for 

GNWT, it may be 

necessary to provide 

some assistance as part of 

accommodation for limiting 

harvest of the Bathurst 

herd. GNWT is working 

with harvesters to carefully 

monitor the harvest of the 

Ahiak herd. 

Allow for alternative 

harvest opportunities 

while not placing undo 

pressure on adjacent 

herds. 

Recommendation 

rejected - CHAP 

funding provide to 

assist harvesters for 

fall hunts to access 

Ahiak caribou. 

25 TG consider negotiating 

caribou harvesting overlap 

agreements with Nunavut and 

the Akaitcho region to make 

certain that existing 

relationships endure. 

Varied (as per 

recommendation # 22 for 

overlap agreements with 

Nunavut) - TG currently 

has a boundary 

agreement with Akaitcho. 

Ensure informal 

traditional harvest 

sharing agreements 

among Aboriginal 

groups continue to be 

respected into the 

future. 

Incomplete; no 

agreement 

negotiated with 

Nunavut; overlap 

agreement in place 

with Akaitcho. 

26 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual fall 

hunt, areas within which the 

harvest will be attributed to the 

Ahiak caribou herd. 

Accepted (as per 

response #12) 

Ensure that the public 

know where the Ahiak 

caribou herd resides 

such that requirements 

for harvest restrictions 

and reporting are 

known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

27 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual 

winter hunt, areas within which 

the harvest will be attributed to 

the Ahiak caribou herd. 

Accept (as per response 

#13) 

Ensure that the public 

know where the Ahiak 

caribou herd resides 

such that requirements 

for harvest restrictions 

and reporting are 

known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

28 TG implement the Special 

Project, Using Tłı̨chǫ 

Knowledge to Monitor Barren 

Ground Caribou of the overall 

TK Research and Monitoring 

Program.   

Varied - TG will be 

implementing the project 

based on its 

obligations and 

commitments pursuant to 

the provisions in the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement. Start date of 

the TK Research and 

Monitoring Program is 

anticipated in summer 

2011. 

Harvest monitoring to 

be controlled at 

community level and 

done in a manner that 

is consistent with 

Tłı̨chǫ cultures of 

sharing information and 

building knowledge. 

Incomplete; not 

implemented 
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PREAMBLE: (#29-39) - The Tłı̨chǫ Government agrees with the recommendations 28-42 of the Recommendation 

Report related to the Revised Joint Proposal on Caribou Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı. We are committed to 
documenting and reporting on observations and trends observed by caribou harvesters and elders. Implementation of 

the Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program: Special Project, Using Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge (to Monitor 

Barren Ground Caribou’ will take approximately eight months. The traditional monitoring system continues among the 

harvesters and elders. Nevertheless, the logistics of realizing a system that will rigorously and accurately document 

and report harvesters’ observations and trends have yet to be initiated. The program requires trained Tłı̨chǫ 

researchers, offices, and equipment, all of which requires a realistic annual budget and extensive fundraising with 

those who will also benefit from Tłı̨chǫ knowledge research and monitoring. 

29 TG and GNWT implement the 

spring calf survival monitoring 

action as identified for TK and 

SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

GNWT will provide the 

Board with a power 

analysis of how frequently 

spring composition 

surveys are required.  

GNWT has not recently 

used collars to assess cow 

mortality rate. GNWT 

would appreciate any 

suggestions from the 

Board on alternative 

methods to estimate cow 

mortality. Because the 

existing numbers of radio-

collars on the Bathurst 

herd are insufficient to 

reliably monitor cow 

mortality rates, the joint 

proposal emphasized 

annual calving 

reconnaissance surveys to 

monitor the trend in the 

herd’s numbers of 

breeding cows. High 

mortality rates in cows 

would translate to a 

declining trend in numbers 

of cows on the calving 

ground: low cow 

mortality rates would 

translate to increasing 

numbers of cows on the 

calving ground.                                          

TK – See Preamble 

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand.  

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented          

SK - Completed 
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30 TG and GNWT implement the 

health and condition 
monitoring action as identified 

for TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

GNWT expects that some 

Bathurst cows will be 

taken by hunters; 

therefore, sample kits will 

be available to all hunters 

to record basic information 

on health, condition and 

pregnancy rates of cows. 

Details of samples to be 

collected will be provided 

to TG community caribou 

monitors and GNWT staff. 

Typically, community 

hunts are an opportune 

time to take such samples. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor the health and 

condition of Bathurst, 

Bluenose-East and 

Ahiak caribou in a way 

that does not increase 

the harvest of cows or 

take away from 

community harvest of 

cows. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented          

SK -Incomplete; no 

systematic approach 

31 TG and GNWT implement the 

birth rate monitoring action as 

identified for TK and SK. 

Scientific: Varied - Birth 

rate information will be 

collected in different ways 

for different herds. 

- For example, the size of 

the Ahiak and Bathurst 

caribou herds is estimated 

using the calving ground 

photo census surveys. 

Birth rate is estimated 

from a composition survey 

that is conducted on the 

calving ground right after 

the photo census. 

- This photo census 

technique is not usually 

used for the Bluenose-

East herd (rather, herd 

size is estimated from a 

post-calving ground photo 

census survey). Instead, 

pregnancy rates are based 

on information collected 

from harvested Bluenose-

East cows, and indirectly 

from composition surveys 

that assess the calf:cow 

ratio. 

TK – See Preamble 

 
  

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand.  

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

completed              

SK - Completed 
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32 TG and GNWT implement the 

adult sex ratio and fall calf 
survival monitoring action as 

identified for TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - The 

result of the fall 

composition survey is one 

of the parameters used to 

determine a population 

estimate for the Bathurst 

and Ahiak herds. 

Fall adult sex ratio surveys 

for these herds are 

planned for 2011 and 

2012 prior to photographic 

survey scheduled for 2011 

(Ahiak/Beverly) and 2012 

(Bathurst). The next 

Bluenose-East fall adult 

sex ratio survey is planned 

for 2011 to get more basic 

information on the number 

of bulls and cows for this 

herd. 

TK – See Preamble 

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand.  

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Incomplete; 

survey not conducted 

annually 

33 TG and GNWT implement the 

estimate of herd size 
monitoring action as identified 

for TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

GNWT will work with all 

partners to undertake the: 

• Bathurst calving ground 

photo survey in June 

2012. 

• Ahiak calving ground 

photo survey in 2011. 

• Bluenose-East post 

calving ground survey in 

2012 or 2013.                                                           

TK – See Preamble 

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand. 

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Completed 
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34 TG and GNWT implement the 

wolf abundance (den 
occupancy) monitoring action 

as identified by TK and SK. 

Scientific: Varied - GNWT 

will continue with current 

wolf den surveys, which 

provide an index of wolf 

abundance. GNWT in 

consultation with the TG 

will provide a proposal 

with potential options and 

costings that are relevant 

to wolf monitoring, 

research, and 

management. The Parties 

will continue to explore 

new options with respect 

to monitoring and 

managing wolves. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor wolf 

abundance as well as 

health and condition as 

it relates to 

productivity. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Completed                      

35 TG and GNWT implement the 

wolf condition and 
reproduction monitoring action 

as identified by TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

Through the Genuine 

Mackenzie Valley Fur 

Program the GNWT 

provides harvesters $200 

for each intact wolf 

carcass and will provide a 

collection report to the 

WRRB and TG in June 

2011 on the carcass 

collection. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor wolf 

abundance as well as 

health and condition as 

it relates to 

productivity. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Completed, but 

no report                   

36 TG and GNWT implement the 

wolf harvest monitoring action 

as identified by TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

GNWT will provide a 

report to the WRRB and 

TG in June 2011 on wolf 

harvest data. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor wolf harvest to 

assess if harvest 

incentives have led to 

changes in harvest. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Completed 

37 TG and GNWT implement the 

state of habitat monitoring 

action as identified by TK and 

SK. 

Scientific: Varied - GNWT 

will continue to provide an 

annual report to the 

WRRB and TG on fire 

activity. GNWT expects a 

number of research 

projects investigating the 

impact of fires on caribou 

habitat to be completed in 

2012 and will provide an 

annual progress report to 

the WRRB and TG. 

GNWT will continue to 

explore new ways to 

monitor landscape change 

Ensure the landscape 

is managed in such a 

way that considers the 

sustainability of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented        SK 

- Incomplete; no 

report provided  
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driven by industrial 

exploration and 

development with our 

partners (e.g., INAC). 

TK – See Preamble 

38 TG and GNWT implement the 

pregnancy rate monitoring 

action as identified by TK and 

SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

Note: GNWT will make 

available, sample kits to 

hunters so that any 

Bathurst or Bluenose-East 

cows that are harvested 

can be tested to determine 

pregnancy rates. The 

community hunts are 

opportune times to do this 

work. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor the health and 

condition of Bathurst, 

Bluenose-East and 

Ahiak caribou in a way 

that does not increase 

the harvest of cows or 

take away from 

community harvest of 

cows. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK -Completed 

39 GNWT implement the density 
of cows on calving ground 
monitoring action as identified. 

Scientific: Varied - GNWT 

will undertake these 

surveys for the Bluenose-

East, Bathurst and Ahiak 

herd in 2011 and 2012. 

TK – See Preamble 

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand.  

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

Completed 
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40 TG implement the caribou 
harvest monitoring action as 

identified. 

Varied - GNWT and TG 

will continue to work with 

harvesters to report 

harvests. Methods will be 

based on the last 2 years 

of harvest monitoring in 

the Tłı̨chǫ communities. A 

community-based program 

will be developed in the 

2010/11 season. 

Harvest monitoring to 

be controlled at 

community level and 

done in a manner that 

is consistent with 

Tłı̨chǫ cultures of 

sharing information and 

building knowledge. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

41 TG and GNWT reporting on 

monitoring results to the 

WRRB and the general public 

a minimum of three times per 

year in April, September and 

December.  April meeting 

changed to late-May. 

Accepted -To make 

information available to 

the public, GNWT will also 

post reports provided to 

the WRRB on the GNWT 

website. 

Share information in a 

timely manner with 

management 

authorities and the 

public. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

42 TG develop and implement a 

TK conservation education 

program to support the 

relationship and respect Tłı̨chǫ 

have for caribou.  

Accepted - TG has 

developed a Tłı̨chǫ Ekwo 

Working Group (TEWG) 

which held its orientation 

workshop on Dec 13-15. 

This group will assess and 

make recommendations 

for the TK conservation 

education program. 

Ensure Tłı̨chǫ and 

other Aboriginal 

harvesters follow 

traditional practices 

with respect to 

appropriate harvest 

practices.  Ensure that 

harvesters are not 

wasting or wounding 

animals that are not 

retrieved. 

Incomplete; not 

implemented 

43 GNWT develop and implement 

a scientific conservation 

education program to foster an 

increased appreciation of the 

resource. 

Accepted - GNWT will 

undertake this work jointly 

with TG in Wek’èezhìı and 
with other Aboriginal 

groups outside of 

Wek’èezhìı. GNWT will 
prepare facts sheets that 

will be posted on the 

GNWT website. GNWT 

has developed an 

interactive Caribou 

Educational Program that 

can be 

used in schools for youth 

to learn about scientific 

management practices. 

Ensure Tłı̨chǫ and 

other Aboriginal 

harvesters follow 

traditional practices 

with respect to 

appropriate harvest 

practices.  Ensure that 

harvesters are not 

wasting or wounding 

animals that are not 

retrieved. 

Completed 
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44 TG and GNWT implement a 

process of information flow, 

review and assessment. 

Varied - The flow chart 

from the WRRB 

recommendation on page 

44 suggests that the TK 

and scientific programs 

will be developed 

independently of one 

another. TG and GNWT 

would like to see a more 

integrated strategy 

between science and TK 

as discussed in the joint 

revised proposal. 

Establish a process for 

sharing information in a 

timely manner among 

management 

authorities, to discuss 

the implementation of 

management actions 

and how well they are 

working. Increase 

communication among 

the management 

authorities. Provide an 

opportunity to review 

the efficacy of 

management actions 

and make revisions if 

necessary. 

Completed: Barren-

ground Caribou 

Technical Working 

Group created 

46 Criteria be developed by TG 

and GNWT for assessing 

success or failure that would 

indicate when management 

actions are to be revised, 

including reinstatement of 

harvest for residents, outfitters 

and commercial tags.   

Accepted - As per 

recommendations #4 and 

#6, these criteria will be 

developed as part of a 

long-term management 

plan. 

Establish a process for 

sharing information in a 

timely manner among 

management 

authorities, to discuss 

the implementation of 

management actions 

and how well they are 

working.  Increase 

communication among 

the management 

authorities.  Provide an 

opportunity to review 

the efficacy of 

management actions 

and make revisions if 

necessary. 

Incomplete; criteria 

not developed 

47 GNWT continue discussions 

with the Government of 

Nunavut for identifying 

opportunities for calving 

ground protection. 

Accepted - Note: This 

issue is also being raised 

in Nunavut by the Beverly 

and Qamanirjuaq Caribou 

Management Board 

(BQCMB). INAC is the 

primary land manager in 

the NWT and Nunavut. 

Discussion will need to 

take place with INAC and 

Nunavut. 

Make progress on 

opportunities for 

minimizing impacts of 

development on the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

Completed; ongoing 

48 GNWT and INAC 

collaboratively develop best 

practices for mitigating effects 

on caribou during calving and 

post-calving, including the 

Varied - This can be tied 

into the long-term 

management plan. 

Discussion will be needed 

Ensure development 

on calving and post-

calving ranges of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

Incomplete; not 

implemented 
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consideration of implementing 

mobile caribou protection 

measures.  

to take place with INAC 

and Nunavut. 

does not unduly affect 

the sustainability of 

these herds. 

49 TG work towards development 

and implementation of a land 

use plan for Wek’èezhìı, 
including the consideration of 

thresholds for industrial land 

use. 

Rejected - As per chapter 

22.5 of the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement, it is the 

responsibility of Canada or 

GNWT to develop and 

implement a land use plan 

for Wek’èezhìı. 

Ensure the landscape 

is managed in such a 

way that considers the 

sustainability of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

Recommendation 

rejected - GNWT 

responsibility; Tłı̨chǫ 

Land Use Plan 

completed 

50 GNWT and INAC monitor 

landscape changes, including 

fires and industrial exploration 

and development, to assess 

potential impacts to caribou 

habitat. 

Varied (as per response 

#37) - GNWT has carried 

out some cumulative 

effects modeling to assess 

effects to date of diamond 

mines on the Bathurst 

herd, and will continue to 

build on this modeling. 

Ensure the landscape 

is managed in such a 

way that considers the 

sustainability of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

Incomplete;  

Bathurst Caribou 

Range Plan 

completed but not 

implemented 

51 TG and GNWT assess the 

need for forest fire control in 

areas of important caribou 

habitat.  

Accepted Ensure the landscape 

is managed in such a 

way that considers the 

sustainability of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

Incomplete; no 

assessment 

completed 

52 Harvest of wolves should be 

increased through the 

suggested incentives, except 

for assisting harvesters to 

access wolves on wintering 

grounds.   

Accepted Increase harvest of 

wolves to reduce 

predation pressure on 

Bathurst caribou herd. 

Incomplete; 

incentives 

unsuccessful 

53 Focused wolf control should 

not be implemented. If TG and 

GNWT believe that focused 

wolf control is required, a 

management proposal shall be 

provided to the WRRB for its 

consideration. 

Accepted Allow for assessment 

and review of wolf 

harvest incentives on 

an annual basis. 

Incomplete; 

feasibility 

assessment 

completed but no 

management 

proposal submitted 

54 TG and GNWT submit a joint 

management proposal for 

wood bison in Wek’èezhìı by 
the fall of 2011 to substantiate 

the establishment of zones 

and quotas made through the 

Interim Emergency Measure.  

Varied - 10-year Wood 

Bison Management Plans 

for the Nahanni, Slave 

River Lowland, and 

Mackenzie herds are set 

to be completed by the 

winter of 2012. 

Development of these 

plans will review current 

interim harvest measures 

Allow for harvest of 

wood bison to offset 

hardship of reduced 

Bathurst caribou 

harvest.  Ensure bison 

harvest is sustainable 

in the long term 

through a management 

planning process. 

Incomplete; not 

submitted 
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for 

Wood Bison in 

Wek’èezhìı. Draft plan will 
be provided to WRRB for 

approval. In December 

2010, GNWT completed a 

regulation change to 

extend the season to 

September 1st. 

55 TG and GNWT work 

collaboratively to meet the 

obligations of Section 12.11 of 

the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement with 

support from WRRB staff as 

needed and a meeting be 

convened by January 2011. 

Accepted Develop guidance on 

managing caribou 

herds through 

abundance cycles by 

undertaking a 

collaborative 

management planning 

process. 

Completed; ongoing 

56 TG increase their capacity to 

ensure full participation in 

monitoring and management 

of caribou. 

Accepted Provide a forum for 

discussion of scientific 

and traditional ways of 

understanding caribou 

ecology.  Allow for 

Tłı̨chǫ communities to 

be partners in 

management and 

decision-making. 

Completed; Wildlife 

Coordinator hired 

57 GNWT, TG and INAC 

implement its 

recommendations no later than 

January 1, 2011. GNWT’s 

Emergency Interim Measures, 

put into effect on January 1, 

2010, should remain in place 

until then. 

Varied - Will be 

incorporated as part of the 

implementation plan. 

Ensure timely 

implementation of 

management actions 

and that they are 

understood by Tłı̨chǫ 

and other Aboriginal 

harvesters. 

Completed 

58 TG and GNWT conduct 

consultations regarding the 

Recommendations Report 

prior to January 1, 2011. 

Accepted Ensure timely 

implementation of 

management actions 

and that they are 

understood by Tłı̨chǫ 

and other Aboriginal 

harvesters. 

Completed 

59 TG and GNWT develop a 

detailed implementation and 

consultation plan incorporating 

the WRRB’s recommendations 

as soon as possible. 

Accepted Ensure timely 

implementation of 

management actions 

and that they are 

understood by Tłı̨chǫ 

and other Aboriginal 

harvesters. 

Completed 
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60 GNWT develop and implement 

an effective and continuing 

enforcement and compliance 

program. 

Accepted - The current 

protocol for GNWT 

enforcement and 

compliance program is 

effective. However, given 

the scope of the issues 

GNWT has enhanced its 

program to be a 

partnership with other 

affected Aboriginal 

organizations. 

Ensure that harvest 

limits are respected, 

and that wastage and 

wounding loss is 

minimized. 

Completed 
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APPENDIX D Review of 2016 Proceeding & Decisions  

 

D.1. Request for Joint Proposal 

 

On May 31, 2013, the WRRB reviewed and recommended continued implementation of 

Bathurst ɂekwǫ̀ herd recommendations made in its October 2010 Recommendations 

Report for the 2013/2014 harvesting season. The Board did not provide harvest 

recommendations for the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd as a separate management 

proposal for the herd was expected in the near future.   

 

TG and GNWT submitted the “Joint Proposal on the Caribou Management Actions in 
Wek’èezhìı (2014-2019)” under separate cover on June 30, 2014. In the proposal, it 

was noted that for Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd management, the draft “Taking Care of 
Caribou” management plan provided guidance and, if needed, a management proposal 

would be submitted separately. On July 16, 2014, the WRRB recommended that TG 

and GNWT begin developing a joint management response to the sharp decline in the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ population and number of breeding females.   

 

Following the June 2014 reconnaissance survey of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd, on 

August 27, 2014, the Minister of GNWT held a meeting of Indigenous leaders and 

wildlife management authorities to discuss the results, which suggested a continuing 

declining trend. The leadership agreed to create a technical working group that was 

tasked with reducing uncertainties regarding the causes behind the herd declines and 

developing a corresponding plan of action. Technical meetings were held in Yellowknife, 

NT on October 9-10, 2014 and October 22-23, 2014. Follow-up leadership meetings 

were held on November 7, 28 and December 4, 2014 in Yellowknife, NT to discuss the 

working group’s proposed plan of action and reach agreement on implementation. 

 

On November 5, 2014, based on the estimated 2013 herd size, the 2014 

reconnaissance survey information and the principles stated in the Taking Care of 
Caribou management plan, the ACCWM proposed the herd status colour zone as 

orange and recommended NWT-specific orange management actions for the Bluenose-

East ɂekwǫ̀ herd, related to education, habitat, land use activities, predators and 

harvest. Further, on November 19 and December 4, 2014, the ACCWM proposed an 

interim voluntary harvest target of 2800 Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ per year (NWT overall 

harvest of 1800 ɂekwǫ̀), with a focus on a majority-bulls harvest, emphasizing younger 

and smaller bulls and not the large breeders and leaders. The ACCWM stated that if 

GNWT had evidence to suggest that the harvest target had been exceeded by 10% or 

more for the 2014/2015 harvesting season, then, after consultation with the ACCWM, 

regulations should be put in place to close all harvesting in areas occupied by the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd. 
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GNWT responded to the ACCWM on December 17, 2014 with a commitment to 

implement the Taking Care of Caribou management plan, ensuring that land claim 

processes are honoured. Further, GNWT requested advice from the ACCWM on a 

proposed overall approach for Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd management, including a 

reduced harvest target for the NWT, mandatory harvest reporting, an allocation formula, 

and an increase in the number of satellite collars. On January 9, 2015, the ACCWM 

responded with its concerns about the proposed short-term management approach for 

the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd undermining the process set out in the management 

plan and setting unrealistic timelines for the development, community approval and 

implementation of a harvest allocation and harvest monitoring and reporting program.  

The ACCWM requested that GNWT respect the processes set out in the management 

plan for action planning, implement the previous recommendation of a voluntary harvest 

target of 2800 Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ per year (NWT overall harvest of 1800 ɂekwǫ̀), and 

actively enforce a proposed 80:20 bull:cow harvest ratio. 

 

On January 21, 2015, GNWT accepted the ACCWM’s recommendation of a limit of 

1800 Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ for the NWT for the 2014/15 harvest season, including an 

80:20 bull:cow harvest ratio, and proposed regulations to required authorizations to 

harvest bull-only barren-ground caribou in R/BC/01, R/BC/02 and R/BC/03. On January 

26, 2015, the ACCWM supported GNWT’s proposal to require bull-only authorization 

cards for harvest within R/BC/01, R/BC/02 and R/BC/03, with emphasis on younger and 

smaller bulls and not the large breeders and leaders. While GNWT also requested input 

on the harvest allocation of the 1800 Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ for the Sahtú and 

Wek’èezhìı regions, the ACCWM felt that it was inappropriate to make any decisions on 
harvest allocation without input and approval from all Indigenous harvesters of the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd. Therefore, the ACCWM recommended that a meeting of all 

Indigenous users be held to determine the allocation of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd 

and have clarity on any proposed regulations. 

 

The SRRB sponsored the Sahtú Gathering for the Caribou on January 27-29, 2015 in 

Délı̨nę, NT. The meeting included representatives from the five Sahtú communities, the 
NWT Wildlife Management Advisory Council, the Inuvialuit Game Council, Kugluktuk 

Angoniatit Association, TG, and Parks Canada. At the gathering, GNWT requested 

feedback on the issues to be considered regarding harvest allocations for the Bluenose 

East ɂekwǫ̀.  Following discussion, seven points of consensus were presented: 1) 

decisions are needed about how to share the caribou; 2) important matters require an 

in-person meeting of the parties; 3) timelines for discussions and decisions should not 

be imposed by the Minister; rather, they need to be agreed upon by the parties. 

Allocations should be arrived at and implemented for the 2015-2016 harvesting season 

as it is not feasible to accomplish this for the current harvesting season; 4)  according to 

the best available information, the current status of the Bluenose East caribou does not 

constitute an emergency.; 5) the health of the caribou depends on the health of the 
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June 14, 2019 
 

Indigenous peoples, their ability to Dene Ts’ı̨lı̨ (Be Dene); 6) the full range of actions, as 

presented by the Indigenous Caucus at the November 28, 2014 meeting with the 

Minister, and as outlined in the Bluenose Caribou Management Plan, is needed to 

address declining trends; and, 7) education is needed in the communities to prepare the 

ground for any decisions that will be made. 

 

A conference call was convened on February 2, 2015 with all affected Indigenous 

organizations and wildlife management authorities of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd to 

discuss a proposed harvest allocation for the remainder of the 2014/2015 harvest 

season. Unfortunately, many organizations were unable to participate in the call, and 

those able to call in were uncomfortable with supporting an allocation or criteria for 

allocation without all traditional users of the herd taking part in the discussion.   

 

Taking into consideration the discussion during the February 2, 2015 conference call 

and the consensus points provided from the Sahtú Gathering for the Caribou, GNWT 

responded on February 6, 2015 with the following allocation of 1800 authorizations for 

the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd for the 2014/15 harvest season: Tłı̨chǫ: 1100; Sahtú: 

480; Inuvialuit: 25; NWT Métis Nation: 40; Akaitcho Territorial Government: 60; and, 

NSMA: 50. In addition to caribou harvest measures, GNWT indicated additional 

approaches to be implemented would include predator management measures, such as 

increased payments for the wolf incentive program; monitoring actions; compliance and 

enforcement measures; enhanced education and communication activities; “sight in 

your rifle” events; and addressing impacts of disturbance on ɂekwǫ̀ herds with land use 

planners and industry. 

 

On July 9 and September 24, 2015, GNWT provided updates to the WRRB about the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd calving group surveys conducted in June 2015. The results 

presented indicated a continued decline in the total number of breeding cows since the 

2013 calving ground photo survey. The final population estimate would be provided by 

the end of October, following a composition survey to estimate the sex ratio. 

 

On August 25, 2015 and September 22, 2015, respectively, TG and GNWT provided 

short-term ɂekwǫ̀ management recommendations for the 2015/16 harvest season. The 

Board responded to TG and GNWT, on September 25, 2016, with reasons for decisions 

and a list of recommendations for the 2015/16 harvest season, including agreeing on 

and implementing a reduction in the number of ɂekwǫ̀ harvested by subsistence 

users183 of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd. In addition, in order to implement 

determinations and/or recommendations by July 1, 2016, the WRRB requested the 

submission of a joint management proposal for the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd, for the 

2016/17 harvest season and beyond, by no later than November 15, 2015. Due to 

                                            
183 Subsistence users include Tłı̨chǫ̨ Citizens and members of an Aboriginal people, with rights to harvest wildlife in 
Wek’èezhìı, as per Section 12.6.5(b)(i) of the Tłı̨chǫ̨ Agreement.   
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consultation requirements, TG and GNWT approached the Board on October 15, 2015 

requesting an extension of the time for the submission of a joint management proposal 

for the Bathurst ɂekwǫ̀ herd until December 15, 2015. On October 21, 2015, the Board 

accepted the extension request despite concerns about future timing issues, including 

the implementation of management actions in the 2016/2017 harvest season. 

 

On November 27, 2015, TG and GNWT accepted the WRRB’s recommendations and 

came to an agreement to implement, for the 2015/16 harvest season, a harvest target of 

950 bulls only for Indigenous harvest of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd (including 

Nunavut). Additionally, it was noted that work will continue with authorities in Nunavut 

towards implementing a consistent approach to harvest of Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ in 

Nunavut and NWT.  

 

A final update on the status and management of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd was 

provided by GNWT on December 2, 2015, including the final population estimate and 

the suggestion that the Bluenose-East herd is close to the red zone, as per the Taking 
Care of the Caribou management plan. 

 

On January 20, 2016, GNWT and representatives of traditional users and wildlife 

management authorities met to discuss and come to agreement on a proportional 

harvest allocation for the Bluenose-East herd for the 2016/17 harvest season and 

beyond. Meeting participants agreed that the proposed TG and GNWT harvest 

allocation formula is ‘close’ and should be seriously considered and consulted on by all 

groups. 

 

D.2. Receipt of 2015 Joint Proposal  

 

In June 2015, GNWT conducted a calving ground photographic survey and estimated 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had declined to 38,600 ɂekwǫ̀. On December 15, 2015, TG and 

GNWT submitted the “Joint Proposal on Management Actions for Bluenose-East 
Caribou 2016-2019” to the Board outlining proposed management actions for the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı, including new restrictions on hunter harvest, predator 
management and ongoing monitoring. More specifically, TG and GNWT proposed 

implementing a herd-wide total allowable harvest of 950 bulls only and allocation for the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd and conducting a feasibility assessment of a full range of dìga 

management actions. The WRRB considered the proposed restriction of harvest as the 

establishment of a TAH and, therefore, was required to hold a public hearing. The public 

hearing took place April 6-8, 2016 in Behchokǫ̀, NT.  

 

In anticipation of the proposal, the SRRB and the WRRB signed a “Memorandum of 
Understanding Regarding Collaborative Efforts for the Management of the Bluenose-
East Caribou Herd” in October 2015 to ensure management of proceedings related to 
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the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd would be as effective as possible. Each Board conducted its own 

proceeding, including public hearings in both the Sahtú and Wek’èezhìı areas. Each 
Board submitted its own Reasons for Decision report. 

 

D.3. 2016 Board Decisions 

 

In order to allow careful consideration of all the evidence on the record and to meet 

legislated timelines, the WRRB decided to prepare two separate reports to respond to 

the proposed management actions in the joint management proposal. The first report, 

Part A, dealt with the proposed harvest management actions that required regulation 

changes in order for new regulations to be in place for the start of the 2016/17 harvest 

season, as well as the proposed dìga feasibility assessment. The second report, Part B, 

dealt with additional predator management actions, biological and environmental 

monitoring, and cumulative effects.   

 

On June 10, 2016, the WRRB submitted its final determinations and recommendations 

and Part A Reasons for Decision Report to TG and GNWT. The WRRB determined that 

a TAH of 750 bulls only should be implemented for all users of the Bluenose-East 

ɂekwǫ̀ herd within Wek’èezhìı for the 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19 harvest seasons. 
Further, the Board determined that the proportional allocation of the TAH of the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd for the 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19 harvest seasons should be as follows: 

Tłı̨chǫ Citizens – 39.29%, and Members of an Indigenous people who traditionally 

harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ (including Nunavut) – 60.71%. 

 

The Board recommended that TG and GNWT agree on an approach to designating 

zones for aerial and ground-based surveillance throughout the fall and winter harvests 

seasons from 2016 to 2019. Additionally, the WRRB recommended weekly 

communication updates, timely implementation of hunter education programs for all 

harvesters of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, and development of harvesting overlap agreements 

with the Sahtú and Nunavut. 

 

The WRRB recommended that the dìga feasibility assessment set out in the proposal 

be led by the Board with input and support from TG and ENR. As well, if deemed 

successful, the Community-based Dìga Harvesting Project would be extended in 2016-

2017 to the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd and incorporated into an adaptive wolf management 

approach. 

 

On October 3, 2016, the WRRB submitted its final recommendations and Part B 

Reasons for Decision Report to TG and GNWT. The WRRB recommended 

consultations with Tłı̨chǫ communities to determine a path forward for implementation of 

Tłı̨chǫ laws to continue the Tłı̨chǫ way of life and maintain their cultural and spiritual 

connection with ɂekwǫ̀. 
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In addition, the WRRB recommended several Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge (TK) research and 
monitoring programs focusing on dìga, sahcho, stress and other impacts on ɂekwǫ̀ from 
collars and aircraft over-flights, and an assessment of quality and quantity of both 
summer and winter forage. 
 
The Board recommended a biological assessment of sahcho as well as requesting that 
the Barren-ground Caribou Technical Working Group (BGCTWG) prioritize biological 
monitoring indicators and develop thresholds under which management actions can be 
taken and evaluated. All scientific and TK monitoring data will be provided to BGCTWG 
annually to ensure ongoing adaptive management. 
 
The WRRB recommended the implementation of Tłı̨chǫ Land Use Plan Directives as 

well as completing a Land Use Plan for the remainder of Wek’èezhìı. The Board also 
recommended the development of criteria to protect key ɂekwǫ̀ habitat, including water 

crossings and tataa, using the Conservation Area approach in the NWT’s Wildlife Act, 
offsets and value-at risks in a fire management plan.  Additionally, the WRRB 

recommended the development of monitoring thresholds for climate indicators. 
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APPENDIX E Review of 2016 WRRB Determinations and 
Recommendations 

 
Recommendation # WRRB 

Recommendations 
TG/GNWT Responses Status  

WWRB Reasons for Decision Part A  

Determination #1-
2016 

♦ A total allowable 
harvest of 750 bulls 
only for all users of 
the Bluenose-East 
herd be implemented 
for the 2016/17, 
2017/18, 2018/19 
harvest seasons. 

 ♦ Completed 

Determination #2-
2016 

♦ The proportional 
allocation of TAH of 
the Bluenose-East 
herd for the 2016/17, 
2017/18, 2018/19 
harvest seasons shall 
be as follows: Tlicho 
citizens (39.2%); 
Members of an 
Aboriginal people 
who traditionally 
harvest Bluenose 
East (includes 
Nunavut) (60.71%).  
TG should determine 
distribution of the 
allocation within 
Tlicho communities, 
and GNWT should 
determine distribution 
of the allocation to 
members of an 
Aboriginal people 
who traditionally 
harvest Bluenose-
East in consultation 
with those groups. 

 ♦ Completed 

Recommendation #1-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT come 
to an agreement on 
the most effective 
wildlife management 
zone approach to 
differentiate herds, 
and then implement 
the approach with 
criteria for managing 
any overlaps between 

♦ Appears to accept. In 
our response dated 
June 29, 2016 on 
WRRB determinations 
and recommendations 
for the Bathurst herd, 
TG and GNWT 
described a revised 
version of the Bathurst 
mobile no-harvest 

♦ Completed, 
Mobile Core 
Bathurst 
Caribou 
Conservation 
Area 
implemented 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

herds, for the 
2016/17, 2017/18, 
and 2018/19 harvest 
seasons. 

zone that they had 
agreed on. Details of 
that option are set out 
in Appendix “A”. We 
note that regulations 
required for the 
Bathurst mobile zone 
are already in place 
and will be modified 
as quickly as 
practicable to reflect 
the updated definition 
of mobile zone 
boundaries as listed in 
Appendix “A”. GNWT 
will amend regulations 
to reflect the WRRB 
determination for BNE 
harvest within 
Wek’èezhìı as soon as 
practicable. 

Recommendation #2-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT 
provide weekly 
harvest updates to 
the WRRB and the 
general public for the 
Bluenose-East herds 
throughout the fall 
and winter harvest 
seasons for the 
2016/17, 2017/18, 
and 2018/19. 

♦ Recommendations 2 
and 3 – Vary. As 
noted in the June 
29th, 2016 joint 
response to the 
WRRB on 
recommendations for 
Bathurst caribou, the 
GNWT is currently 
going through a period 
of severe fiscal 
restraint and budget 
reduction. It is not 
possible for GNWT to 
commit to weekly 
aerial monitoring of 
harvesting areas 
where Bluenose-East 
caribou are being 
harvested during 
winter. As in previous 
winters areas where 
Bluenose-East caribou 
are being harvested 
will be monitored by a 
combination of 
community monitors a 
game-check station on 
the winter road to the 
Tłı̨chǫ communities 
aerial reconnaissance 

♦ Incomplete; 
inconsistent 
reporting 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

surveys, and ground 
patrols on winter 
roads and trails in 
Bluenose-East range. 
Weekly updates on 
any new monitoring 
information on harvest 
and compliance will be 
provided to the 
WRRB, and periodic 
updates can be 
provided to the 
general public. 

Recommendation #3-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT 
provide weekly 
updates to the WRRB 
and the general 
public on aerial and 
ground-based 
compliance 
surveillance of the 
Bluenose-East herd 
throughout the fall 
and winter harvest 
seasons for the 
2016/17, 2017/18, 
and 2018/19. 

 

♦ Recommendations 2 
and 3 – Vary. As 
noted in the June 
29th, 2016 joint 
response to the 
WRRB on 
recommendations for 
Bathurst caribou, the 
GNWT is currently 
going through a period 
of severe fiscal 
restraint and budget 
reduction. It is not 
possible for GNWT to 
commit to weekly 
aerial monitoring of 
harvesting areas 
where Bluenose-East 
caribou are being 
harvested during 
winter. As in previous 
winters areas where 
Bluenose-East caribou 
are being harvested 
will be monitored by a 
combination of 
community monitors a 
game-check station on 
the winter road to the 
Tłı̨chǫ communities 
aerial reconnaissance 
surveys, and ground 
patrols on winter 
roads and trails in 
Bluenose-East range. 
Weekly updates on 
any new monitoring 
information on harvest 
and compliance will be 

♦ Completed 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

provided to the 
WRRB, and periodic 
updates can be 
provided to the 
general public. 

Recommendation #4-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT 
increase public 
education efforts and 
implement GNWT’s 
recently developed 
Hunter Education 
program in Tlicho 
communities. GNWT 
should also 
implement the Hunter 
Education program 
for Aboriginal people 
who traditionally 
harvest Bluenose-
East caribou.  

♦ Recommendation 4 – 
Accept  

 

♦ Completed 

Recommendation #5-
2016 

♦ TG negotiate caribou 
harvesting overlap 
agreements with 
Nunavut and the 
Sahtú region to make 
certain that existing 
relationships endure. 

♦ Recommendation 5 – 
This recommendation 
was addressed in 
previous discussions 
with WRRB and the 
Chief’s Executive 
Council has 
authorized staff to 
initiate discussions 
with Nunavut and 
Sahtú. 

♦ Incomplete; 
agreements not 
negotiated 

Recommendation #6-
2016 

♦ If the Community-
based wolf 
Harvesting Project is 
to be expanded to 
other Tlicho 
communities, a 
management 
proposal must be 
submitted to the 
WRRB for review and 
approval. Further, if 
the Project is to be 
expanded in scope, 
prior to the 
submission of a 
management 
proposal to the 
WRRB, an index of 

♦ Accept  ♦ Not required 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

changing wolf 
abundance must be 
available and 
research on habitat 
quality and quantity 
on the Bluenose-East 
herd range must be 
conducted. 

Recommendation #7-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT 
support a 
collaborative 
feasibility assessment 
of options for wolf 
management, led by 
the Board. 

♦ Appears to accept. A 
working group with 
representatives of 
GNWT, WRRB, TG, 
NSMA and YKDFN 
has been meeting in 
summer 2016 to 
collaboratively 
develop the wolf 
management 
feasibility assessment 
for the Bathurst range 
in the NWT. Łutsel K’e 
Dene First Nation 
(LKDFN) has been 
invited to participate in 
the working group. As 
noted in the TG and 
GNWT joint 
management proposal 
on the Bluenose-East 
herd, methods being 
developed for the 
feasibility assessment 
underway for the 
Bathurst herd could be 
extended to the 
Bluenose-East herd’s 
range once the 
Bathurst assessment 
is complete. The 
working group that is 
developing the 
feasibility assessment 
for the Bathurst herd 
could be re-configured 
to consider wolf 
management in the 
range of the BNE 
herd. 

♦ Completed 

WWRB Reasons for Decision Part B  
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

Recommendation 
#1B-2016 

♦ TG consult with 
Tlicho communities 
by March 2017 to 
ensure Tlicho laws 
are implemented with 
respect to caribou 
harvesting practices 
to maintain the Tlicho 
way of life and the 
relationship with 
caribou.  

♦ TG vary. TG agrees 
with recommendation 
insofar as it concerns 
consultation with 
Tlicho communities 
with respect to caribou 
harvesting practices 
and maintaining the 
Tlicho way of life and 
relationship with 
caribou. However, the 
passage and/or 
implementation of 
Tlicho laws is a matter 
outside the jurisdiction 
of the Board. This 
recommendation 
should be varied to 
remove that reference.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#2B-2016 

♦ TG conduct TK 
research to define, 
from the Tlicho 
perspective, types of 
caribou, their 
behaviour, and their 
annual range, and 
their relationship with 
caribou and people 
by March 2017.  

♦ TG vary. TG agrees 
that studies are 
needed. TG wants to 
combine 
Recommendations 
2B, 3B, 5B, 15B and 
21B into a 
comprehensive TK 
student.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#3B-2016 

♦ TG conduct TK 
research on sahcho 
(grizzly bear) 
predation on caribou 
and their relationship 
with caribou, other 
wildlife and people by 
June 2017. 

♦ TG vary. See 
recommendation 2B. 

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#4B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT conduct a 
collaborative grizzly 
bear biological 
assessment, 
following completion 
of the ongoing wolf 
feasibility assessment 
for the Bathurst herd.  
The assessment 
should include 
summarizing 
available information 

♦ TG/GNWT appear to 
agree. NWT Species 
at Risk Committee to 
prepare species status 
report for grizzly bear 
in NWT and will 
address 
recommendation 4B.  

♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

on sahcho (grizzly 
bear) abundance, 
movement and diet 
for the Bluenose-East 
herd’s as well as 
including TK collected 
in Recommendation 
#3B-2016. 

Recommendation 
#5B-2016 

♦ TG conduct TK 
research about stress 
and impacts on 
caribou and people 
related to collars and 
aircraft over-flights by 
September 2017, 
which should be 
considered in 
determining numbers 
of collars deployed in 
2018 and beyond.  

♦ TG vary. See 
recommendation 2B.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#6B-2016 

♦ GNWT determine 
whether 
reconnaissance 
surveys should be 
conducted during 
non-photo survey 
years with renewable 
resource boards, 
Aboriginal 
governments and 
other affected 
organizations in the 
NWT and Nunavut 
prior to conducting 
the next 
reconnaissance 
survey in June 2017. 

♦ GNWT vary. Suggests 
that Barren Ground 
Caribou Technical 
Working Group 
(BGCTWG) review 
value of 
reconnaissance 
surveys. 

♦ Incomplete; no 
longer required 

Recommendation 
#7B-2016 

♦ Recommendation 7B 
– TG/GNWT provide 
a summary of 
scientific and TK 
monitoring data, 
including harvest and 
collar mortalities as 
soon as available 
each year, to the 
BGCTWG.  

♦ TG/GNWT accept.  

 

♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

Recommendation 
#8B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT work with 
the BGCTWG to 
prioritize biological 
monitoring indicators 
in order of need for 
effective 
management and 
develop thresholds 
under which 
management actions 
can be taken and 
evaluated. 
Additionally, TG and 
GNWT should work 
with the BGCTWG to 
outline the trade-off 
between concerns 
about effects on and 
the collection of 
statistically credible 
information for both 
the number of collars 
and over-flights on 
the calving grounds. 
Implementation of 
this recommendation 
should be completed 
by no later than the 
end of March 2017. 

♦ GNWT/TG vary. 
Suggest current 
monitoring of herds to 
be reviewed with 
BGCTWG during 
winter 2016-2017 to 
assess priorities for 
monitoring particularly 
if budget constraints 
limit resources. 

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#9B-2016 

♦ TG refine and 
implement Tlicho 
Land Use Plan 
Directives, under 
Chapter 6 related to 
caribou, land use, 
and cumulative 
effects by March 
2018.  

♦ TG acknowledges 
suggestion and 
advises the Board that 
it intends to refine and 
implement the Tlicho 
LUP directives related 
to caribou. TG notes 
that land use planning 
in Wek’èezhìı is 
beyond the jurisdiction 
of the Board.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#10B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT initiate, 
develop and 
implement a land use 
plan for Wek’èezhìı 
by March 2019. 

♦ GNWT vary. Suggests 
that GNWT work 
collaboratively with 
TG, federal 
government, and other 
Aboriginal 
Government 
Organizations and 
planning partners to 
initiate, develop and 
implement a 

♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

government-led 
approach to land use 
planning for public 
lands in Wek’èezhìı. 
GNWT notes that this 
suggestion goes 
beyond the authority 
of the Board (should 
be a suggestion, not a 
recommendation).  

♦ TG agrees in 
substance with 
GNWT. 

Recommendation 
#11B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT develop 
criteria under which 
Conservation Areas 
in the NWT’s Wildlife 
Act will be used to 
protect key caribou 
habitat by March 
2018.  

♦ TG/GNWT vary. 
Suggest that TG, 
GNWT, and partners, 
through the Bathurst 
Range Planning 
Process, develop 
criteria to determine 
when to protect key 
caribou habitat by 
March 2018. Until the 
range plan 
assessment is 
complete, it is 
premature to assume 
that the Conservation 
Areas will be the best 
tool to achieve 
protection objectives. 
GNWT commits to 
ensuring that the 
Conservation Area 
approach will be 
considered.  

♦ Incomplete; 
conservation 
areas noted as 
tool in Bathurst 
Caribou Range 
Plan  

Recommendation 
#12B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT develop 
criteria to protect 
caribou water 
crossings from 
exploration and 
development 
activities in the NWT 
by 2018 to be 
included in the Tlicho 
and Wek’èezhìı Land 
Use Plans. 

♦ TG/GNWT accept. ♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

Recommendation 
#13B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT 
investigate and report 
to the WRRB and 
other stakeholders on 
the potential use of 
offsets for caribou 
recovery to 
compensate for 
losses caused by 
exploration and 
development 
activities by March 
2018.  A set of criteria 
should be developed 
to assess 
effectiveness of each 
type of offset as it is 
investigated.  

♦ TG/GNWT accept.  ♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#13B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT complete 
and implement a fire 
management plan 
with criteria 
identifying under 
which the key caribou 
habitat is defined as a 
value-at-risk by 
March 2018.  

♦ TG/GNWT vary. 
Suggest 
recommendation is 
opportunity to involve 
community members 
in identifying important 
caribou habitat and to 
explain how fire 
management 
decisions are made 
and how wildland fires 
play a crucial role in 
the boreal ecosystem. 
GNWT is limited in its 
ability to control all 
fires on vast NWT 
landscape and total 
exclusion of wildland 
fire would not be 
ecologically healthy 
for the environment or 
wildlife. While caribou 
habitat is identified as 
a value at risk, it is 
lower in priority than 
the protection of life 
and property.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#16-2016 

♦ TG conduct a TK 
monitoring project 
with elders to 
document how 
climate conditions 
have affected 

♦ Recommendation 15B 
– TG vary. See 
response to 
Recommendation 2B.  

♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

preferred summer 
forage and impacted 
caribou fitness by 
September 2018.  

Recommendation 
#16-2016 

♦ TG conduct TK 
monitoring to assess 
the quality and quality 
of winter forage by 
September 2018.  

♦ TG vary. See 
response to 
Recommendation 2B. 

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#17-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT work with 
the BGCTWG to 
develop monitoring 
thresholds for climate 
indicators by March 
2017. 

♦ GNWT/TG vary. 
GNWT/TG are willing 
to review with the 
BGCTWG annual 
information on climate 
indicators and discuss 
thresholds for 
indicators relevant to 
caribou. GNWT/TG 
would support 
research that links 
climate indicators to 
caribou demography; 
at this point, linkage 
between climate 
indicators and caribou 
population trend is not 
well established. 
GNWT would request 
clarification of what 
WRRB is proposing 
on thresholds for 
climate indicators. 

♦ Incomplete 
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APPENDIX F List of Registered Parties 
 

Proponents 

Tłı̨chǫ Government 

Department of Environment & Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest 

Territories 

 

Intervenors 

Canadian Arctic Resources Committee 

Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Government 
North Slave Métis Alliance 

Yellowknives Dene First Nation 

 

Registered General Public 

Louis Wedawin 

Chief Charlie Football 

Lucy Lafferty 

Phillip Dryneck 

Henry Gon 

Jimmy Kodzin 

Michel Moosenose 

Bobby Pea’a 

Pierre Tlokka 

Jimmy Arrowmaker 

Alphonse Apples 

Charlie Apples 

Joe Mantla  
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APPENDIX G Summary Table of Party Recommendations 



Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response

Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 
Government

Follow the Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Plan of Action 
for Caribou Conservation, entitled 
"Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for 
All Time"

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

Set a variable TAH of up to 300 bull-only 
BNE caribou per season. Sec 7.2.4. Determination #1-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀)

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Party Recommendation WRRB Response

Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 
Government

Follow the Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Plan of Action 
for Caribou Conservation, entitled 
"Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for 
All Time"

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Do not agree with the proposed harvest 
allocation of 6 bulls for YKDFN Sec 7.3.4., Determination #2-2019 (Sahtì ekwǫ̀)

Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response

Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 
Government

Follow the Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Plan of Action 
for Caribou Conservation, entitled 
"Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for 
All Time"

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

TG and ENR need to outline within the 
management plan how exactly they will 
deal with the enforcement to ensure 
adherence.

Sec 7.4.4., Recommendation #1-2019 (Sahtì 
Ekwǫ̀)

Consideration should be given to 
ensuring capacity building in the event 
thae ENR staff cannot already 
distinguish among caribou herds by 
appearance in the field

Party Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

The ENR should undertake predator 
population surveys and collar monitoring
programs immediately, starting in 2019. 
The surveys and monitoring should
precede any aggressive programs (e.g., 
aerial shooting or ground shooting at 
den sites). At a minimum, the following 
data must be obtained before 
aggressive predator (wolf or grizzly) 
removal programs take place:
- Population
- Productivity
- Pup survival rate
- Main prey and its % of the diet
- Satellite collar monitoring

Appendix H - WRRB Predator Management 
Recommendations and Government Response

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Wolves should be collared to provide a 
dataset that can be matched against 
exisiting and future collared caribou data. 

Appendix H - WRRB Predator Management 
Recommendations and Government Response 

Total Allowable Harvest

Predators

Harvest Allocation

Harvest Monitoring

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

1



Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government
North Slave Métis 

Alliance

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Further analysis should be done on how 
caribou behaviour is affected by 
development and mines. 

Sec 7.9 Research & Monitoring, 
Recommendation #15-2019 (Sahtì E)

Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

TAH should be annually reviewed based 
on cow and calf survival rates, using an 
adaptive management framework and 
response plan. 

Sec 7.8. Adaptive Management 

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government
North Slave Métis 

Alliance

Caribou should not be monitored with 
collars. 

Sec 7.9. Research and Monitoring, 
Recommendation #13-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀)

Caribou should be monitored on the land. Sec 7.9. Research and Monitoring, 
Recommendation #15-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀)

Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government

“The management proposal on reduction 
of wolf numbers”, GNWT should 
immediately invite the NSMA to the 
ongoing discussion, without waiting for 
the completion of the full draft

Identifying “appropriate cultural activities 
and harvest of other wildlife”, the GNWT 
should invite the NSMA to the ongoing 
discussion or initiate a new bilateral 
discussion with the NSMA

The “monthly” staff meeting on the 
management of BNE, Bathurst, and 
Beverly/Ahiak caribou herds, GNWT 
should immediately invite the NSMA 
staff to the meetings.
“Supporting other harvesting initiatives”, 
GNWT should invite the NSMA to the 
ongoing discussion or initiate a new 
bilateral discussion with the NSMA

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Management Proposals should be 
written with input from YKDFN and other 
Indigenous communities. 

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

Adaptive Management 

Research and Monitoring 

Other

Habitat and Land Use

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

2
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APPENDIX H WRRB Predator Management Recommendations and 
Government Response 

 



 

 

 

February 6, 2019 
 
Hon. Robert C. McLeod, Minister 
Environment and Natural Resources  
Government of the Northwest Territories  
Box 1320 
Yellowknife, NT   X1A 2L9  
Email: Robert_C_McLeod@gov.nt.ca  
 
Grand Chief George Mackenzie 
Tłı̨chǫ Government 
Box 412 
Behchokǫ̀, NT   X1A 1Y0 
Email: georgemackenzie@tlicho.com 
 
Re: Section 12.5.6 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement – WRRB Predator Management Recommendations 
 
Dear Minister McLeod & Grand Chief Mackenzie: 
 
Background: 
The Kokètì Ekwǫ̀ (Bathurst caribou) and Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East caribou) herds are both in a 
precipitous decline. The decline of the kokètì ekwǫ̀ herd was first documented in 1996 when the 
population was estimated at 349,000 animals, down from 420,000 in 1986. Management actions to 
date have failed to halt the decline and the herd’s population was estimated at 8,200 animals in 2018. 
The decline of the sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd was first documented in 2013 when the herd’s population was 
estimated at 68,000 animals, down from 121,000 in 2010. In 2018, the herd’s population was estimated 
at 19,000 animals.  
 
Range management, harvest restrictions and intensive study are being implemented or are already 
occurring in Wek'èezhìı for both herds. Previous joint management proposals for the kokètì ekwǫ̀ herd 
by the Department of Environment & Natural Resources (ENR), Government of the Northwest 
Territories (GNWT) and Tłı̨chǫ Government (TG) resulted in the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources 
Board (WRRB) holding public hearings in 2010 and again in 2016. A public hearing was also held to 
address management proposals for the sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in 2016.  
 
On January 14 and January 22, 2019 respectively, the WRRB received joint management proposals 
for the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds. These management proposals propose a number of actions. 
However, despite WRRB recommendations for the implementation of predator control dating as far 
back as 2010, neither of the current management proposals includes a plan for predator management 
in either the sahtì ekwǫ̀ or kokètì ekwǫ̀ ranges. Instead your governments have indicated their intention 
to address the control of predators, more specifically Dìga (wolves), in a separate joint management 
proposal later in the spring of 2019. 
 
 

Via Email 
Robert_C_McLeod@gov.nt.ca 
georgemackenzie@tlicho.com 

mailto:Robert_C_McLeod@gov.nt.ca
mailto:georgemackenzie@tlicho.com
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The Issue: 
The situation for both of these herds is dire. Analysis of the joint management proposals by the 
Board and its advisors indicates an immediate need for action to reduce predation on the herds. 
During its 2016 public hearings and most recently in the TG-ENR Ekwǫ̀ (barren-ground caribou) 
consultation tours, conducted on January 21-23, 2019, the WRRB has heard from the community 
members that dìga are continuing to put pressure on ekwǫ̀ populations. Community members would 
like to see action taken now. The Board agrees. 
 
The Authority for WRRB Recommendations: 
Section 12.5.6 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement states: 
 

The Wek'èezhìı Renewable Resources Board may, without waiting for a proposal from a Party, 
make the following recommendations or determinations, after consulting with any Party or 
body with powers to manage any aspect of the subject matter of its recommendation or 
determination: 

(a) Recommend actions for management of harvesting in Wek'èezhìı, including  
(i) A total allowable harvest level for any population or stock of fish,  
(ii) Harvest quotas for wildlife or limits as to location, methods, or seasons of 

harvesting wildlife, or 
(iii) The preparation of a wildlife management plan; … 

 
The WRRB has chosen not to wait for ENR and TG to submit their predator management proposal to 
the Board later this spring. The 20% rate of annual decline of the kokètì ekwǫ̀ and sahtì ekwǫ̀ herds is 
in the Board’s opinion so serious that waiting any longer to act will make recovery of the herds even 
more difficult. The Board is convinced that early action is essential. 
 
In consideration of the updated 2018 sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herd estimates and recent 
consultations with Tłı̨chǫ communities the WRRB makes the recommendations set out below to 
GNWT and the TG: 
 
Recommendation #1-2019 (Predator): The WRRB supports continuing the ENR’s dìga harvest 
incentive program and the TG’s Community Based Dìga Harvesting Project as an education tool. 
 
Recommendation #2-2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga monitoring be 
undertaken so that population estimates, or indexes are generated. In addition, as much information 
as possible, including condition, diet, and reproductive status, should be collected from each 
harvested dìga. 
 
Recommendation #3-2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga management be 
undertaken in Wek'èezhìı. TG and ENR should review the “Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: 
Options for Managing Wolves on the Range of the Bathurst Barren-ground Caribou Herd” 
submitted in November 2017 to determine the most effective, humane and cost-efficient methods that 
would have the least impact and disturbance on the ekwǫ̀ herds themselves.  
 
Recommendation #4-2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga management should be 
closely monitored for effectiveness of halting or slowing the decline of the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì 
ekwǫ̀ herds in order to provide future harvesting opportunities. 
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Recommendation #5-2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that the GNWT and TG work with 
the Government of Nunavut to enact predator management actions on the calving grounds of sahtì 
ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ in Nunavut. 
 
Recommendation #6-2019 (Predator): The WRRB commits to striking a working group to begin 
work on a sahcho (grizzly bear) biological assessment by June 2019, specifically on the sahtì ekwǫ̀ 
and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds herd ranges. This working group will include at minimum the GNWT, TG 
and the Government of Nunavut. WRRB staff recommend that sahcho are monitored in order to 
determine if pressures are increasing on ekwǫ. 
 
Recommendation #7-2019 (Predator): WRRB staff recommend that golden det'ǫcho (golden 
eagle) are monitored in order to determine if pressures of golden det'ǫcho are increasing on ekwǫ̀. 
WRRB staff recommends that TG and the GNWT work with the Government of Nunavut to support 
golden det'ǫcho monitoring. 
 
In addition, as per Section 12.5.8 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the Board requests a response to these 
recommendations by March 6, 2019. 
 
Conclusion: 
The WRRB believes that predator management must begin by May 2019 in order to promote recovery 
of the herds. This action is essential to ensure the potential for a future harvest of sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì 
ekwǫ̀.  
 
The WRRB will, in accordance with the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement participate in any consultations on these 
proposals that the ENR or TG decides to undertake. 
 
If there are any questions, please contact our office at (867) 873-5740 or jpellissey@wrrb.ca.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Joseph Judas, Chair 
Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 
 
Cc Dr. Joe Dragon, Deputy Minister, ENR-GNWT 
 Rita Mueller, Assistant Deputy Minister, Operations, ENR-GNWT 
 Bruno Croft, Superintendent, North Slave Region, ENR-GNWT 
 Laura Duncan, Tłı̨chǫ Executive Officer, TG 
 Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault, Director, Culture and Lands Protection, TG 
 Michael Birlea, Manager, Culture and Lands Protection, TG 

mailto:jpellissey@wrrb.ca






WRRB Predator Management Recommendations 
 
Recommendation #1‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB supports continuing the ENR’s dìga harvest incentive 
program and the TG’s Community Based Dìga Harvesting Project as an education tool. 
 
Response:  
 
ENR and TG accept this recommendation.  
 
ENR thanks the WRRB for their support of the Enhanced North Slave Wolf Harvest Incentive Program 
and notes that the program will continue until the prime fur season for wolves ends on May 31.   
 
TG acknowledges and thanks the WRRB for its support of the Tłıc̨hǫ Community‐Based Dìga Harvesting 
Project, which is still under development.  Tłıc̨hǫ elders have been key proponents for developing and 
implementing a training program for Tłıc̨hǫ hunters to become knowledgeable and effective harvesters 
of dìga.  The training program engages Tłıc̨hǫ elders directly so that Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge and practices for 
hunting dìga are maintained and transmitted to the next generation of hunters.  TG staff are working 
with selected Tłıc̨hǫ hunters to provide them with additional training on harvesting and skinning 
methods through workshops that will be held in collaboration with ENR.  
 
 
 
 
Recommendation #2‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga monitoring be undertaken so 
that population estimates, or indexes are generated.  In addition, as much information as possible, 
including condition, diet, and reproductive status, should be collected from each harvested dìga.  
 
Response: 
 
ENR and TG accept this recommendation.  ENR and TG agree that important aspects for assessing wolf 
management actions will be to a) monitor the relative abundance of dìga based on  indices as removal 
actions are undertaken and b) evaluate health and condition of dìga including age, sex, diet, and 
reproductive status.   

ENR and TG will develop and pilot a protocol for monitoring relative abundance of dìga in an adaptive 
manner to evaluate feasibility of sampling and robustness of results.   

For each wolf carcass ENR receives, basic data on age, sex, diet, and reproductive status will be 
collected.   

 

   



Recommendation #3‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga management be undertaken in 
Wek'èezhìı. TG and ENR should review the “Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: Options for Managing 
Wolves on the Range of the Bathurst Barren‐ground Caribou Herd” submitted in November 2017 to 
determine the most effective, humane and cost‐efficient methods that would have the least impact and 
disturbance on the ekwǫ̀ herds themselves. 

Response: 

ENR and TG accept this recommendation, and will use the feasibility assessment to develop the 
program.  

ENR’s Enhanced North Slave Wolf Incentive Program encourages harvesters to undertake ground‐based 
shooting and/or snaring on the winter range of the Bluenose‐East and Bathurst barren‐ground caribou 
herds.  The program is an extension of the previous program and was implemented to address requests 
from Indigenous hunters for further incentives to harvest wolves.  This pilot project includes monitoring; 
ENR will track the number of dìga harvested and the observations of dìga reported by hunters as well as 
hunters’ feedback on the logistics of harvesting dìga on the winter range.  ENR will adaptively manage 
this program; if it is clear that this program is not resulting in a significant number of harvested dìga, 
enhancements will be made to the program and/or other options outlined in the feasibility assessment 
will be considered.   
 
 
 
 
Recommendation #4‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga management should be closely 
monitored for effectiveness of halting or slowing the decline of the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds in 
order to provide future harvesting opportunities. 

Response: 

ENR and TG accept this recommendation.  ENR and TG are working together to develop management 
actions to help recover caribou and developing a joint proposal on dìga management.  Monitoring will 
be included as part of the implementation of any wolf management program.  At the same time, ENR 
and TG have proposed to increase the monitoring of both the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds as 

outlined in the Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose‐East Æekwö (Barren‐ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019‐2021 and the Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bathurst Æekwö 
(Barren‐ground caribou) Herd: 2019‐2021.   

   



Recommendation #5‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that the GNWT and TG work with the 
Government of Nunavut to enact predator management actions on the calving grounds of sahtì ekwǫ̀ 
and kokètì ekwǫ̀ in Nunavut. 

Response: 

As neither ENR nor TG have law‐making jurisdiction in Nunavut we are unable to accept the 
recommendation as worded.  ENR and TG would like to vary this recommendation, as the GNWT and TG 
can discuss potential predator management actions on the calving grounds of sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì 
ekwǫ̀ with the Government of Nunavut. 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation #6‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB commits to striking a working group to begin work on 
a sahcho (grizzly bear) biological assessment by June 2019, specifically on the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì 
ekwǫ̀ herds herd ranges. This working group will include at minimum the GNWT, TG and the 
Government of Nunavut. WRRB staff recommend that sahcho are monitored in order to determine if 
pressures are increasing on ekwǫ. 

Response:  

ENR and TG accept the first half of this recommendation.  ENR and TG will participate in a collaborative 
process to work on a sahcho biological assessment led by WRRB staff.  ENR can provide information on 
sahcho from the Northwest Territories.  In April 2017, the Northwest Territories Species at Risk 
Committee released the “Species Status Report for Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos) in the Northwest 
Territories”, which includes both traditional knowledge and science.  This status report provides a 
thorough biological assessment of sahcho within the NWT and should form a basis for the biological 
assessment. 

As neither ENR nor TG have jurisdiction in Nunavut we are unable accept the second half of this 
recommendation as worded.  Despite this, ENR can discuss potential sahcho monitoring in order to 
determine if pressures are increasing on ekwǫ with the Government of Nunavut.  ENR and TG recognize 
that sahcho are an important predator on the calving and post‐calving grounds of ekwǫ.  As the majority 
of the calving grounds and post‐calving ranges of the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds are in Nunavut, 
monitoring the pressures of sahcho on ekwǫ will occur in Nunavut and be the responsibility of the 
Government of Nunavut.   

The TG Boots on the Ground program is one method of tracking sahcho on the Bathurst range and in the 
future on the Bluenose‐East range.  Sahcho have been observed during the TG Boots on the Ground 
program.   

   



Recommendation #7‐2019 (Predator): WRRB staff recommend that golden det'ǫcho (golden eagle) are 
monitored in order to determine if pressures of golden det'ǫcho are increasing on ekwǫ̀. WRRB staff 
recommends that TG and the GNWT work with the Government of Nunavut to support golden det'ǫcho 
monitoring. 

Response: 

As neither ENR nor TG have jurisdiction in Nunavut we are unable accept the recommendation as 
worded.  ENR and TG would like to vary this recommendation, as TG and ENR can discuss potential 
options for monitoring both golden det'ǫcho and bald eagles with the Government of Nunavut.   

ENR and TG recognize that eagles and in particular golden det'ǫcho have been identified as a significant 
predator of caribou calves in other barren‐ground caribou herds.    

The TG Boots on the Ground program is one method of tracking eagles on the Bathurst range and in the 
future on the Bluenose‐East range.  Bald eagles have been observed during the TG Boots on the Ground 
program.   
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Tłıc̨hǫ Research and Monitoring Program 

By  
Allice Legat, Gagos Social Analysts, Inc. 

Camilla Nitsiza, Whatì Community  
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Tłıc̨hǫ Philosophy 

Grand Chief Jimmy Bruneau directed the Tłı̨cho ̨ people to know both Western and Tłı̨cho ̨ 

knowledge so each Tłı̨cho ̨ citizen would be strong like two people.  Bruneau’s 

philosophy and direction was not new to the Tłı̨cho ̨ people, who have always been 

interested in the ways and knowledge of others.  This philosophy has been noted in 

both their oral narratives and the journals of the trading post factors.  Each tells of 

Tłı̨cho ̨ leaders learning the knowledge and negotiating techniques of trading post 

factors to ensure the best return for their people’s furs.  This philosophy is also evident - 

in oral narratives telling of activities leading up to discussions with the Federal 

Commissioner in 1921 when Möwhì signed Treaty 11. The stories explain that Tłı̨cho ̨ 
were aware of the European perspective based on information they acquired from the Slavey and 
Chipewyan further south.  Upon learning from the experience of their southern 

neighbours they were better prepared to deal with the Treaty Party.  

Tłı̨cho ̨ oral narratives stress the importance of understanding a problem, finding a 

solution and taking action. Their approach to learning, knowing and taking action is 

evident in most Tłı̨cho ̨ oral narratives, as well as the manner in which past research 

projects were approached. The Tłı̨cho ̨ have rarely allowed others to do research to 

address a problem they wish to know about themselves.  They insist that they take an 

active part in research and monitoring.  Specifically the Tłı̨cho ̨: 

. Explained to the managers of Rayrock Mine (1950s) that their observations 

were indicators of serious problems in the environment. They identified 

problems that they observed with plants and wildlife –such as beaver, marten 

and fish.  These problems were particularly evident to those Tłı̨cho ̨ who 

either used the area frequently or worked at the mine.  

. Insist research focus on their needs and priorities – take for example the 

priorities set by the Dogrib Renewable Resources Committee during the early 

1990s:  where caribou, habitat, water and heritage were of greatest concern. 

. Insist on adequate funding to ensure Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers were employed as 

permanent, full time employees for the life of research projects – take for 

example the Traditional Justice and Traditional Medicine project in Whatì 

(1987-92); the Traditional Governance project in Gamètı̀ (1993-1996); and the 

caribou and place names projects in all the Tłı̨cho ̨ communities (1996-2001). 

. Use the participatory action research (PAR) method that includes researcher 

training; an elders – both male and female elders – committee/s; rigorous 

research methods carried out by Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers and overseen by the 

elders’ committee; and verification of shared information.  The PAR process 

ensures accurate understanding of the traditional knowledge that is 
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documented and ensures it leads to positive actions based on the 

recommendations. 

Today, it is vital that the Tłıc̨hǫ lead by undertaking their own harvesting and 

monitoring studies as the impacts of development on Tłıc̨hǫ lands and the environment 

are becoming ever more evident.   The Tłıc̨hǫ Government and agencies have been given 

the authority to manage the land in the Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement, but to do this effectively 

requires a system of research and monitoring that will feed into management decisions. 

The Tłı̨cho ̨ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program, which includes the collection 

of harvest information, outlined below is based on Tłı̨cho ̨ philosophy.   First, the current 

issues for which this TK program was designed to solve are discussed, followed by a 

summary of the discussion with Tłı̨cho ̨ citizens that helped formulate the solutions.  

Thirdly, the program structure is described. There are five appendices that outline 

activities, outputs, and the evaluation questions so the TK Research and Monitoring 

Program can be improved through time. Appendices are as follows: 

• Appendix I consists of the Program Design and Implementation Plan.

• Appendix II outlines the Evaluation Frameworks for both the on-going program 
activities and for the implementation activities.

• Appendix III is the Tłıcho Research and Monitoring Program Using Tłıcho 
Knowledge to Monitor Barren-ground Caribou.

• Appendix IV is a draft Tłıcho Knowledge Policy.  

It should be noted that evaluation is done to ensure the best possible TK is being 

documented for future monitoring, education and understanding of the Tłı̨cho ̨ 

perspective. 
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Current Issue 

The Tłı̨cho ̨ Agreement directs Boards, Agencies and the Tłı̨cho ̨ Government to i)use 

traditional knowledge, ii) promote cultural perspectives, and iii) select Board members 

that have knowledge of Tłı̨cho ̨ way of life. Yet the current systems – most of which are 

based on Western perspectives and the British legal system – make it difficult for Tłı̨cho ̨ 

knowledge (TK) to be used in a manner that is consistent within the Tłıc̨hǫ cultural 

perspective and way of life. 

The Agreement states that: 

Section 12.1.6 

In exercising their powers under this chapter, the Parties and the Wek’èezhìi 

Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional 

knowledge as well as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 13.1.5 

In exercising their powers in relation to forest management, the Government of the 

Northwest Territories, the Tłı ̨chǫ Government and the Wek’èezhìi Renewable 

Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional knowledge as well 

as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 14.1.4 

In exercising their powers in relation to the management of plants, the Government 

of the Northwest Territories, the Tłı ̨chǫ Government and the Wek’èezhìi Renewable 

Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional knowledge as well 

as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 22.1.7 

In exercising their powers, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review 

Board and the Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board shall consider traditional 

knowledge as well as other scientific information where such knowledge or 

information is made available to the Boards. 

Furthermore, Section 12.5.5 of the Tłıc̨hǫ Land Claim and Self-government Agreement 

(the Agreement) states that the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) shall: 

(a) Make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation to a

proposal

i. Regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìi, except for fish,
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ii. Regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest levels for

Wek’èezhìi to groups of persons or for specified purposes, or

iii. Submitted under 12.11.1 for the management of the Bathurst caribou herd with

respect to its application in Wek’èezhìi;

 The Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement authorizes the WRRB responsibility for total allowable harvest 

(TAH) for wildlife, forests and plants and authorizes the Minister of Fisheries and 

Oceans (DFO) responsibility for fish conservation and the establishment of TAH for fish 

stocks. Both WRRB and DFO have an obligation under terms of the Agreement to 

determine TAH through assessment studies and other research.  

For WRRB and DFO to have information necessary for sustainable management it is 

imperative that the Tłıc̨hǫ undertaken their own monitoring by documenting their 

observations and harvesting information to ensure they contribute to the process. If 

allocations are to be made among users of the resource it will be necessary to determine 

basic needs levels of the beneficiaries of the claim. Allocations of fisheries and wildlife 

resources will be difficult without this basic harvest information from the harvesters 

themselves.  

For the Agreement to be honoured three activities need to occur: 

1. Baseline information must be gathered from elders on known trends as

harvest, wildlife and vegetation distribution.

2. Information gathered through Tłıc̨hǫ traditional methods of monitoring needs

to be documented on an on-going basis.

3. Realistic harvest studies need to be ongoing.

Although scientific information is readily available, most Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is in the 

minds of the elders and harvesters. For this reason, a program is needed so Tłıc̨hǫ 

researchers can work with elders and harvesters to document their knowledge in a 

manner that does not lose the Tłıc̨hǫ perspective. This is usually detailed knowledge of 

past conditions that they share with their descendants while sharing their current 

observations of wildlife and wildlife habitat. And, as is the traditional mode of sharing, 

numbers of species observed and harvested, are shared with others in the community 

along with other information such as behaviour of wildlife and the people harvesting.  

All information available is used to make management decisions.  

One of the important features of Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is that it is acquired, enhanced and 

communicated on the land while people are engaged in land-based activities. It is also 

communicated after harvesters return to the community through oral narratives.   
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Modern harvest studies often ask harvesters to fill out survey forms in English, or to 

provide limited information that can be taken out of context.  These studies may fail 

because they are not compatible with how Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge, including information 

about harvest, is transmitted through oral narratives. 

This project was designed to ensure that both monitoring and realistic harvesting 

numbers can be recorded in a culturally appropriate manner. This will help alleviate the 

problem that many respondents choose not to answer correctly harvest study questions 

posed by non-community members. (see Harvest Study Report, 2009). 

Finding a Solution 

In 1999-2000, the Tłı̨cho ̨ Regional Elders’ Committee – under the direction of K’àowo1 

Jimmy Martin – requested Dogrib Treaty 11 staff who were working with the elders to 

bring male and female harvesters from each community to discuss a Tłıc̨hǫ monitoring 

program. Funding for this meeting was secured from Cumulative Impacts and 

Monitoring Program, Environment Canada. The elders and harvesters directed staff to 

initiate monitoring around the diamond mines – with research/hunting camps located 

in strategic locations around the mines that would enable harvesters to observe the 

behaviour of caribou in relation to the mines. They also suggested a camp be located at 

Gots’ôkàtì and Deèzhàatì so caribou behaviour could be compared with non-mining 

areas. 

In September 2008 the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) and the Tłı̨cho ̨ 

Government started work towards implementing a Tłıc̨hǫ  monitoring program.  Also at 

that time members of the Wek’èezhìi Forum requested that work be done to develop TK 

policy.  

The TK program design with associated policy guidelines were developed based on 

discussions held during the household visits made by the Project Team between April 

2009 and December 31, 2009. All households in the three fly-in communities of Gamètı̀, 

Wekweetì and Whatì were contacted.  Behchokö has a significant population therefore 

only those households with active harvesters and elders were contacted.  During these 

visits Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers, along with Dr. Allice Legat, explained the importance of Tłı̨cho ̨ 

knowledge in the Tłı̨cho ̨ Agreement and the possibility of establishing a monitoring 

program as originally laid out by the elders and harvesters in 1999.  Two Tłıc̨hǫ 

researchers – Ms. Camilla Nitsiza and Ms. Madelaine Chocolate - did conducted the 

household visits, although Ms. Mary Adele Wetrade did assist Madelaine Chocolate in 

1 Translated as ‘boss’. The role is significantly different than the Western concept for ‘chair’. 



8 | P a g e  

 

Gamètı̀.  Household visits took longer than anticipated because i) individuals wished to 

express their views after hearing the role of the WRRB as it is mandated in the Tłıc̨hǫ 

Agreement; and ii) individuals were delighted to expound on the potential for 

harvesters and elders working together with Tłıc̨hǫ researchers to monitor the land as 

first set out by the elders in 1999-2000.  Their excitement at building on their traditional 

management practices was clear. 

After completing household visits and analyzing Tłı̨cho ̨ responses, it became clear that 

it would be culturally appropriate to develop interview guidelines that allowed 

harvesters to share information in a manner similar to how they normally explain their 

harvest and observations to one another and to their elders.  The Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers 

found harvesters would prefer to discuss their activities – both observations 

(monitoring) and harvesting – in either a home or office setting, but at their own 

convenience. Finally, they found that harvesters thought if Tłı̨cho ̨ were doing the 

documenting and report writing they could then be assured: i) individual harvest 

numbers would remain confidential; ii) their information would be documented 

realistically; and iii) their observations would remain in the context within which their 

observations were made. 

Following the household visits, the next step was to hold community meetings, and 

establish Community Elders’ and Harvesters’ Committees to assist with the final design 

of the program and program guidelines.   

After the first community meeting in Gamètı̀, the elders met to select a committee. The 

Gamètı̀ Committee met four times with the TK staff, Rita Wetrade, and Allice Legat to 

discuss what had been heard at the household level and to hear more specific views.  

During the fourth meeting, the Committee recommended a Regional TK 

Elders/Harvesters Working Group (TK Regional Working Group) be established to 

complete the work. Gamètı̀ Committee members thought that it would be better if Tłıc̨hǫ 

from all four communities worked together from the start so they could address all 

issues together. Six (6) members on the TK Regional Working Group had been active on 

the TK Regional Elders Committee from 1996-2002 while the remaining ten (10) 

harvesters and elders were named by the Tłıc̨hǫ WRRB members.  The Working Group 

meetings were held between January and March 31, 2010: three in Gamètı̀,2 one in 

Wek’weetì, and one in Behchokö.   

                                                 

2 Under the direction of John B. Zoe, TEO, a TK Office has been established in Gametì.  However office 

furniture and computers have yet to be purchased and staff has yet to be hired. 
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The following is a summary of how discussions at the household level and at 

community and TK Regional Working Group meetings have informed key components 

of the program design. 

Species Important to Local Harvesters 

Caribou and fish are always cited as the most important. Nevertheless, all Tłı̨cho ̨ elders 

and harvesters explain – as is consistent with members of hunting and gathering 

societies – that all species are important, including human. They also explained that if 

one is to understand trends and impacts within Wek’èezhìi, human behaviour should 

be monitored noting  what is being harvested by both male and female harvesters and 

whether or not all is used or if resources are wasted. 3 

Everyone agreed that all harvested animals should be documented as it would 

demonstrate a more realistic flow of events and levels during the annual cycle, and a 

more accurate account of their observations and land use.  

Tłıc̨hǫ Citizens to be Interviewed 

During conversations at the household level, it became apparent that many younger 

people felt they did not know enough about the environment to speak with the 

researchers, but did think that they could report what they had harvested and observed 

as long as older, more experienced elders and harvesters were present to help them to 

understand their observations.  Specifically younger people thought that if elders and 

harvesters were present they would gain a better understanding of how their 

observations were similar or different than the past and how their own knowledge and 

behaviour impacts on their observations. 

During past discussions – prior to this project - elders thought that all individuals 

should be encouraged to report their observations and harvest – even if observations 

are made while ‘picnicking’ or traveling with family members and harvesting is not the 

main goal. 

Most of the elders and harvesters participating in the TK Regional Working Group 

thought leaders should tell harvesters to report their observations and harvest.   

During discussions after the meetings, the Project Team thought that once the 

Community Elders’ Committees are established the elders – specifically the k’aawo on 

those committees - would encourage individuals to visit the Tłı̨cho ̨ Knowledge 

Research and Monitoring office and report their observations and harvest.  

                                                 

3 Although not discussed during the household visits or during the meetings, most elders and active 

harvesters suggest that human activities associated with industrial development and exploration should 

be monitored by stewards of the land. 
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Researchers documenting the information would be trained to note whether the 

individual is an experienced or inexperienced harvester, and whether or not they are a 

full-time or part-time harvester; and whether or not their main activity at the time of 

sighting resources was harvesting. 

Sharing Information 

Throughout all discussions it became clear that community members would be more 

open about sharing their harvesting information as well as their observations if they 

understood that their oral narratives and their observations - ‘raw data’ - would remain 

with and be safeguarded by the Tłı̨cho ̨ Government, and kept in the Tłı̨cho ̨ 

communities.  

Several individuals expressed that they feel they are being “checked-up on” when non- 

Tłı̨cho ̨ ask questions and are worried that it can be used against them.  

Schedule of Discussions wıth Households 

Based on the manner in which Dene pass information, it was made abundantly clear 

during household visits and during the TK Regional Working Group meetings, that oral 

narratives are the process for sharing detailed information. (see also Basso, Cruikshank, 

Goulet, and Sharp on the importance of oral narratives among all Dene). For this reason 

the researchers/interviewers will be trained to use an ‘gathering oral narratives guide’ 

while documenting information shared by harvesters.  

The TK Regional Working Group thought the office should be open at least five days a 

week so harvesters could report when convenient and on an ongoing basis so numbers 

and observations are recorded quickly. 

Expectations of Harvesters and Elders 

All Tłı̨cho ̨ citizens with whom the researchers spoke liked the idea that monitoring 

skills and harvesting information would be given back to the community every few 

months – by the Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers. They thought the communities could benefit from 

hearing this information and verifying the researchers’ interpretations so 

misunderstandings could be clarified. 

The TK Regional Working Group thinks that reporting back to the community at public 

meetings is extremely important. If the researchers share a summary of what they have 

heard with the community, then harvesters will be more likely to provide their 

observations and harvest numbers. They reasoned that the harvesters would know they 

were being heard and that their knowledge and information was being documented 

accurately.  For example,  
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1. Their observations of the environment about health of animals and state of 

habitat, etc -  are being heard; 

2. Harvesters will feel secure that harvesting data is correct and their elders and 

leaders can use the information for management decisions. 

Compensation for Harvesters 

This has not been discussed with harvesters during the household visits or at the elders 

and harvesters meetings. During past discussions with elders, it was thought that 

harvesters should report on a volunteer basis, but should be compensated when 

attending the verification and sharing meetings when more information on their 

observations can be noted.  Only those harvesters who participated on a volunteer basis 

would be compensated at the verification and working group meetings. 

It is proposed that this is a decision for the Tłı̨cho ̨ leadership after being discussed at a 

Tłı̨cho ̨ Assembly, recognizing that availability of resources may be a constraint. 

Reporting 

Since using Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge in environmental management is important to Tłıc̨hǫ, it is 

recommended that after the verification meetings with elders and harvesters, report/s – 

annual or bi-annual - should be written for the Chief Executive Council that would then 

be released to the public – Boards, agencies, Industry, Federal and Territorial 

governments. 

Duration of Harvest Study within Monitoring Program 

During the household visits, the community meeting and the TK Regional Working 

Group meetings, the vast majority (young people did not speak to this topic) of Tłı̨cho ̨ 

citizens thought the harvest study within the monitoring program should be on-going.  
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Program Structure 

The Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program is designed to capture 

knowledge in a manner that is compatible with the Tłıc̨hǫ cultural perspective.  It is also 

designed to acknowledge the continued importance of oral narratives as the medium 

with which to share information and the importance of Tłı̨cho ̨ land-based activities in 

learning and being able to apply and promote Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge. 

Program Goals 

A Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program will support goals that assist the 

Tłı̨cho ̨ Government, and the boards and agencies under the Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement, to fulfill 

their mandate within the co-management regimes. It will also provide direction to 

industry and non- Tłıc̨hǫ researchers on expectations and costs.   This program will 

support the following program outcomes: 

1. Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge and perspectives are utilized in management and decision-

making. 

2. The Tłıc̨hǫ Government and its boards and agencies have the information they 

need to play a strong role in co-managing the environment, and to support 

programs such as education. 

3. The Tłıc̨hǫ Government has the information it needs to play a strong role in 

managing caribou and other wildlife, plants and forests; and has its own 

information and reports to support bargaining and negotiations. 

4. Harvesting maintains its role as a respected and important economic and social 

endeavour. 

5. Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge, perspective and language are strengthened through oral 

narratives and land-based activities. 

6. Integrated knowledge transfer is occurring across generations. 

7. Tłıc̨hǫ place names are documented accurately to express bio-geographical 

information, and to support the process of acquiring official place name status.  

Social Impacts 

If the program successfully achieving the above goals, it will help to support broader 

social impacts such as the following: 

• Tłıc̨hǫ citizens will fulfil their traditional stewardship responsibilities to care for 

the land. 

 TK is transmitted in a manner that is compatible with Tłıc̨hǫ culture and social 

structure.  
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 Tłıc̨hǫ language is strong and used in daily conversations. 

 Tłıc̨hǫ citizens are emotionally and spiritually healthy. 

 There is a structured process for Tłıc̨hǫ youth to learn land-based skills and 

knowledge.  

 Tłıc̨hǫ place names become official. 

Program Design and Implementation 

The establishment of a fully developed, effective Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and 

Monitoring Program is a necessary but ambitious undertaking.  It will require 

substantial resources and careful planning.  It will also require investment in training 

and in information technology.  The program will take approximately two years to 

implement, and five years to become fully operational.  It will take at least two years to 

develop TK policies, guidelines and directives that are consistent with the Tłı̨cho ̨ 

perspective and the Tłı̨cho ̨ Agreement, and provide direction and clarity for boards, 

agencies and TG departments that is both practical and respectful of Tłı̨cho ̨ knowledge. 

Guidelines and directives developed for boards, agencies and TG departments will 

reflect Tłı̨cho ̨ Government policy on access and use of Tłı̨cho ̨ knowledge.  

There are several activities that need immediate attention if the program is going to 

provide information for  caribou management,  for the Environmental Assessment of 

the proposed highway route within Wek’èezhìi, and for Fortune Mineral’s mining 

venture, with respect to impacts on land, wildlife and water. 

To ensure harvesters’ and elders’ observations, knowledge and harvest are documented 

and used, the following activities will be undertaken within the next two years when 

initiated in November 2010:   

1. Establish a comprehensive database to support the organization and storage of 

Tłıc̨hǫ monitoring and harvest data in a manner that is consistent with oral 

narrative and protocol; 

2. Digitize and enter existing information into the database; 

3. Establish operating procedures for the program, including human resource 

policies and procedures, compensation policies, and development of research 

methods; 

4. Establish training programs for researchers and data entry clerks; 

5. Hire and train staff; 

6. Undertake promotion and outreach to ensure that communities understand and 

support the program, and that harvesters participate; 

7. Establish community Elders’ Committees; 
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8. Develop a Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Policy4 for approval by the Tłıc̨hǫ Government.

Appendix I contains a more detailed outline of the proposed structure of the program, 

including a comprehensive list of proposed activities required to implement the 

program and a comprehensive list of program activities over the longer term, together 

with anticipated outputs from those activities. 

Appendix II contains a draft evaluation framework for implementation evaluations in 

Year 2, and a more fulsome outcome evaluation in Year 5.  These evaluations will help 

to measure whether the program is on track to achieve the goals/outcomes outlined 

above.   

The Tłıc̨hǫ are faced with two urgent issues that require immediate attention: i) the need 

for caribou monitoring in the face of current concerns about the integrity and health of 

the Bathhurst caribou herd and harvest numbers; and ii) the Fortune Minerals and all-

weather road proposals.   It is proposed that program implementation be fast-tracked 

with specific regard to these two issues.  More detail on the activities required for the 

Special Project: Caribou Monitoring and Harvest Study can be found in Appendix III. 

Special Project Design for Environmental Assessments TK baseline research associated 

with Fortune Minerals and the proposed road will be completed in the near future.   

In addition, the Tłıc̨hǫ Government requires knowledge of several areas that are being proposed 
as protected areas. 

4 See Draft policy in Appendix IV. 
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Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Summary Table of Proposed Structure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

SOCIAL IMPACTS 
• Tłıc̨hǫ citizens will fulfil their traditional stewardship responsibilities to care for the land. 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is transmitted in a manner that is compatible with Tłıc̨hǫ culture and 

social structure.  

• Tłıc̨hǫ language is strong and used in daily conversations.  

• Tłıc̨hǫ citizens are emotionally and spiritually healthy.  

• There is a structured process for Tłıc̨hǫ to youth learn land-based skills and knowledge. 

• Tłıc̨hǫ place names become official 

 

GOALS 
• Tåîchô knowledge and perspectives  are utilized in management and decision-making. 

• The Tåîchô Government and its boards and agencies have the information they need to play 

a strong role in co-managing the environment, and to support programs such as education. 

• The Tåîchô Government has the information it needs to play a strong role in managing 

caribou and other wildlife, plants and forests; and has its own information and reports to 

support bargaining and negotiations. 

• Harvesting maintains its role as a respected and important economic and social endeavour. 

• Tåîchô knowledge, perspective and language are strengthened through oral narratives and 

land-based activities. 

• Integrated knowledge transfer is occurring across generations. 

• Tåîchô place names are documented accurately to express bio-geographical information, 

and to support the process of acquiring official place name status.  

 

ACTIVITIES 
• Establish a comprehensive database to support the organization and storage of Tłıc̨hǫ 

monitoring and harvest data in a manner that is consistent with oral narrative and protocol. 

• Digitize and enter existing information into the database. 

• Establish operating procedures for the program, including human resource policies and 

procedures, compensation policies, and development of research methods. 

• Hire and train staff – research, data entry, etc. 

• Undertake promotion and outreach to ensure that communities understand and support 

the program, and that harvesters participate. 

• Establish an Elders’ Committees to guide the programme. 

• Develop a Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Policy1 for approval by the Tłıc̨hǫ Government. 

• Evaluate the program to make sure it is achieving the goals. 

• Implement culturally appropriate research and monitoring activities. 
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Appendix I 

Program Design and Implementation 

By Allice Legat 

Gagos Social Analysts, Inc 
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Program Design and Implementation 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Program Structure: Implementation Phase 

   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Data Base Design and develop database to compile and retain 

Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge and to follow oral narrative protocol 

Copy tapes and photos in digital format. 

Enter photo information into photo data base 

 

• Comprehensive and functioning database completed 

and operational 

 

• Tapes and photos can be used via computer and 

internet 

 

Tłıc̨hǫ 

Knowledge 

Policy 

Comprehensive TK policy approved by TG  
• WLWB and WRRB policies can complement TG 

 

• Industry knows TG’s expectations 

 

• TK staff understand role of TK for future 

 

Training Identify staff training requirements and design 

training plans 

 

• Staff will have the skills required to make the program 

a success 

 

• Training programs are designed for all aspects of 

program operations 
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   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

TK Elders’ 
Committee/s 

Elders Committee are established and  functioning as 

per the Terms of Reference 

 

• Terms of reference are established and approved by 

TG 

• Elders Committee is operational 

• Elders are guiding the design and implementation of 

the program 

• Elders are working with community residents to 

know their traditional roles and responsibilities 

Promotion and 

Outreach 

Promote and explain the program to Tłıc̨hǫ citizens 

 

• Community residents are aware of the TKRM 

program 

• Tłı̨cho ̨ citizens support the program 

 Describe steps taken to develop program in academic 

setting 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge program gains credibility with a 

broader audience 

• Success in external fund-raising 

Program 

Administration 

Develop operating procedures for the program 

 

Develop comprehensive guidelines for program 

including issues such as harvester compensation, 

participation criteria 

 

• Job descriptions  are written and staff are hired 

• Required policies and procedures are in place 

• Compensation policy for participating harvesters is 

implemented 

• Concept of “harvester” is defined for the purposes of 

the program 

• Protocol for community meetings is established 

• Protocol for producing and distributing reports is 

established 

 Develop activity outline for pilot projects:  
• caribou monitoring and harvest study 

• Baseline for Fortune minerals and proposed road 

 Main office established  
• Office space secured 

• Archival section established 

 Budget finalized 

Funding is secured for program start-up and fund-

raising plans are developed 

• Core funding requirements for six years determined 

• Final budget approved by TG 

• Effective fund-raising approach results in external 

funding support (industry, GNWT, DFO, WLWB, 

WRRB) 



19 | P a g e  

 

   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Research and 

Monitoring 

Methodology 

Implement culturally appropriate process for 

harvesters to share observations and harvest 

 

• Harvesters are comfortable with the process 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is transmitted in a culturally 

appropriate manner 

 

 Describe program development process in academic 

paper and present at conference 

• Papers written 

• Conference attended 
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Program Design and Implementation 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Program Structure: Ongoing 

   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Data Base Maintain and update database regularly after each 

information exchange wıth harvesters and elders. 

 

Produce reports regularly and review at community 

meetings and with Elders’ Committee 

 

Produce reports in response to requests 

 

 

• Database is up to date and capable of creating reports 

upon demand 

• Baseline information is available for environmental 

assessments, and environmental management 

• The store of Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is expanded as new 

information is entered into the database  

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge 

Policy 

 

The policy and associated directives provide 

appropriate guidance for TG elected representatives 

and staff, and external agencies 

 

 

• The role of Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is understood 

• Industry is clear about TG expectations 

• Boards are clear about TG expectations 

• Federal and Territorial Governments are Clear on TG 

expectations 

Collaborate with 

TG Departments 

Sharing of information and expertise established 

through inter-department guidelines 

• Process for intra-TG access to data base. 

• Information on TCSA tapes entered in data base. 

• Information on TK tapes storied in Land Department 

entered in data base. 

• Tłıc̨hǫ language training schedule. 

• Land Department uses TK information and reports for 
management of land, wildlife and associated habitat. 
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   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Training On-going training for program staff to ensure they 

are effective cultural interpreters  

• Process for on-going training established. 

• Process for inter-department training to access and 

use data base to complete land, wildlife and other 

applications and permits. 

• Trained TK community researchers are available to 

work with harvester and elders.  

• Database administrator is trained to maintain the 

database. 

• Staff have the skill to: 

o Efficiently document interviews. 

o Use interview guidelines. 

o Maintain archives and produce reports.  

o ‘Go after’ concepts of Tłıc̨hǫ and English terms. 
o Write Tłıc̨hǫ. 
o Identify similarities and differences between 

Tłıc̨hǫ and western management ideals.  

TK Elders’ 

Committee/s 

 

Tłıc̨hǫ elders provide on-going guidance to the 

program 

• Elders’ Committee is functioning effectively 

• Elders play a meaningful role in all phases of program 

• Elders work with Tłıc̨hǫ citizens to know their 

traditional roles and responsibilities 

Promotion and 

Outreach 
Elders and leaders promote and explain the program 

to Tłıc̨hǫ citizens 

Community meetings are held to promote program 

and review information. 

 Establish network with WRRB and WLWB to ensure 

they have information needed for environmental 

management decision. 

Describe program in academic papers and settings. 

• Community residents are aware of the program and 

its importance for Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge 

• Tłıc̨hǫ citizens support the program 

• A majority of harvesters participate in the program by 

providing information 

• Biannual reports are released publicly 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge program gains credibility with a 

broader audience 

• Success in external fund-raising 



22 | P a g e  

 

   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Culturally 

appropriate 

research, 

monitoring and 

harvest study 

Implement culturally appropriate process for 

researchers to interview and receive information from 

elders and harvesters 

 

Establish protocols for providing monitoring and 

harvesting reports to appropriate agencies 

 

Conduct field camps with elders and Tłıc̨hǫ 

researchers (including those in Land Department) to 

review data, expand database and build skills of 

researchers 

Collaborate with TCSA to link youth to the program 

• Harvesters and elders  are comfortable with the 

interview process 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is transmitted in a culturally 

appropriate manner 

• Tłıc̨hǫ place names are effectively documented 

• Three field camps are held annually, with 50 

participants including youth 

• Field camps include participation across four 

generations 

• Information compiled by researchers is verified and 

expanded upon 

• Harvesters are fairly and appropriately compensated 

for their contribution. 

• Trends are made available to agencies on a timely 

basis 

Research and 

Monitoring 

Methodology 

Program operates efficiently and effectively 

Participatory Action Research method utilized 

• Interview guidelines utilized 

• Information organized 

• Team members understand final goals 

• On-going training accomplished 

Program is successful in achieving goals 

• Useful information being collected and analyzed 

• Working within budget 

• Evaluation frameworks are established 

• Evaluation reports are completed 

• Program changes are made as required based on 

evaluation 
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Evaluation Frameworks 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Evaluation Framework: Five-Year Outcome Evaluation 

Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goal #1:  Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge and 

perspectives are used in 

environmental 

management and 

decision-making 

Is Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge used 

by the Tłıc̨hǫ Government, 

Boards, other 

governments to inform 

environmental 

management and 

decision-making? 

Is industry aware of Tłıc̨hǫ 

Government expectations 

regarding use of Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge?  Is this 

reflected in development 

proposals? 

 

Are harvester 

observations being used to 

flag emerging trends and 

issues for regulatory 

agencies? 

 

# of reports requested by all 

government agencies and 

Boards 

 

#  of regulatory decisions that 

incorporate Tłı̨cho ̨ 

knowledge in written 

decisions 

 

# of times Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is 

reflected in government 

plans and policies 

# of reports requested by 

industry 

 

# of emerging issues flagged 

through harvester 

observations 

Program files – 

TKRMP, TG, WRRB, 

WLWB 

 

Information requests 

will be entered into the 

database on an on-

going basis 

 

Information from 

external agencies, e.g. 

federal and territorial 

departments, MVEIRB, 

MVLWB 

  

Database reports 

Program management in 

consultation with other 

agencies 

 

Contractor  or Program 

Management to conduct 

interviews with external 

agencies, file research as 

required 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goals #2 and #3:   

The Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

and its boards and 

agencies have the 

information they need to 

play a strong role in co-

managing the 

environment and to 

support programs such as 

education. 

 

The Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

has the information it 

needs to play a strong 

role in managing caribou 

and other wildlife, plants 

and forests; and has its 

own information and 

reports to support 

bargaining and 

negotiations. 

 

Is the level of information 

available sufficient to meet 

the needs of government 

agencies for management 

decisions? 

Is the program 

documenting information 

on all aspects of 

harvesting, including 

harvest data, observations 

about trends, observations 

from women’s  as well as 

men’s processing of 

products? 

Is the database working as 

an effective tool to access 

information? 

Have Tłı̨cho ̨ government 

agencies and boards used 

the information in 

reports? 

Are boards and agencies 

satisfied with the 

information that has been 

provided? 

# of information requests 

received 

 

# of requests turned down 

because information not 

available 

 

# of reports produced in 

response to requests 

 

Compliance with established 

reporting protocols 

 

Reflection of information 

provided in regulatory and 

environmental decision-

making 

 

Level of satisfaction with 

reports provided 

 

Incorporation of TKRMP 

information incorporated into 

curriculum development 

Database  

 

Program files 

 

 

 

 

  

Review of regulatory 

and environmental  

decisions and reports 

 

 

 

Consultation with 

other TG agencies 

Archivist and database 

manager 

 

Program management 

 

External contractor to 

conduct file review, 

consult clients 
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Is information being used 

to inform curriculum 

development? 

Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goal #4:  

 Harvesting maintains its 

role as a respected and 

important economic and 

social endeavour 

Is the proportion of Tłıc̨hǫ 

citizens involved in 

harvesting activities 

increasing, decreasing or 

staying stable? 

 

What role does harvesting 

play in providing food to 

Tłı̨cho ̨ households? 

 

How many Tłıc̨hǫ citizens 

are earning an income 

from harvesting activities? 

Are young people 

requesting time with 

harvesters so they can 

learn  harvesting skills, 

including use of resources 

through production of 

crafts? 

# of residents involved in 

harvesting and related 

activities 

 

# of harvesters participating 

in the TKRMP 

 

Amount of country food 

consumed by Tłı ̨cho ̨ citizens 

 

 

Income from trapping 

 

Income from production of 

traditional crafts (including 

clothing) 

 

Baseline information 

on participation in 

harvesting activities 

 

Participation and 

consumption rates 

from database 

 

 

 

 

Income information 

from census, GNWT 

 

Baseline information - 

program management to 

compile as soon as 

possible 

 

 Community researchers 

to enter results of 

harvester debriefs daily 

 

Program management to 

work with external 

contractor to compile 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goal #5: Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge, perspective 

and language are 

strengthened through 

oral narratives and land- 

based activities 

Is TKRMP information 

being shared in a manner 

that is culturally 

appropriate? 

 

Is the program utilising 

the expertise of families 

with knowledge in 

specific geographical 

areas? 

 

 

 

 

 

Is the Elders’ Committee 

effective in providing 

guidance to the program 

and participating in on-

going evaluation? 

 

 

Is the program achieving 

recognition and credibility 

outside the Tłıc̨hǫ area? 

# of citizens participating in 

TKRMP review meetings, 

and trends 

 

# of participants who are 

comfortable with the process, 

and trends 

# of harvesters visiting the 

offices or requesting home 

visits, and participation 

trends 

Effectiveness of research 

methodology in acquiring 

enhanced Tłı̨cho ̨ knowledge 

Role of the Committee in 

influencing program 

operations and reports 

 

Number of presentations to 

external agencies or academic 

conferences 

 

External requests for 

information 

 

Database 

 

Program files 

 

 

Interviews with 

program participants 

and clients (using 

appropriate methods) 

to determine 

effectiveness  

 

 

Focus groups and file 

research 

 

 

 

Elders’ Committee 

evaluation 

 

 

Community researchers 

through regular data 

inputs 

 

Program management 

 

External contractor 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goal #6:  Integrated 

knowledge management 

and transfer is occurring 

across four generations 

Are field camps being 

held on a regular basis?  

How effective are the field 

camps in providing a 

forum for knowledge and 

values transfer? 

Is the knowledge of elders 

being transmitted 

successfully to younger 

generations? 

Is information from the 

TKRMP being used to 

educate youth and inform 

school curricula? 

# and regularity of field 

camps 

 

Field camp participation rates 

and level of knowledge 

acquired by participants 

 

Satisfaction levels of field 

camp participants 

 

Ability of youth and elders to 

communicate about Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge in the Tłıc̨hǫ 

language 

 

Youth awareness of program 

and understanding of Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge 

 

Incorporation of TKRMP 

information and methods 

into school programs 

Program files 

 

 

Field camp pre- and 

post-tests 

Field camp evaluation  

results 

 

 

 

 

Explore partnership 

with TCSA to monitor 

 

 

 

 

 

TCSA program  files 

and staff 

Pre- and post-tests to be 

designed in Year 2 and 

administered by program 

staff at all field camps 

 

Field camp evaluation 

format to be designed in 

Year 1 and administered 

by program staff at all 

field camps 

 

Program management and 

external contractor 
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Goal #7:  Information on 

Tłıc̨hǫ place names is 

documented accurately to 

express bio-geographical 

knowledge, and to 

support the process of 

official place names 

Is place name information 

being compiled and 

documented through 

research process? 

Are place names 

translated and spelled 

correctly to ensure 

accuracy of meaning? 

 

Is information being used 

to support the process of 

establishing Tłıc̨hǫ names 

as official place names? 

# of place names identified 

through research methods 

 

 

Review place names for 

accuracy and satisfaction 

 

 

# of official place names 

processed based on TKRMP 

information 

 

 

Database 

 

 

 

Researchers and 

Elders’ Committee to 

conduct regular 

review. 

 

 

 

Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

toponymy files? 

Community researchers to 

update database daily 

 

 

Program management to 

establish process in Year 2 

 

 

 

 

External contractor to 

compile 
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Evaluation Frameworks 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Evaluation Framework: Implementation Evaluation 

Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Database Is the database 

operational and adequate 

to meet program needs? 

Have past records been 

digitized and entered into 

the database? 

Have existing photos been 

digitized and entered into 

the data base? 

Are researchers using the 

database and regularly 

updating it? 

Does database follow oral 

narrative and protocol? 

Is information accessible 

on the internet? 

# of tapes digitized 

# of  photos digitized 

# of new entries made per 

month relative to 

harvesters’ oral narrations 

and observations 

Volume of backlogged 

data entry being 

accomplished by staff 

- Baseline

assessment of

existing data to be

digitized

- Data base

- Program files

- Researchers

Baseline information - 

program management as 

soon as possible 

Program director in 

consultation with 

researchers, at end of first 

and second years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Policy  

 

Has the comprehensive 

TK policy approved by 

CEC? 

 

 

Has the TK policy been 

forwarded to Boards and 

Agencies, GNWT and 

Federal Departments? 

 

Have TG departments and 

agencies developed 

associated guidelines and 

protocols? 

 

Is industry aware of Tłıc̨hǫ 

Government expectations? 

 

Status of policy and 

guidelines 

 

 

Is  policy publicly 

available on  TG web page 

 

# of  Boards, agencies, 

Government and business 

receiving policy 

 

 

TG and agency 

communications with 

industry 

 

- TG, WLWB and 

WRRB  records 

 

 

- Web page 

 

- TG and agency 

program files 

- Discussions with 

TG and agency 

program staff 

Program management at 

end of first and second 

years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Training Have training plans been 

developed? 

 

Has schedule for training 

workshops been set? 

 

Have training programs 

been developed for : 

- Literacy in two 

languages 

- TK concepts and 

perspectives 

- Interview 

techniques 

- Report writing 

- Archival skills 

 

 

Is further training 

required? 

# of training workshops 

designed and delivered 

 

# of staff who successfully 

complete training 

 

Degree of staff 

turnover(link to reason) 

 

#of staff with literacy in 

English and Tłıc̨hǫ 

 

Staff use of interview 

techniques (guidelines) 

when listening to 

harvesters and elders 

 

#of documented material 

with correct numbering 

 

Staff acquisition of the 

necessary skills  

 

 

- Training 

evaluation sheets 

 

- Personnel files 

 

 

- Program files 

 

- Program 

management 

observations 

 

 

Training providers to 

ensure evaluations are 

completed of training 

sessions 

 

 

Program management, in 

consultation with trainers, 

harvesters and Elders’ 

Committee; at end of first 

and second years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Operation of Elders’ 

Committee 

 

Is the Committee 

operating as it was 

intended? 

 

Has the Elders Committee 

replaced the Working 

Group? 

 

Did Regional working 

Group develop Terms of 

Reference for elders’ 

committee? 

 

Are the elders satisfied 

with the research results 

and interactions of 

program staff with the 

community? 

 

Status of  Terms of 

Reference  

 

 

Extent to which  

committee operations are 

consistent with TOR 

 

# of community meetings 

held 

 

Attendance at meetings 

 

Satisfaction of Committee 

members with process 

and support 

 

- Program files 

(attendance and 

committee 

minutes) 

 

- Survey of 

Committee 

members 

 

 

 

 

Program management, at 

end of first and second 

years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Promotion and Outreach 

 

Are elders and leaders 

encouraging 

participation? 

 

Are harvesters aware of 

the program? 

 

Are harvesters fairly and 

adequately compensated 

for their participation? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Are program goals and 

achievements being 

shared with a broader 

audience? 

# of community residents 

who are aware of program 

 

# of introductory meetings 

held 

 

# of home visits 

 

Degree of expressed 

support for the program 

 

Degree of participation by 

harvesters 

 

Degree of satisfaction with 

compensation 

 

Number of presentations 

to external agencies or 

academic conferences 

 

External requests for 

information 

Comparative information 

with household visits 

2008-2010 

 

Program files and data 

base 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program files 

 

Baseline information - 

program management as 

soon as possible 

 

Community researchers to 

enter results of harvester 

debriefs daily 

 

Program management to 

compile annually 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program management to 

compile annually 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Research and Monitoring 

Methodology 

Are harvesters 

comfortable with the 

process? 

 

Is Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge 

transmitted in a culturally 

appropriate way? 

 

Has a methodology been 

established to ensure an 

effective role for elders in 

program evaluation? 

 

# of harvesters sharing 

observations and  harvest 

information through the 

program 

 

Harvester participation 

rates by category (i.e. 

women, youth, children) 

 

 

degree of harvester 

comfort with research 

methodology 

 

 

rate of participation in 

community meetings 

 

success of discussions at 

community meetings 

 

- Data base 

- List of harvesters 

- Comments to 

researchers 

- Elders Committee 

evaluation 

Community researchers to 

enter results of harvester 

debriefs daily 

 

Elders’ Committee to 

provide input 

 

Program management, at 

end of first and second 

years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Program administration 

 

Do all staff have job 

descriptions? 

 

Are required policies and 

procedures in place? 

 

Has a space been secured 

for TK office? 

 

Are training and 

procedure manuals 

available for staff? 

 

Funding: 

 

Has core funding been 

established 

 

Has a funding raising plan 

been developed 

 

Does program have 

adequate funding 

% of job descriptions 

completed 

 

% of policies, procedures, 

manuals  and guidelines 

completed 

status of compensation 

guidelines and number of 

issues raised by harvesters 

or program administrators 

 

 

Funding: 

 

Status of budget 

development 

 

Availability of funding 

 

 

Success of external fund-

raising efforts 

Program files  

 

 

TG, WRRB and WLWB 

program files 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program management, at 

end of first and second 

years 
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Tåîchô Philosophy

Grand Chief Jimmy Bruneau directed the Tåîchô people to know both Western and Tåîchô
knowledge so each Tåîchô citizen would be strong like two people.  Bruneau‟s philosophy and

direction was not new to the Tåîchô people, who have always been interested in the ways and

knowledge of others.  This philosophy has been noted in both their oral narratives and the 

journals of the trading post factors.  Each tells of Tåîchô leaders learning the knowledge and

negotiating techniques of trading post factors to ensure the best return for their people‟s furs.  

This philosophy is also evident - in oral narratives telling of activities leading up to discussions 

with the Federal Commissioner in 1921 when Möwhì signed Treaty 11. The stories explain that 

Tåîchô were aware of the European perspective based on information they acquired from the

Slavey and Chipewyan further south.  Upon learning from the experience of their southern 

neighbours they were better prepared to deal with the Treaty Party.  

Tåîchô oral narratives stress the importance of understanding a problem, finding a solution and

taking action. This approach to learning, knowing and taking action is evident in most Tåîchô
oral narratives, as well as the manner in which past research projects were approached. The 

Tåîchô have rarely allowed others to do research to address a problem they wish to know about

themselves.  They insist that they take an active part in research and monitoring.  Specifically the 

Tåîchô:

. Explained to the managers of Rayrock Mine (1950s) that their observations were 

indicators of serious problems in the environment. They identified problems that they 

observed with plants and wildlife –such as beaver, marten and fish.  These problems 

were particularly evident to those Tåîchô who either used the area frequently or

worked at the mine.  

. Insist research focus on their needs and priorities – take for example the priorities set 

by the Dogrib Renewable Resources Committee during the early 1990s:  where 

caribou, habitat, water and heritage were of greatest concern.  

. Insist on adequate funding to ensure Tåîchô researchers were employed as permanent,

full time employees for the life of research projects – take for example the Traditional 

Justice and Traditional Medicine project in Whatì (1987-92); the Traditional 

Governance project in Gametì (1993-1996); and the caribou and place names projects 

in all the Tåîchô communities (1996-2001).

. Use the participatory action research (PAR) method that includes researcher training; 

an elders – both male and female elders – committees; rigorous research methods 

carried out by Tåîchô researchers and overseen by the elders‟ committee; and

verification of shared information.  The PAR process ensures accurate understanding 

of the traditional knowledge that is documented and ensures it leads to positive 

actions based on the recommendations. 

Today, it is vital that the Tåîchô lead by undertaking their own harvesting and monitoring studies

as the impacts of development on Tåîchô lands and the environment are becoming ever more

evident.   The Tåîchô Government and co-management boards have been given the authority to
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manage the land in the Tåîchô Agreement, but to do this effectively requires a system of Tåîchô 
knowledge (TK) research and monitoring that will feed into management decisions. 

The Special Project: Using Tåîchô Knowledge to Monitor Barren Ground Caribou described

below is based on Tåîchô philosophy and is part of the Tåîchô Knowledge Research and 
Monitoring Program.  The description of this project follows the following format: first, the 

current issues, for which the TK program was designed to solve, are discussed. Second, the 

program structure, on which the caribou monitoring and collection of harvest information is a 

part, is described. 

It should be noted that evaluation is done to ensure the best possible TK is being documented for 

future monitoring, education and understanding of the Tåîchô perspective.  The purpose is not to 
pass judgment but to provide tools to fine tune the program to ensure TK is documented and 

used.  
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Current Issue 

The Tåîchô Agreement directs co-management boards, government agencies and the Tåîchô 

Government to i) use traditional knowledge, ii) promote cultural perspectives, and iii) select 

Board members that have knowledge of Tåîchô way of life. Yet the current systems – most of 

which are based on Western perspectives and the British legal system – make it difficult for 

Tåîchô knowledge (TK) to be used in a manner that is consistent within the Tåîchô cultural 

perspective and way of life. 

The Wek‟èezhìi Renewable Resources Board in collaboration with the Tåîchô Government 

decided to develop and implement a program that would be a positive step towards using Tåîchô 

knowledge in manner that considers Tåîchô perspectives. 

The Agreement states that:  

Section 12.1.6 

In exercising their powers under this chapter, the Parties and the Wek’èezhìi 

Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional 

knowledge as well as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 13.1.5 

In exercising their powers in relation to forest management, the Government of 

the Northwest Territories, the Tåîchô Government and the Wek’èezhìi Renewable 

Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional knowledge as well 

as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 14.1.4 

In exercising their powers in relation to the management of plants, the 

Government of the Northwest Territories, the Tåîchô Government and the 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use 

traditional knowledge as well as other types of scientific information and expert 

opinion. 

Section 22.1.7  

In exercising their powers, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review 

Board and the Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board shall consider traditional 

knowledge as well as other scientific information where such knowledge or 

information is made available to the Boards. 

Furthermore, Section 12.5.5 of the Tåîchô Land Claim and Self-government Agreement (the 

Agreement) states that the Wek‟èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) shall:  

(a) Make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation to a 

proposal  

i. Regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìi, except for fish,  
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ii. Regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest levels for 

Wek’èezhìi to groups of persons or for specified purposes, or  

iii. Submitted under 12.11.1 for the management of the Bathurst caribou herd 

with respect to its application in Wek’èezhìi;  

 The Tåîchô Agreement authorizes the WRRB the responsibility for total allowable harvest 

(TAH) for wildlife, forests and plants and authorizes the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) 

responsibility for fish conservation and the establishment of TAH for fish stocks. Both WRRB 

and DFO have an obligation under terms of the Agreement to determine TAH through 

assessment studies and other research.  

For WRRB and DFO to have information necessary for sustainable management it is imperative 

that the Tåîchô undertaken their own monitoring by documenting their observations and 

harvesting information to ensure they contribute to the process. If allocations are to be made 

among users of the resource it will be necessary to determine basic needs levels of the 

beneficiaries of the claim. Allocations of fisheries and wildlife resources will be difficult without 

this basic harvest information from the harvesters themselves.  

For the Agreement to be honoured three activities need to occur:  

1. Baseline information must be gathered from elders on known trends as harvest, 

wildlife and vegetation distribution.  

2. Information gathered through Tåîchô traditional methods of monitoring needs to be 

documented on an on-going basis.  

3. Realistic harvest studies need to be ongoing. 

4. All collected information must be stored in such a way as to respect the provider of the 

knowledge. 

5. Reports to co-management boards will be sent several times per year to insure it will 

inform their management decisions. 

Although scientific information is readily available, most TK is in the minds of the elders and 

harvesters. For this reason, a program is needed so Tåîchô researchers can work with elders and 

harvesters to document their knowledge in a manner that does not lose the Tåîchô perspective. 

This is usually detailed knowledge of past conditions that they share with their descendants while 

sharing their current observations of wildlife and wildlife habitat. And, as is the traditional mode 

of sharing, numbers of species observed and harvested, are shared with others in the community 

along with other information such as behaviour of wildlife and the people harvesting.  All 

information available is used to make management decisions.  

One of the important features of Tåîchô knowledge is that it is acquired, enhanced and 

communicated on the land while people are engaged in land-based activities. It is also 

communicated after harvesters return to the community through oral narratives.   

Modern harvest studies often ask harvesters to fill out survey forms in English, or to provide 

limited information that can be taken out of context.  These studies may fail because they are not 

compatible with how Tåîchô knowledge, including information about harvest, is transmitted 

through oral narratives. 
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This project was designed to ensure that both monitoring and realistic harvesting numbers can be 

recorded in a culturally appropriate manner. This will help alleviate the problem that many 

respondents choose not to answer correctly the harvest study questions posed by non-community 

members.  
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Program Structure 

The Tåîchô Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program is designed to capture knowledge in a 

manner that is compatible with the Tåîchô cultural perspective.  It is also designed to 

acknowledge the continued importance of oral narratives as the medium with which to share 

information and the importance of Tåîchô land based activities in learning and being able to 

apply and promote Tåîchô knowledge. 

Program Goals 

A Tåîchô Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program will support goals that assist the Tåîchô 

Government, and the boards and agencies under the Tåîchô Agreement, to fulfill their mandate 

within the co-management regimes. It will also provide direction to industry and non- Tåîchô 

researchers on expectations and costs.   The caribou monitoring and harvest study portion of this 

program will support the following program outcomes: 

1. Tåîchô knowledge and perspectives are utilized in management and decision-making. 

2. The Tåîchô Government and co-management boards have the information they need to 

play a strong role in co-managing the environment, and to support programs such as 

education. 

3. The Tåîchô Government has its own information and reports to provide boards and 

government and information it needs to play a strong role in managing caribou and other 

wildlife, plants and forests. 

4. Harvesting maintains its role as a respected and important economic and social 

endeavour. 

5. Tåîchô knowledge, perspective and language are strengthened through oral narratives and 

land-based activities. 

6. Integrated knowledge transfer is occurring across generations. 

7. Tåîchô place names are documented accurately to express bio-geographical information, 

some of which are associated with caribou harvesting.  

Social Impacts 

If the program successfully achieving the above goals, it will help to support broader social 

impacts such as the following: 

 Tåîchô citizens will fulfil their traditional responsibilities to care for the land. 

 TK is transmitted in a manner that is compatible with Tåîchô culture and social structure.  

 Tåîchô language is strong and used in daily conversations. 

 Tåîchô citizens are emotionally and spiritually healthy. 

 There is a structured process for Tåîchô youth to learn land-based skills and knowledge.  

 Tåîchô place names become official. 
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Program Design and Implementation 

The establishment of a fully developed, effective Tåîchô Knowledge Research and Monitoring 

Program is a necessary but ambitious undertaking. It will require substantial resources, careful 

planning and a long term commitment to allow it to be successful.  It will also require investment 

in training and in information technology.   

Using Tåîchô Knowledge to Monitor Barren Ground Caribou and document caribou harvest is a 

constructive first step towards the development of the program.  

There are several activities that need immediate attention if the program is going to provide on-

going information for caribou monitoring and management. 

To ensure harvesters‟ and elders‟ observations, knowledge and harvest are documented and used, 

the following activities will be undertaken immediately when initiated in November 2010:   

1. Establish a comprehensive database to support the organization and storage of Tåîchô 

monitoring and harvest data in a manner that is consistent with oral narrative and 

protocol; 

2. Digitize and enter existing information into the database; 

3. Establish operating procedures for the program, including human resource policies and 

procedures, compensation policies, and development of research methods; 

4. Establish training programs for researchers and data entry clerks; 

5. Hire and train staff; 

6. Undertake promotion and outreach to ensure that communities understand and support 

the program, and that harvesters participate; 

7. Establish community TK Elders‟ Committees; 

8. Finalize the Tåîchô Knowledge Policy initiated through the Wek‟eezhii forum for 

approval by the Tåîchô Government. 
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Tåîchô Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Summary Table of Proposed Structure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

SOCIAL IMPACTS 

 Tåîchô citizens will fulfil their traditional stewardship responsibilities to care for the land. 

 Tåîchô knowledge is transmitted in a manner that is compatible with Tåîchô culture and social 

structure.  

 Tåîchô language is strong and used in daily conversations.  

 Tåîchô citizens are emotionally and spiritually healthy.  

 There is a structured process for Tåîchô to youth learn land-based skills and knowledge. 

 Tåîchô place names become official 

 

GOALS 

 Tåîchô knowledge and perspectives are utilized in management and decision-making. 

 The boards and agencies mandated under the Tåîchô Agreement have the information they need to 

play a strong role in co-managing the environment and to support programs such as education. 

 The Tåîchô Government has the information it needs to play a strong role in managing caribou and 

other wildlife, plants, forests and protected areas; and has its own information and reports to support 

bargaining and negotiations. 

 Harvesting maintains its role as a respected and important economic and social endeavour. 

 Tåîchô knowledge, perspective and language are strengthened through oral narratives and land-based 

activities. 

 Integrated knowledge transfer is occurring across generations. 

 Tåîchô place names are documented accurately to express bio-geographical information, and to 

support the process of acquiring official place name status.  

 

ACTIVITIES 

 Establish a comprehensive database to support the organization and storage of Tåîchô monitoring 

and harvest data in a manner that is consistent with oral narrative and protocol. 

 Digitize and enter existing information into the database. 

 Establish operating procedures for the program, including human resource policies and procedures, 

compensation policies, and development of research methods. 

 Hire and train staff – research, data entry, etc. 

 Undertake promotion and outreach to ensure that communities understand and support the program, 

and that harvesters participate. 

 Establish an Elders‟ Committees to guide the programme. 

 Develop a Tåîchô Knowledge Policy for approval by the Tåîchô Government. 

 Evaluate the program to make sure it is achieving the goals. 

 Implement culturally appropriate research and monitoring activities. 
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Caribou Monitoring and Harvest Study
1
 

Section 12.5.5 of the Tåîchô Land Claim and Self-government Agreement (the Agreement) states 

that the Wek‟èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) shall: 

(a) Make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation to a proposal 

i. Regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìi, except for fish, 

ii. Regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest levels for 

Wek’èezhìi to groups of persons or for specified purposes, or 

iii. Submitted under 12.11.1 for the management of the Bathurst caribou herd with 

respect to its application in Wek’èezhìi;  

Tåîchô oral narratives tell of the annual cycles in which caribou and fish are key resources. For 

example, spring camp sites were and continue to be located along known caribou migration 

routes, good fishing locations and places known to have birch trees.  Tåîchô waited for the 

caribou during spring migration back to the barrens but if caribou choose a different route, the 

people had fish while building canoes that were used to travel trails that led to the barrens 

making them ready to harvest caribou when they once again crossed paths.  Even on the barren 

grounds Tåîchô camps continue to be located near good fishing locations that are known to be on 

caribou migration paths. Like traditional harvesting camps, current communities are located on 

or near fisheries and areas caribou are known to travel if they are in the area.  Both resources 

continue to be important to the well-being of Tåîchô – psychologically as well as physically.   

Tåîchô elders and harvesters who participated in the West Kitikmeot Slave Study (WKSS) 

research entitled, „Caribou Migration and the State of their Habitat’, (2001) and who originally 

participated in the design of the TK Monitoring Program in 1999-2000, think it is long past time 

to monitor barren ground caribou. The oldest Tåîchô elders know the WKSS researchers – 

Georgina Chocolate and Bobby Gon - focused on oral narratives from the past that provided 

baseline information.   

They emphasize the importance of continuing to collect the most senior elders‟ knowledge 

(baseline) given the hiatus of 10 years (2001-2010). In addition they want the caribou monitoring 

program to:  

1. Document current observations of the harvesters.  

2. Research and  data input and report writing to be done by adults that use both Tåîchô and 

English, and  

3.  Participation of young people through their school, during the summer and during other 

school or university breaks. 

Elders, harvesters and other members of households – whether young or old – continue to want 

the Tåîchô people and their government to maintain their responsibility to watch and care for 

(monitor and manage) the land, water and resources they use, observe and enjoy. They want 

                                                 
1
 The Caribou Monitoring and Harvest Study Project is a special project within the TK Research and Monitoring 

Program. 
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Tåîchô citizens to use traditional values and rule associated with caribou to manage their 

resources. 

The Tåîchô Agreement authorizes the WRRB‟s the responsibility for total allowable harvest 

(TAH) for wildlife, forests and plants. WRRB has an obligation under terms of the Agreement to 

determine TAH through assessment studies and other research for caribou. WRRB is 

recommending caribou harvesting targets rather than a TAH.  The success of this approach is 

dependent on having the information necessary for sustainable management.  It is, therefore, 

imperative that the Tåîchô undertaken their own monitoring by documenting their observations 

and harvesting information to ensure they contribute to the process. If the Chiefs use the TK 

Research and Monitoring Program to oversee the documentation of caribou harvesting among 

their citizens during this time of low caribou populations it will easier for the Land Protection 

Department, Tåîchô Government to maintain the target within a reasonable range and to allocate 

caribou resources to those in need, and for WRRB to receive reliable up to date information and 

to evaluate the success of the target approach. Furthermore, when caribou population numbers 

are higher, and allocations of this resource are more widespread, it will be necessary to 

determine basic needs levels of the beneficiaries of the claim.  

For the Agreement to be honoured five activities need to occur:  

1. Baseline information must be gathered from elders on known trends as harvest, wildlife 

and vegetation distribution. This information should be documented so it can be used to 

determine trends as well as indicators of change.  

2. Information gathered through Tåîchô traditional methods of monitoring needs to be 

documented on an on-going basis.  

3. Realistic harvest studies need to be ongoing. 

4. All collected information must be stored in such a way as to respect the provider of the 

knowledge. 

5. Reports must be provided to co-management boards to insure informed decisions can be 

made. 

Most Tåîchô knowledge is in the minds of the elders and harvesters. For this reason, a program is 

needed so Tåîchô researchers can work with elders and harvesters to document their knowledge 

in a manner that does not lose the Tåîchô perspective. The process would include a detailed 

knowledge of past conditions that are compared to current observations of caribou behaviour, 

fitness and interactions with predators and pests as well as landscape and vegetation use. And, as 

is the traditional mode of sharing information, numbers of species observed and harvested, are 

incorporated into oral narratives that are told in the community. All information available is used 

to make management decisions and determine the number of caribou to be harvested in the near 

future. 

One of the important features of Tåîchô knowledge is that it is acquired, enhanced and 

communicated on the land while people are engaged in land-based activities. It is also 

communicated after harvesters return to the community through oral narratives.   
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Modern harvest studies often ask harvesters to fill out survey forms in English, or to provide 

limited information that can be taken out of context.  These studies may fail because they are not 

compatible with how Tåîchô knowledge, including information about harvest, is transmitted 

through oral narratives. 

This project was designed to ensure that both monitoring and realistic harvesting numbers can be 

recorded in a culturally appropriate manner. This will help alleviate the problem that many 

respondents choose not to answer harvest study questions posed by non-community members.  

Finding a Solution 

In 1999-2000, the Tåîchô Regional Elders‟ Committee – under the direction of K’àowo
2
 Jimmy 

Martin – requested Dogrib Treaty 11 staff who were working with the elders to bring male and 

female harvesters from each community to discuss a Tåîchô monitoring program. Funding for 

this meeting was secured from Cumulative Impacts and Monitoring Program, Environment 

Canada. The elders and harvesters directed staff to initiate monitoring around the diamond mines 

– with research/hunting camps located in strategic locations around the mines that would enable 

harvesters to observe the behaviour of caribou in relation to the mines. They also suggested a 

camp be located at Gots‟ôkàtì and Deèzhàatì so caribou behaviour could be compared with non-

mining areas. 

In September 2008, the Wek‟èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) and the Tåîchô 

Government initiated work towards implementing a Tåîchô knowledge monitoring program that 

the Land Protection Department of the Tåîchô Government and  co-management boards 

mandated under the Tåîchô Agreement could use in their decision making.    

The TK program design with associated policy guidelines were developed based on discussions 

held during the household visits made by the Project Team between April 2009 and December 

31, 2009. All households in the three fly-in communities of Gametì, Wekweetì and Whatì were 

contacted.  Behchokö has a significant population therefore only those households with active 

harvesters and elders were contacted.  During these visits Tåîchô researchers, under the direction 

of Allice Legat, explained the importance of Tåîchô knowledge in the Tåîchô Agreement and the 

possibility of establishing a monitoring program as originally laid out by the elders and 

harvesters in 1999.  Two Tåîchô researchers – Camilla Nitsiza and Madelaine Chocolate - did 

conducted the household visits, although Mary Adele Wetrade did assist Madelaine Chocolate in 

Gametì.  Household visits took longer than anticipated because i) individuals wished to express 

their views after hearing the role of the WRRB as it is mandated in the Tåîchô Agreement; and ii) 

individuals were delighted to expound on the potential for harvesters and elders working together 

with Tåîchô researchers to monitor the land as first set out by the elders in 1999-2000.  Their 

excitement at building on their traditional management practices was clear. 

After completing household visits and analyzing Tåîchô responses, it became clear that it would 

be culturally appropriate to develop interview guidelines that allowed harvesters to share 

information in a manner similar to how they normally explain their harvest and observations to 

                                                 
2
 Translated as „boss‟. The role is significantly different than the Western concept for „chair‟. 
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one another and to their elders.  The Tåîchô researchers found harvesters would prefer to discuss 

their activities – both observations (monitoring) and harvesting – in either a home or office 

setting, but at their own convenience. Finally, they found that harvesters thought if Tåîchô were 

doing the documenting and report writing they could then be assured: i) individual harvest 

numbers would remain confidential; ii) their information would be documented realistically; and 

iii) their observations would remain in the context within which their observations were made. 

Following the household visits a Regional TK Elders/Harvesters Working Group (TK Regional 

Working Group) was established to complete the work.
3
 Gametì Committee members thought 

that it would be better if Tåîchô from all four communities worked together from the start so they 

could address all issues together. Six (6) members on the TK Regional Working Group had been 

active on the TK Regional Elders Committee from 1996-2002 while the remaining ten (10) 

harvesters and elders were named by the Tåîchô WRRB members or Chiefs in consultation with 

elders.  The Working Group meetings were held between January and March 31, 2010: three in 

Gametì,
 4

 one in Wek‟weetì, and one in Behchokö.   

The following is a summary of how discussions at the household level and at the TK Regional 

Working Group meetings have informed key components of the TK caribou monitoring and 

harvest study approach. 

 

Species Important to Local Harvesters 

Caribou and fish are always cited as key species. Nevertheless, all Tåîchô elders and harvesters 

explain – as is consistent with members of hunting and gathering societies – that all species are 

important, including human. They also explained that if one is to understand trends and impacts 

within Wek‟èezhìi, human behaviour should be monitored noting what is being harvested by 

both male and female harvesters and whether or not all is used.
 5
 

Tåîchô Harvesting information to be Documented 

During conversations at the household level, it became apparent that many younger people felt 

they did not know enough about the environment to speak with their local researchers, but did 

think that they could report what they had harvested and observed as long as older, more 

experienced elders and harvesters were present to help them to understand their observations.  

Specifically younger people thought that if elders and harvesters were present they would gain a 

                                                 
3
 Members of the Regional Working Group are Romie Wetrade, Laiza Mantla, Louis Zoe and Mary Adele Wetrade 

(with Fred Mantla attending in place of Mary Adele Wetrade) from Gametì; Pierre Beaverhoe, Dora Nitsiza, Robert 

MacKenzie Sophia Williah, and Francis Simpson from Whatì; and Elizabeth Michel, Robert MacKenzie, Harry 

Mantla and Eddy Weyellan from Behchokö; and Jimmy Kodzin, Elizabeth Whane, Rosa P‟ea, Elizabeth 

Arrowmaker. The Working Group members decided that since the working group was short term if someone missed 

a meeting – for any reason – they would not continue.   

4
 Under the direction of John B. Zoe, TEO, a TK Office has been established in Gametì.  However office furniture 

and computers have yet to be purchased and staff has yet to be hired. 

5
 Although not discussed during the household visits or during the meetings, most elders and active harvesters 

suggest that human activities associated with industrial development and exploration should be monitored by 

stewards of the land. 
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better understanding of how their observations were similar or different than the past and how 

their own knowledge and behaviour impacts wildlife, particularly caribou. 

Most of the elders and harvesters participating in the TK Regional Working Group thought 

leaders should tell harvesters to report their observations of caribou (and other wildlife) 

behaviour, fitness, number of young, etc as well as the number they harvested.  

Discussion outside the formal structure of the TK Regional Working Group, the researchers 

discussed the importance of  continuous „watching caribou‟, and teaching the young about 

caribou behaviour and rules governing their behaviour around caribou; and, that caribou should 

be observed whether hunting is taking place or not. 

Sharing Information 

Throughout all discussions it became clear that community members would be more open about 

sharing their  harvesting information as well as their observations if they understood that their 

oral narratives and their observations -  „raw data‟ - would remain with and be safeguarded by 

the Tåîchô Government, and kept in the Tåîchô communities.  

Several individuals expressed that they feel they are being “checked-up on” when non- Tåîchô 

ask questions and are worried that it can be used against them.  

Schedule of Interviews 

Based on the manner in which Dene pass information, it was made abundantly clear during 

household visits and during the TK Regional Working Group meetings, that oral narratives are 

the process for sharing detailed information. (see also Basso, Cruikshank, Goulet, and Sharp on 

the importance of oral narratives among all Dene). For this reason the researchers will be trained 

to use an interview guide while documenting information shared by harvesters.   

Researchers thought the oral narratives of the harvest and associated observations should be 

documented within two days of the harvester returning to the community. 

Expectations of Harvesters and Elders 

All Tåîchô citizens with whom the researchers spoke liked the idea that monitoring skills and 

harvesting information would be given back to the community every few months – by the Tåîchô 

researchers. They thought the communities could benefit from hearing this information and 

verifying the researchers‟ interpretations so misunderstandings could be clarified. 

The TK Regional Working Group thinks that reporting back to the community at public meetings 

is extremely important. If the researchers share a summary of what they have heard with the 

community, then harvesters will be more likely to provide their observations and harvest 

numbers. They reasoned that the harvesters would know they were being heard and that their 

knowledge and information was being documented accurately.  For example,  

1. Their observations of the environment – health of caribou, state of the landscape and 

vegetation caribou use – are being heard and understood. 

2. Harvesters will feel secure that harvesting data is correct, and their elders and leaders can 

use the information for management discussions with WRRB and the GNWT. 
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Compensation for Harvesters 

This has not been discussed with harvesters during the household visits or at the elders and 

harvesters meetings. During past discussions with elders, it was thought that harvesters should 

report on a volunteer basis, but should be compensated when attending the verification and 

sharing meetings when more information on their observations can be noted.  Only those 

harvesters who participated on a volunteer basis would be compensated at the verification and 

working group meetings. 

It is proposed that this is a decision for the Tåîchô leadership after being discussed at a Tåîchô 

Assembly, recognizing that availability of resources may be a constraint. 

Reporting 

Since using Tåîchô knowledge in caribou management is important to Tåîchô, it is recommended 

that after the researchers hold verification meetings with elders and harvesters, reports be written 

for the WRRB as well as for the Chief Executive Council and the Territorial governments. 

Reports will be sent to Boards, Governments and Land Protection Department at least three 

times per year. 

Duration of Harvest Study within Monitoring Program 

During the household visits and the TK Regional Working Group meetings, the vast majority 

(young people did not speak to this topic) of Tåîchô citizens thought the caribou harvest study 

within the TK monitoring program should be on-going. They also thought reporting on harvest 

should be on-going. 
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Activities Specific to Caribou Monitoring and Caribou Harvest Study 

Basically the steps to traditional monitoring and documenting information on caribou are as 

follows: 

 Harvesters have been taught since the time they were young to observe all that is around 

them and to consider their observations in relation to what they are harvesting, and in 

relation to all other aspects of their environment. It is these observations as well as 

information about their harvest that the researchers will document through digital 

recording and by entering key information into the data base. 

 As researchers listen to harvesting accounts of the harvester, they will have an interview 

guide that they will use to mentally check off information, and as they enter key 

information into the data base.  If necessary the researcher will ask the harvester for 

additional information, but only after they have shared their observations through a 

narration of their experience.   

 Through hunting and through use of the caribou harvested both male and female 

harvesters will note the behaviour of caribou in various situations and note texture, smell 

and taste of meat and characteristics of hides, bones, etc. Researchers are responsible for 

acquiring and documenting all information of caribou. 

 Researchers will mark the location of the harvester‟s observations and their harvest.  

 Researchers will note number of caribou harvested, locations, age, sex, fitness, etc. 

 Researchers will note information on wolf numbers associated with caribou as well as 

numbers harvested and fitness levels. 

 Researchers will listen to the digital recording of the account and enter relevant 

information into the data base.  They will also note additional questions for future 

reference, and, if necessary, they will visit the harvester for clarification. 

 Researchers will search the data base for additional caribou information from that 

location, and begin developing a compilation of the information contained in the oral 

narratives. 

 Harvesters will note and share through their oral narrative the condition of the 

environment, including landscape, vegetation, moist, snow depth, etc. 

 If appropriate will compare their observations with reports available from the YK Dene, 

Kugluktuk and Lutselk‟è who traditionally hunted in the region. Comparisons will be 

done by academic researcher in conjunction with community researchers. 

 Since very few harvesters will be hunting caribou over the next several years the 

following activities are examples of information documented by researchers: 
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Autumn Migration 

. Active male and female harvesters will travel to known water crossings  

 monitor caribou as they cross,  

 note number of calves, cows and bulls, 

 note direction of migration, 

 note number of wolves and other predators. 

. Tåîchô citizens – elders, harvesters, researchers and youth – travel to Gotsak‟atì to 

observe caribou  

. Active male and female harvesters will travel to Æek‟atì (Lac de Gras) area and 

observe caribou after leaving the Diavik and BHP claim blocks, around Æots‟ik‟è, 

Æek‟atìtata 

Wintering Areas 

. Elders will select places to observe caribou behaviour in those areas, and to note 

additional aspects of fitness if harvesting caribou. 

. Harvesters will also observe the state of the winter habitat 

Spring Migration 

. Active male and female harvesters will travel to places where caribou fences were 

located to observe the number of caribou (and gender and age) that travel through the 

area.  In addition the harvesters will note fitness level.  If caribou are taken, contents 

of their stomach and vegetation in mouths and in stools will be noted, as well as 

texture and smell of meat and state of hides, bones, and hair.   

. Harvesters will do a visual appraisal for pregnancy and report pregnancy from the 

cow harvest. 

. Harvesters will note number of wolves associated with the herds. 

. Harvesters will note behaviour associated with pests.  

. Active male and female harvesters should also travel to Gostak‟atì, Dezaahtì to 

observe caribou at that stage of their migration. 

Summer: Post Calving Area 

. Elders will advise on where active male and female harvesters should travel to 

observe bull, cows and calf behaviour in their summer habitat assessing abundance at 

key locations. 

. Harvesters also observe predators, insect levels, and other factors impacting caribou 

distribution, fitness and migration.   
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Project Structure: Activities and Products 

 SPECIAL PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

PRODUCTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Data Base Researchers enter harvest information into database the 

same day they hear and document it 

 

Maintain and update database regularly after each 

interview 

 

Produce reports regularly and review at community 

meetings and with Elders‟ Committee 

 

Produce reports in response to requests 

 

 Database is up to date and capable of creating reports upon 

demand 

 Baseline information is available for environmental 

assessments, and environmental management 

 The collections of Tåîchô knowledge is expanded as new 

information is entered into the database  

 Realistic and current Tåîchô information on caribou and 

their habitat  

 Understand annual resource use -when low numbers of 

caribou 

 Ability to compare current caribou information with past: 

   -is there a trend? 

   -are caribou being impacted – if so what from what? 

Training On-going training for program staff to ensure they are 

effective researchers and cultural interpreters  

 Trained TK community researchers are available to work 

with harvester and elders.  

 Database administrator is trained to maintain the database. 

 Staff have the skills to: 

o Efficiently document interviews. 

o Use interview guidelines. 

o Maintain archives. 

o  Produce reports.  

o Identify similarities and differences between the 

Tåîchô and western management concepts and 

terms. 
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 SPECIAL PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

PRODUCTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

TK Elders’ 

Committee/s 

 

Tåîchô elders provide on-going guidance to the program 

 

 

 Elders‟ Committee is functioning effectively 

 Elders play a meaningful role in all phases of program 

operations 

 Elders work with Tåîchô citizens to reinstate  their 

traditional roles and responsibilities  

 

Culturally 

Appropriate 

Research and 

Monitoring 

Methodology 

Interview and community meeting guidelines  

    -specific to caribou monitoring , caribou harvest and 

caribou habitat and loss of habitat due to fires and 

development 

 

 

 

 Realistic and current Tåîchô information on caribou and 

their habitat. 

 

 Ensure trends are well documented, not hearsay 

 

 Monitoring by harvesters 

 While harvesting 

 Specific to water crossings, caribou fence area, 

visit fire areas 

 If not harvesting caribou, then a form of 

compensation. 

 Detailed current Tåîchô information on caribou and their 

habitat that can be discussed – in Tåîchô – between elders 

and harvesters with researchers documenting. 

 

 

 Training specific to project 

 Caribou terminology 

 Laws and rules 

 Caribou management plan 

 Ability to work efficiently 

 

 

 Hold caribou meeting once every two months  Realistic and current Tåîchô information on caribou and 

their habitat  

 Information available to write report on caribou 

observations 
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 SPECIAL PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

PRODUCTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Promotion and 

Outreach 

Elders visit households and explain what can be used in 

lieu of caribou 

 

 Traditional use of resources due to ebb and flow of 

environment 

 

 Traditional sharing of information 

 

 More likely harvesters will visit and report harvest and 

observations 

 Chiefs sit with Tåîchô Knowledge Research and 

Monitoring Elders‟ Committees to go over restriction on 

and allocations of caribou harvest 

 

Project Directors explains monitoring process to chiefs 

and council with elders present 

 

 

 Elders Committee supports Chiefs‟ allocation on caribou 

harvest and their decision to monitor using elders and 

harvesters 

 Academic paper for journal and presented at appropriate 

conference 

 Unique methodology and process is shared 

 

 Researchers experience discussions on what they are doing 

outside their communities 
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SPECIAL PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

PRODUCTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Program 

Administration 

Budget for this project 
 Ability to carry out realistic fundraising

Fundraising 
 Sufficient money to monitor caribou and harvesting

Protocol for sharing reports with WRRB etc, 

Guidelines for verifying information in reports 

 Ensure research is rigorous



 Ensure results are not hearsay but based on Tåîchô
knowledge and perspective 

Hire researchers 
 Special project will enhance  long term goals of TK

programme

 Ensure use of information from Caribou migration and

state of habitat project

 Ensure data is collected and available to be used
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Tłı̨chǫ Government 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Policy 

Preamble 

 To ‘know something’ implies knowing its origin as well as experiencing and observing.  The 
body of Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge has been acquired through thriving in a world of constant change.  

Tłı ̨chǫ knowledge is constantly expanding, as the elders of each generation add their 
observations, experience,  their wisdom and insights to what is already known.  Tłıc̨hǫ 
knowledge has been, and continues to be, preserved and shared with others through oral 
narratives.  

The Tłıc̨hǫ respect, honor and value living within Tłıc̨hǫ neek’e – the place where Tłıc̨hǫ 
belong –referred to in the Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement as Mǫwhı ̀Gogha Dè Nıı̨t̨łèè in honor of Mǫwhı ̀
who valued Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge and traveled Tłıc̨hǫ nèèk’è observing all that was taking place 
and sharing with those who went on to negotiate the Tłıc̨hǫ Land Claims and Self-Government 
Agreement. 

Honoring brings with it a responsibility to learn and remember the knowledge that has been 
passed down while observing and experiencing all that is part of Mǫwhı ̀Gogha Dè Nıı̨t̨łèè so 
current and past oral narrative can be shared with other Tłıc̨hǫ who will continue to care for 
the place where they belong. 

Statement of Intent 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge represents the collective intellect of the Tłı̨chǫ, and forms the foundation 
upon which all Tłı̨chǫ Government programs, services and activities are built.  The 
knowledge and values of our ancestors should inform and influence all aspects of Tłı̨chǫ 
Government operations. 

The Tłı̨chǫ Government will encourage and promote the continued acquisition, use and 
distribution of Tłı̨chǫ knowledge, and will work to ensure that Tłı̨chǫ knowledge is 
protected and safeguarded for future generations, in a manner that respects those who 
have shared their knowledge and to whom the knowledge belongs. 

In accordance with the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the Tłı̨chǫ Government will encourage 
Government departments, boards and agencies, and the prıvate sector to take steps to 
acquire and use Tłı̨chǫ knowledge in exercising their powers in relation to the dè, including 
management of human activities, land and water management, wildlife management, forest 
management, and management of plants; as well as during the environmental impact and 
review process.   
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Principles 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge and values represent the cumulative and collective experience of the 
Tłı̨chǫ, and their acquisition and expression cannot be separated from the practice of 
traditional Tłı̨chǫ activities and practices associated with the dè. 

Tłı̨chǫ communities and harvesters are responsible for the use and preservation of Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge, in a manner that preserves the context, spirit and intent of oral narratives. 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge belongs to the people who share their oral narratives, and all Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge  that is documented will be safeguarded within Tłı̨chǫ communities. 

Tłı̨chǫ elders are the experts about Tłı̨chǫ knowledge and values and are best qualified to 
understand what needs to be acquired, documented, interpreted, and how best to apply 
this knowledge;  they will play a lead role in any initiatives dealing with Tłı̨chǫ knowledge. 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge and values are necessary for management processes dealing effectively 
with protected areas, land, water, habitat and wildlife. 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge and values should be preserved for future generations, and as the 
foundation for the continued accumulation of knowledge. 

Tłı̨chǫ place names are indicators of valuable information and should be documented and 
used as an aspect of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge. 

Documentation of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge should not replace the telling of oral narrative and 
experiencing Tłı̨chǫ nèèk’è – Mǫwhı ̀Gogha Dè Nıı̨t̨łèè where knowledge is passed on in 
culturally appropriate manners. 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge and values are best expressed in the Tłı̨chǫ language, and language 
enhancement and preservation is a critical component of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge initiatives. 

Holders of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge have a critical role to play in monitoring the cumulative 
impacts and on-going health and integrity of the Tłı̨chǫ nèèk’è - Mǫwhı ̀Gogha Dè Nıı̨t̨łèè. 

Definitions 

Dè – Often translated as ‘land’ but includes the understanding that all of Creation has spirit.  

External Institution – Institutions, agencies and boards both mandated and not mandated 
under the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. This includes but is not restricted to Governments, industry, 
universities and other educational facilities.  

Harvester – Any Tłı̨chǫ individual who participates in harvesting activities. 

Harvesting activities – refers to all activities in which the Tłı̨chǫ have traditionally 
participated, including but not limited to: hunting; trapping; fishing; cutting and gathering 
wood or branches; collecting  snow and ice; gathering plants and berries for medicine and 
food. 
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Informed consent - a statement of oral agreement that may be recorded  in audio or video 
formats  or in writing between a researcher and a Tłı̨chǫ knowledge holder that explains 
the nature of the research, and the manner in which the information the knowledge holder 
is giving, and how it can be used and accessed. 

Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, The Agreement, or the Red Book - refers to the Tłı̨chǫ Land Claims and 
Self-Government Agreement among the Tłı̨chǫ First Nation, the Government of the 
Northwest Territories and the Government of Canada. 

Mǫwhı̀ Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè is the traditional area of the Tłı̨chǫ described by Chief Mǫwhı̀ 
during the signing of Treaty 11 in 1921.  

Wek’èezhii is the management area of the Agreement.  

Tłı̨chǫ Lands are lands owned by the Tłı̨chǫ Government under the Agreement. 

Tłı̨chǫ knowledge holders – Individuals recognized by elders as possessing either or both 
specialized or general knowledge that has been passed on from previous generations who 
have the ability to integrate their own learning and share this knowledge with others. 

Elder – An older person who is at least 75 years of age who follows the Tłı̨ch̨o traditional 
system and is recognized by their peers as having expertise and are qualified to advise 
leaders and others.  

Tłı̨chǫ  knowledge - knowledge that elders and other community members hold from past 
intergenerational experience and is passed down to the Tłı̨chǫ through the generations.  It 
continues to grow and is brought forward through experience, and given to descendants 
through oral narratives. Tłı̨chǫ knowledge is not just from the past, but includes knowledge 
based on present experiences as it intertwines with knowledge of the past.   

Scope 

This policy applies to all departments and agencies of the Tłı̨chǫ Government and their 
staff and representatives.  The guidelines attached to this policy  provides direction to 
industry, co-management boards, other governments and agencies conducting operations 
on Tłı̨chǫ lands, and within the Wek’èezhìi and Môwhì Gogha Dè Nîîtåèè areas where the 
Tłı̨chǫ Agreement provides legislated mandates.  

Implementation 

It is imperative to have a meaningful role for Tłı̨chǫ elders in the implementation of this 
policy.  A regional committee will provide broad advice on policy and programming while 
the community committees will oversee any local projects and staff.  There will be an TK 
elders committee in each community whether the community has TK staff or  not. The 
following sets out in general their roles and responsibilities, detailed Terms of Reference 
are set out in Appendix I.  
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Regional Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Elders’ Committee 

• Reviews research and monitoring requests and applications.  May make 
recommendations for modifications or conditions to the Chiefs Executive Council. 

• Establishes traditional knowledge research and program priorities, and makes 
recommendations to Chief Executive Council for approval. 

• Responsible for overseeing a regional monitoring program and interpreting 
information collected to identify cumulative impacts and research needs.  

• Provides oversight to Tłı̨chǫ knowledge research. 

• Proposes and/or reviews proposed revisions to the Policy. 

• Assists with solving problems associated with implementing this policy 

 

Community Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Elders Committee 

• Oversees staff in community offices 

• Informs community of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge activities in their areas – by vısıtıng homes 
and reporting to community meetings 

• Updates Chiefs and Councıl on activities. 

• Oversees research and monitoring conducted on traditional lands 

• Assists with solving problems associated with implementing this policy 

Authority and Accountability 

Chief’s Executive Council 

• Reviews policy  recommendations from the Regional Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge  Elders’ 
Commıttee 

• Reviews and recommends to Assembly revisions to the Policy. 

• Monitors implementation of the Policy. 

• Approves priorities for research and monitoring. 

 

Tłıc̨hǫ Assembly 

• Approves policy 

• Approves amendments to policy 

• Formally appoints committee members  recommended by elders 
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Grand Chief 

• Responsible for overall implementation of the policy. 

• The Grand Chief will meet at minimum of twice per year with the Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge 
Regıonal Elders Commıttee to report on decisions of the Tłı̨chǫ Government in 
relation to Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge. 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research & Monitoring  

The Tåîchô Agreement directs Boards, Agencies and the Tåîchô Government to i)use 
traditional knowledge, ii) promote cultural perspectives, and iii) select Board members 
that have knowledge of Tåîchô way of life. Yet the current systems – most of which are 
based on Western perspectives and the British legal system – make it difficult for Tåîchô 
knowledge (TK) to be used in a manner that is consistent within the Tåîchô cultural 
perspective and way of life. 

The Agreement states that:  

Section 12.1.6 

In exercising their powers under this chapter, the Parties and the 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and 

use traditional knowledge as well as other types of scientific 

information and expert opinion. 

Section 13.1.5 

In exercising their powers in relation to forest management, the 

Government of the Northwest Territories, the Tåîchô Government and 

the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire 

and use traditional knowledge as well as other types of scientific 

information and expert opinion. 

Section 14.1.4 

In exercising their powers in relation to the management of plants, the 

Government of the Northwest Territories, the Tåîchô Government and 

the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire 

and use traditional knowledge as well as other types of scientific 

information and expert opinion. 
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Section 22.1.7  

In exercising their powers, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact 

Review Board and the Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board shall consider 

traditional knowledge as well as other scientific information where 

such knowledge or information is made available to the Boards. 

Furthermore, Section 12.5.5 of the Tåîchô Land Claim and Self-government Agreement (the 
Agreement) states that the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) shall:  

(a) Make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation 

to a proposal  

i. Regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìi, except for fish,  

ii. Regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest 

levels for Wek’èezhìi to groups of persons or for specified purposes, or  

iii. Submitted under 12.11.1 for the management of the Bathurst caribou 

herd with respect to its application in Wek’èezhìi;  

 The Tåîchô Agreement authorizes the WRRB responsibility for total allowable harvest 
(TAH) for wildlife, forests and plants and authorizes the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans 
(DFO) responsibility for fish conservation and the establishment of TAH for fish stocks. 
Both WRRB and DFO have an obligation under terms of the Agreement to determine TAH 
through assessment studies and other research.  

For WRRB and DFO to have information necessary for sustainable management it is 
imperative that the Tåîchô undertake their own research and monitoring by documenting 
their observations and harvesting information to ensure they contribute to the process. If 
allocations are to be made among users of the resource it will be necessary to determine 
basic needs levels of the beneficiaries of the claim. Allocations of fisheries and wildlife 
resources will be difficult without this basic harvest information from the harvesters 
themselves.  

For the Agreement to be honoured three activities need to occur:  

1. Baseline Tłı̨chǫ information must be gathered from elders on known trends on 
harvest, wildlife and vegetation distribution.  

2. Information gathered, through Tåîchô traditional methods of monitoring, needs to 
be documented on an on-going basis.  

3. Culturally appropriate harvest studies need to be ongoing. 

Although scientific information is readily available, most Tåîchô knowledge is in the minds 
of the elders and harvesters. For this reason, a program is needed so Tåîchô researchers can 
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work with elders and harvesters to document their knowledge in a manner that does not 
lose the Tåîchô perspective. This is usually detailed knowledge of past conditions that they 
share with their descendants while sharing their current observations of wildlife and 
wildlife habitat. And, as is the traditional mode of sharing, numbers of species observed and 
harvested, are shared with others in the community along with other information such as 
behaviour of wildlife and the people harvesting.  One of the important features of Tåîchô 
knowledge is that it is acquired, enhanced and communicated on the land while people are 
engaged in land-based activities. It is also communicated after harvesters return to the 
community through oral narratives.   

Modern harvest studies often ask harvesters to fill out survey forms in English, or to 
provide limited information that can be taken out of context.  These studies may fail 
because they are not compatible with how Tåîchô knowledge, including information about 
harvest, is transmitted through oral narratives. 

A program must be designed to ensure that research will acquire realistic harvesting 
numbers can be recorded in a culturally appropriate manner. This will help alleviate the 
problem that many respondents choose not to answer correctly, harvest study questions 
posed by non-community members.  

 The Tłı̨chǫ Government will conduct all of its own research under the guidance of the 
Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Regional Elders Committee and through the establishment of a Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge Department.  All outside researchers interested in conducting research in the 
Tłı̨chǫ settlement area are encouraged to contact this department to explore collaboration 
opportunities.  Further guidance is provided in the Appended Guidelines.  

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Department   

A department of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge will be established to facilitate the implementation of 
this policy and program.  The head offices will be located in Gamètı̀.  A Regional Director of 
Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge will oversee the program and implementation of the policy.  A Research 
Director will oversee all research and research staff.  A Data Base Manager will develop and 
maintain a data base in both Tłı̨chǫ and English . Each community will have a staff team of a 
minimum of two members who will carry out research and data collection and input. 

Researchers will work with the Land  Protection Department  to present research results in 
a format for ease of use to the Tłı̨chǫ Government and within the regulatory framework.  

Researchers will verify monitoring information  with those who provided information – 
elders and harvesters - at public community meeting prior to making the report public. 

In addition to conducting traditional knowledge research, the staff will work with active 
harvesters and the TK Community Elders’ Committees to monitor trends and occurrences 
on the land. They will employ traditional monitoring practices and good documentation 
practices that include individual reporting of observations followed by group discussion 
and analysis.  
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Ownership and Confidentiality 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge  belongs to Tłı̨chǫ collectively.  Original documents should be turned 
over to the Tłı̨chǫ government for archival management in the TK head office in Gamètı̀.  
High quality copies  and wıll also be stored ın storage systems wıth one ın the NWT 
Archıves untıl an archıves ıs buıld ın Gamètı̀.   Written permission must be obtained from 
informants and from local TK elders committee  for the publication of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge.  In 
addition, researchers will record statements of purpose and permission in audio or video 
format at the beginning of each interview.  See attached guidelines for more information. 

Elders want their oral narratives to stay in their own language, and if others wish to listen 
to the stories of their experience then they should use those middle-aged persons who 
understand Tłı̨chǫ to tell them the story (after lıstenıng to the dıgıtal recordıng) – rather 
than translating the recording. 

Provisions 

• The Department of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge  will establish methodology and research 
procedures to guide the acquisition of Tłı̨chǫ oral narratives and knowledge. 

• The Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Department will take the lead and work with the Wek’eezhii 
Forum  to establish procedures to guide the use of Tłı̨chǫ knowledge in each of their 
programs and services. Tłı̨chǫ researchers will work under the collective guidance 
of Tłı̨chǫ elders through the  Regional and Community Committee in the design of 
research projects and writing reports. 

• The Tłı̨chǫ Government will work in collaboration with the Wek’eezhii Land and 
Water Board and the Wek’èezhı̀i Renewable Resources Board to ensure that they 
have access to information about  Tłı̨chǫ knowledge that is required to implement 
their mandates as specified in the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 

• The Tłı̨chǫ Government will encourage the Wek’eezhii Land and Water Board and 
the Wek’eezhii Renewable Resources Board to work with the Department of Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge to establish procedures and guidelines for the use and incorporation of 
traditional knowledge in regulatory and management processes within their 
mandates. 

• External institutions - including other governments, industry, and academia – who 
wish to conduct research on Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge will be encouraged to do so in 
accordance with the provisions of this policy and associated guidelines and 
protocols.   

• The Tłı̨chǫ Government will develop regulations to guide the ownership and use of 
Tłı̨chǫ knowledge , including provisions for ensuring confidentiality when 
knowledge holders have requested it; recognition of Tłı̨chǫ knowledge holders 
when appropriate; the storage of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge ; provisions for access; and 
publication and distribution.  These regulations  will complement existing research 
protocols established by the Government of the Northwest Territories, e.g. 
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requirements under the NWT Scientists Act to acquire research licenses and the 
attached Guidelines. 

• Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge  brought forward for consideration in the regulatory processes
administered by the WLWB and WRRB must be compiled in accordance with the
provisions of this policy and associated directives.

The following Appendices form part of this Policy: 

Appendix I:  Terms of Reference - Elders’ TK Community and 
Regional Committees 

Guidelines for Developers  

Sample Protocol Agreement 

Guıdelınes  for Researchers

Appendix II: 

Appendix III: 

Appendix IV: 

Appendix V:  Guidelines for Authors and Illustrators 
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Appendix I  
Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Regional and Community Elders’ Committees 

Terms of Reference 

Community Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Elders Committee 

• Each community will have an elders’ committee overseeing their Tłı̨chǫ knowledge
research and monitoring activities and providing advice to staff and researchers.
These committees will be known as the Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Communıty Elders’
Committee.

• Informs community of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge activities in their areas – by vısıtıng homes
and reporting to community meetings

• Updates Chiefs and Councıl on activities.

• Oversees research and monitoring conducted on traditional lands

• Assists with solving problems associated with implementing this policy

The community of Wekweètı̀ will have two members on their local committee, Gameti and 
Whati will have four elders, two female and two male elders representatives, and Behchokǫ̀  
wıll have six members to reflect the size of each community.  Where possible, one male and 
one female wıll be the oldest members of the communıty  and two wıll be younger, who are 
chosen by the older elders. In Behchokǫ̀ two male and two females wıll be among the oldest 
elders , and two males and two females wıll be younger. Representative should be persons 
known to value Tłı̨chǫ knowledge and persons who know which individuals in their 
community has knowledge of specific places, events and wildlife,  plants, forests and fish. 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Regıonal Elders Commıttee 

• Reviews research and monitoring requests and applications.  May make
recommendations for modifications or conditions to the Chiefs Executive Council.

• Establishes traditional knowledge research and program priorities, and makes
recommendations to Chief Executive Council for approval.

• Responsible for overseeing a regional monitoring program and interpreting
information collected to identify cumulative impacts and research needs.

• Provides oversight to Tłı̨chǫ knowledge research.

• Proposes and/or reviews proposed revisions to the Policy.
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• Assists with solving problems associated with implementing this policy 

 

The Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Regional Elders’ Committee will consist of two of the oldest males 
and females from each community committee. 

The elders’ committees are participatory action committees who represent the collective 
interests of the elders and harvesters who continue to use the land and the resources from 
the land.  

The elders on the committee will be chosen by the current committee elders based on skills 
and land-based knowledge. 

Purpose of Committee 
The primary purpose of the Elders Committees is to provide Tłı̨chǫ elders with the 
opportunity to offer the wealth of knowledge and wisdom they have accumulated for the 
benefit of the current and future generations in the management of the land they know and 
love.  

Elders will be responsible to walk around and visit other members of the community to 
inform them of their activities and to identify individuals that should be interviewed on 
specific topics. 

During community meetings and at the annual assembly the Committee Members will be 
responsible for demonstrating the value of their work by working with staff to make 
presentations relevant to the topics at hand.   

Elders will ensure that time will be taken to do the research to their standards and will 
carry out activities that are aimed at  solving problems and addressing challenges 
important to the communities and region. 

To demonstrate the economic, social and cultural values of traditional land use.   

Role of Members 

a. Participate in local and regional Elders Committees  as a way to help formulate, 
document and pass on traditional cultural knowledge for future generations.  

b. Help make explicit and incorporate locally appropriate cultural values in all aspects 
of life in the community, while recognizing the diversity of opinion that may exist.  

c. Make a point to utilize traditional ways of knowing, teaching, listening and learning 
in passing on cultural knowledge to others in the community.  

d. Seek out information on ways to protect knowledge and retain copyright authority 
over all local knowledge that is being shared with others for documentation 
purposes.  

e. Verify through translators of cultural information that has been written down to 
insure accuracy.  

f. Follow appropriate traditional protocols as much as possible in the interpretation 
and utilization of cultural knowledge.  
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g. Assist willing members of the community to acquire the knowledge and skills 
needed to assume the role of Elder for future generations.  

h. To develop a vision statement that will enable all to understand the future that they 
wish to foster.  To develop a mission statement to guide the work of the Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge Department 

Payment to Elders 
Since elders on these committees will act more as advisors the older elders (including the 
k’àowo ) will be paid a consulting fee of $350/day, whereas the younger elders who are 
continuing to learn from the older elders will be paid $250/day. 

Meeting Attendance 
If a members misses meetings the k’àowo will speak to the individual and determine the 
cause, if two meetings are missed they will be replaced by an individual chosen by elders in 
their community. 

If a person has been drinking they will be asked to leave and will not be paid their per diem 
or their honorarium. 

Decision Making 
Following Tłı̨chǫ traditional governance practices only one topic will be discussed until a 
direction of action is reached. Eldest members will be invited to speak first and last on the 
topic under discussion.   

Members will strive to reach consensus on all matters before them.  Every effort will be 
made to hear and clearly understand any dissenting views.   

Staff Support 
Decisions of the committee will be recorded by staff.   Researchers will support Committee 
members by insuring that reports are written that reflect traditional information gathered. 
These reports will support the elders desire to influence decisions that are respectful and 
caring of all Tłı̨chǫ citizens, the land and the resources. 

Researches will carry out rigorous verification procedures with the Committee and 
information providers to ensure the integrity of the Tłı̨chǫ knowledge gathered and 
analysed.   
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Appendix II 

Guidelines for Developers 

The Tłı̨chǫ  government encourages developers to work with us, and to work to understand 
ınformatıon that comes from our traditional knowledge. 

The Tłı̨chǫ Agreement states WLWB shall consider traditional knowledge, the Agreement 
does not specify how this will occur.  This policy clarifies the way in which Tłı̨chǫ 
knowledge will be considered within the Wek’èezhìi area. 

Consıder thıs policy as early as possible in the project planning cycle to avoid problems and 
conflicts before projects enter the formal regulatory process.  This will also provide the 
Tłı̨chǫ with the opportunity to make positive contributions and build constructive 
relationships.  

We concur with the following statements set out in the Mackenzie Valley Environmental 
Impact Review Board Guidelines for incorporating Traditional Knowledge: 

• Traditional knowledge shared specifically about the environment and the use and
management of the environment is important for establishing baseline conditions,
predicting possible impacts and determining appropriate mitigation and
monitoring methods.  This is particularly beneficial where there is no land use
plan, where there are social or cultural concerns or when scientific data is
inadequate.

• Early dialogue and relationships between the developer and traditional knowledge
holders may result in a sharing of knowledge about environmental phenomena
unavailable elsewhere.  Such information may allow for necessary project design
changes to take place even before the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA
process begins.

• Traditional knowledge can add to the understanding of the critical requirements of
and potential threats to valued components.

• Traditional knowledge can assist a preliminary screener in deciding whether a
proposed development might have a significant adverse impact or might be a
cause for public concern and

• Traditional knowledge is critical in the early stages of the process to help identify
issues as part of the EIA scoping and later on at community and formal hearings (if
any) to assist the Review Board in determining the significance of potential
impacts.
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The Tłı̨chǫ Land Claim and Self-government Agreement (Tłı̨chǫ Agreement) clause 22.1.7  
gives the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board and the Wek’eezhii Land 
and Water Board their mandate within Wek’èezhıı̀ı: 

In exercising their powers, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board 
and the Wek’èezhıı̀ Land and Water Board shall consider traditional knowledge as 
well as other scientific information where such knowledge or information is made 
available to the Boards. 

Tłı̨chǫ traditional knowledge is useful when considering how future development will 
impact on the environment and the people. Furthermore it can provide a more relevant and 
meaningful baseline to insure that the environmental effects of any project can be 
understood in the future.  If Tłı̨chǫ knowledge research is done in a rigorous and 
methodological manner during the initial stages of a development planning, then it is more 
likely a development project  will have minimal impact on the environmental and 
communities, especıally ıf socıal ıssues and concerns are also consıdered. 

General Principles 
No two projects are the same; therefore, a one-size-fits-all approach to considering Tłı̨chǫ 
knowledge is not possible. Nevertheless a number of general principles have been 
identified with respect to the extent to which knowledge should be collected in relation to 
development proposals. These are presented below. 

Where possible, the Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Department (TKD) will conduct all traditional 
knowledge   research and provide the proponent with a report. Expectations regarding the 
extent of the research and type of research varies with the type of development 
applications, interested parties will identify their needs and explore with TKD staff, the 
time and budget required to meet these needs.  

Prior to research the Tłı̨chǫ government and the research team will be provided with clear 
and accurate information about the project proposal and the stage that it is at.  If the 
proposal has already entered the EIA process, the Developer will be asked to share copies 
of such applications to ensure that the Tłı̨chǫ government can accurately assess the scope 
of  Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge required and how it may be incorporated into the EIA process; 

Following a review of the information provided by the Developer the Tłı̨chǫ government 
will outline a proposal for carrying out traditional knowledge research and ask the 
Developer to enter into a Protocol Agreement that would enable such research to proceed.  
A sample of such an agreement is set out in Appendix IV. 
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Appendix III 

Sample Protocol Agreement 

Between:  (the Proponent, Developer, Federal and Terrıtorıal Government Agencıes) 
herein referred to as ____________________ 

and 

The Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

(hereinafter the “Parties”) 

WHEREAS  the Tłı̨chǫ Government are the caretakers of Tłı̨chǫ knowledge that has been 
and will be documented within Mǫwhı̀ Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè,  Wek’èezhii and Tłı̨chǫ Lands; and 

WHEREAS  the Tłı̨chǫ Government wishes to protect Tłı̨chǫ knowledge from misuse; and 

WHEREAS  most of this knowledge is woven within the tapestry of the Tłı̨chǫ oral 
narratives; and 

WHEREAS the Parties wish to respect the wishes of the Tłı̨chǫ elders, who have shared and 
will continue to share their knowledge through oral narratives and to ensure that all 
information taken  from the oral narratives remains with Tłı̨chǫ; and 

WHEREAS the Parties would like to ensure Tłı̨chǫ knowledge is used in manner consistent 
with section 12.1.6 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement: 

NOW THEREFORE THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

A. INTRODUCTION

The Tłı̨chǫ oral narratives and traditional knowledge is first, and foremost, for the Tłı̨chǫ 
citizens, therefore it should be: 

a. Tłı̨chǫ citizens who carry out research on what Tłı̨chǫ  knowledge about any given
topic; and

b. Tłı̨chǫ elders and active harvesters who will assist with the design of Tłı̨chǫ
knowledge projects, and in the research and in the writing of reports.
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c.  With respect for the Tłı̨chǫ  Regional Elders’ Committee request that their stories 
not be translated to ensure that: 

1. Tłı̨chǫ citizens continue listening to and learning from the oral narratives that came 
from their ancestors in their own language;  

2. Individuals – whether Tłı̨chǫ  or non-Tłı̨chǫ – should work with a Tłı̨chǫ speaker, 
who has spent considerable time listening and experiencing with elders and 
harvesters the knowledge shared;  

3. Their descendents, and those who work with them, understand the knowledge 
within the context of an occurrence (as it was told and brought to the present),  and 
from the perspective of the Tłı̨chǫ; 

4. Non - Tłı̨chǫ who work with Tłı̨chǫ speakers to understand the relevance of the oral 
narrative, and the knowledge it encompasses, within the context all other variables 
being discussed by the storytellers;  

5. Tłı̨chǫ youth learn the oral narratives as well as to learn how to use these 
narratives to think with, and use that ability to write related reports. 

 

B. COMMITMENTS OF THE PARTIES: 

The Tłıc̨hǫ Government Commits To: 

1. Decide how, why and when Tłı̨chǫ the information is used.  

2. Indicate what information is confidential and what is public. 

3.  Ensure that the requester of information has the information required to participate 
effectively in the Regulatory process. 

 

(Proponent. Developer, Government Agency)_______________________________________________ 
Commits To: 

Assist with the costs of research and of entering relevant information into the data base so 
the oral narratives and information can be managed, and used with Tłı̨chǫ Government GIS 
system as follows:  

(enter budget info ) 
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C. INTERPRETATION AND IMPLEMENTATION: 

Entire Agreement 

This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between Parties with respect to the 
subject matters set forth herein. There are no other collateral agreements or undertakings 
related to the subject matter hereof. 

Further Acts 

The Parties shall do all acts and execute and deliver all such documents as may from time 
to time be necessary in order to achieve the purpose and intent of this Agreement. 

Applicable Laws 

This Agreement shall be governed by and interpreted in accordance with  Tłı̨chǫ laws, the 
laws of Canada, the Northwest Territories as applicable. 

Notices 

Any notices or communications required or permitted to be given pursuant to this 
Agreement shall be in writing and shall be delivered to, or sent by prepaid registered or 
certified mail, or confirmed facsimile, addressed as follows: 

(a) in the case of a notice or communication to the Proponent, Developer or 
Government Agency: 

 ____________________ 

 Tel:  

 Fax: 

(b) in the case of a notice or communication to the Tłıc̨hǫ Government: 

 The Executive Officer  

 Tłı̨chǫ Government  

 _________________ 

 Tel: (867) __________ 

 Fax: (867) __________ 

 

or to such other address as either Party may notify the other in accordance with this 
section.  
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Assignment 

The rights and privileges granted under this Agreement may not be assigned. 

Amendment 

This Agreement may be amended from time to time by consent of the Parties hereto by an 
instrument in writing.  

Term  

This Agreement shall come into effect on the date it is signed. 

This Agreement shall be for an initial term of one year and may be renewed by mutual 
consent of the Parties.  

Termination  

This Agreement can be terminated upon 30 days notice in writing by either of the Parties. 

Dispute Resolution  

In the event that a dispute arises, the Parties will exercise all reasonable effort to resolve it 
amicably. 

The Parties may resolve a dispute by mutual agreement at any time, and all such 
agreements shall be recorded in writing and signed by authorized representatives of the 
Parties. 

Where there is a dispute that cannot be resolved amicably, either Party may give notice of 
termination of the Agreement. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed in their 
respective names by their duly authorized representatives. 

 

Proponent or Developer    Tłıc̨hǫ Government  

 

per _____________________    per ________________ 

 

Dated: _______________, 20_____ 
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Appendix IV 

Guidelines for Researchers 

Researchers are ethically responsible for obtaining informed consent, accurately representing 
the Tłı̨chǫ perspective and protecting the cultural integrity and rights of all participants in a 

research endeavor. 

Researchers may increase their cultural responsiveness through the following actions: 

a. Enter into a Protocol Agreement with the Tłı̨chǫ Government
b. Effectively identify and utilize the expertise in participating communities to enhance

the quality of information gathering as well as the information itself, and use caution
in applying external frames of reference in its analysis and interpretation.

c. Explore ways in which to contribute to building local research capacity; all
researchers whether the principle investigator or the local researchers should make
a commitment to train those researchers with less skill.

d. Insure controlled access for sensitive cultural information that has not been
explicitly authorized for general distribution, as determined by members of the local
community.

e. Submit research plans as well as results for review by a Community or Regional
Elders Committees and abide by its recommendations to the maximum extent
possible.

f. Provide full disclosure of funding sources, sponsors, institutional affiliations and
reviewers.

g. Include explicit recognition of all research contributors in the final report.
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Appendix V 

Guidelines for Authors and Illustrators 

Authors and illustrators should take all steps necessary to insure that any representation of 
cultural content is accurate, contextually appropriate and explicitly acknowledged. 

Authors and illustrators may increase their cultural responsiveness through the following 
actions: 

a. Enter into a Protocol Agreement with the Tłı̨chǫ Government
b. Make it a practice to insure that all cultural content has been acquired under

informed consent and has been reviewed for accuracy and appropriateness by
knowledgeable local people representative of the culture in question.

c. Arrange for copyright authority and royalties to be retained or shared by the person
or community from whom the cultural information originated, and follow local
protocols for its approval and distribution.

d. Insure controlled access for sensitive cultural information that has not been
explicitly authorized for general distribution.

e. Be explicit in describing how all cultural knowledge and material has been acquired,
authenticated and utilized, and present any significant differing points of view that
may exist.

f. Make explicit the audience(s) for which a cultural document is intended, as well as
the point of view of the person(s) preparing the document.

g. Make every effort to utilize traditional names for people, places, and items where
applicable, adhering to local conventions for spelling and pronunciation.

h. Identify all primary contributors and secondary sources for a particular document,
and share the authorship whenever possible.

i. Acquire extensive first-hand experience in a new cultural context before writing
about it.

j. Carefully explain the intent and use when obtaining permission to take photographs
or videos, and make it clear in publication whether they have been staged as a re-
enactment or represent actual events.

k. When documenting oral narratives, recognize and consider the power of the written
word and the implications of putting oral tradition with all its non-verbal
connotations down on paper, always striving to convey the original meaning and
context as much as possible.



ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᓇᓃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ: 2018-ᒥ 

ᓄᕐᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᔮᓐ Bᐅᓛᓐᔩ-John Boulanger, ᔮᓐ ᐋᑕᔾᔫᔅᑭ-Jan Adamczewski, ᔮᓐ ᓂᓯ-John Nishi, Dᐄᓐ ᒃᓚᕝ-Dean Cluff, ᔫᑎ 

ᐅᐃᓕᔭᒻᔅ-Judy Williams, ᕼᐃᐊᑐ ᓴᐃᔩᓐ-ᑯᕋᕗᑦ-Heather Sayine-Crawford, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓖᓴ-ᒪᕆ ᓕᒃᓘᒃ-Lisa-Marie 

Leclerc. 2019-ᒥ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᔩᓪᓗ, ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᖅᑐᑦ 
278. 

 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 

 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᔪᓐ 2018-ᒥ, ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᖏᓐᓂ 2010, 2013 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

2015. 

 

ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑕ ᑎᖕᒥᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᓚᐅᕙᒃᓱᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒃᓱᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᒌᖕᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ 10 (km) ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᕖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᐅᔭᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᕝᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᑐᔮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕋᖅᑖᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᔮᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᔫᓐ 8-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᐊᕚᓗᖕᒥ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᔫᓐ 8-ᒥ. 

ᒪᕐᕈᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓘᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓛᒎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐱᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐳᒻᒥᒃ 

ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᔫᕐᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 

ᑕᒻᒪᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓂᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓇᐃᑎᓪᓗᖑ ᓄᓇᖓ. ᔫᓐ 

8-ᒥ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓕᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔭᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᒌᒃᑯᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᐊᐳᒻᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐳᑎᖃᖏᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ) 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ.   

 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 1 ᐅᑭᐅᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖕᓂ ᑕᒪᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓴᐅᑎᓕᖕᒥᒃ 19,161 (95 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᓖᑦ (CI) = 16,512 - 22,233) ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ. ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᓂᖅ ᓇᓴᐅᑎᓂ 

11,675 (ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ =9,971 - 13,670). ᑕᒻᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓕᔫᕙᖅᐳᑦ (ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᑦᑐᑦ) 7.7 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᑐᓂᒃ. ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖕᓂ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

13,988 (ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ = 12,042 - 16,249). ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ 2018-ᒥ (83 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ) ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ 2015-ᒥ (63 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ). ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓪᓗᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ 2018-

ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ.  ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ 

ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ 2018-ᒥ ᑕᒫᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᖕᓂ 19,294 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ 2 ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ (ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᓖᑦ = 16,527 - 22,524). ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ 2015-

ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2018-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ 



ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᖕᓂ 2010-2018-ᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ 20 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ 

(ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᓖ =13-27 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ 50 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ 2015-ᒥᒃ 2018-ᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᒐᕐᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᓴᓂᓕᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᖓᐅᑉ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᓅᑉᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ 2010-2018-ᒥ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᕐᕆᓯᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᓕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᒥ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓖᑦ ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ 2018-ᒥ (0.72, ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᓖᑦ = 0.60 - 0.83) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑕᒃᓯᒪᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥᒃ 2010-ᒥ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᑕᒫᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᓈᓂᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓪᓗ 

ᓄᕐᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ.  
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ABSTRACT 

	

This	 report	describes	 the	 results	of	 a	 calving	ground	photo	 survey	of	 the	Bluenose-East	 caribou	

herd	 conducted	 in	 June	 of	2018	west	 of	 Kugluktuk,	Nunavut	 (NU).	 The	 survey	 objective	was	 to	

estimate	abundance	of	breeding	females	and	overall	herd	size	that	could	be	compared	to	results	of	

previous	calving	ground	surveys	done	in	2010,	2013	and	2015.			

	

We	 used	 collared	 caribou	 locations	 and	 flew	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 survey	 transects	 at	 10	

kilometer	 (km)	 intervals	 over	 the	 calving	 ground	 and	 adjacent	 areas	 to	 delineate	 the	 annual	

concentrated	 calving	 area,	 assess	 calving	 status,	 allocate	 survey	 effort	 to	 geographic	 strata	 of	

similar	 caribou	 density,	 and	 time	 the	 aerial	 photography	 to	 coincide	 with	 the	 peak	 of	 calving.	

Based	 on	 collar	 movements	 and	 observed	 proportions	 of	 calves,	 it	 appeared	 that	 the	 peak	 of	

calving	would	occur	soon	after	June	8	and	the	photo	plane	survey	was	flown	with	excellent	field	

conditions	 (blue	 skies)	on	 June	8.	We	delineated	 two	 relatively	 large	photographic	 strata	 in	 the	

higher	 density	 areas,	 in	 part	 because	 we	 were	 concerned	 that	 patchy	 snow	 would	 reduce	

sightability	of	caribou	and	we	thought	that	aerial	photography	would	provide	better	accuracy	and	

precision	compared	to	visual	counts	under	these	conditions.	On	June	8	we	also	conducted	visual	

surveys	of	 two	other	strata	with	 lower	densities	of	breeding	caribou.	For	the	visual	surveys,	we	

used	 a	 double	 observer	 method	 to	 estimate	 and	 correct	 for	 sightability	 of	 caribou.	 A	 double	

observer	method	was	also	used	 to	estimate	 sightability	of	 caribou	on	 the	aerial	photographs	as	

some	caribou	(on	or	on	the	edges	of	snow	patches)	required	extra	effort	to	identify.		

	

The	estimate	of	1+year	old	caribou	on	the	core	calving	ground	was	19,161	(95	percent	Confidence	

Interval	 (CI)	 =16,512-22,233)	 caribou.	 Combining	 these	 numbers	 with	 the	 results	 of	 the	

composition	 survey,	 the	 estimate	 of	 breeding	 females	 was	 11,675	 (CI=9,971-13,670).	 This	

estimate	 was	 precise	 with	 a	 coefficient	 of	 variation	 (CV)	 of	 7.7	 percent.	 The	 estimate	 of	 adult	

females	 in	 the	 survey	 area	 was	 13,988	 (CI=12,042-16,249).	 The	 proportion	 of	 adult	 females	

classified	as	breeding	was	higher	in	2018	(83	percent)	than	in	2015	(63	percent).	Herd	size	was	

estimated	as	the	number	of	adult	females	on	the	survey	area	divided	by	the	proportion	of	females	

in	the	herd	from	a	2018	fall	composition	survey.	The	resulting	estimate	of	Bluenose-East	herd	size	

in	2018	was	19,294	caribou	at	 least	 two	years	old	(CI=16,527-22,524).	Comparison	of	2015	and	

2018	adult	female	numbers	and	overall	trend	2010-2018	indicated	an	annual	rate	of	decline	of	20	

percent	 (CI=13-27	 percent)	 and	 a	 herd	 reduction	 of	 50	 percent	 between	 2015	 and	 2018.	 This	

decline	 could	 not	 be	 attributed	 to	 issues	 with	 survey	 methods.	 Assessment	 of	 movement	 of	

collared	 females	 between	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 neighbouring	 Bluenose-West	 and	 Bathurst	

calving	 grounds	 from	 2010-2018	 showed	minimal	movement	 of	 cows	 to	 or	 from	 neighbouring	

herds.	Demographic	modeling	that	used	composition,	collared	caribou,	and	survey	data	estimated	

that	 the	 cow	 survival	 rate	was	 low	 in	 2018	 (0.72,	 CI=0.60-0.83)	 and	 calf	 survival	 has	 declined	



iv 

since	 2010.	 We	 suggest	 population	 surveys	 every	 two	 years,	 and	 annual	 monitoring	 of	 cow	

survival,	calf	productivity	and	calf	survival	for	this	herd	in	the	future.		
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INTRODUCTION 

This	report	describes	results	of	a	calving	ground	photo-survey	of	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	

conducted	during	 June	of	2018.	This	herd’s	extent	of	calving	area	(Russell	et	al.	2002) has	been	

found	 in	 recent	years	west	of	Kugluktuk,	 and	 the	 summer	 range	 includes	 the	 calving	ground	as	

well	as	areas	south	and	east	of	it.	The	winter	range	is	primarily	south,	southeast	and	east	of	Great	

Bear	Lake	(Figure	1).	

	

 
Figure 1:	 Annual	 range	 and	 extent	 of	 calving	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	 herd,	 1996-2009,	 based	 on	

accumulated	radio	collar	locations	of	cows	(Nagy	et	al.	2011).	The	calving	area	and	a	portion	of	the	

summer	 range	 are	 in	 Nunavut	 (NU)	 and	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 range	 is	 in	 the	 Northwest	 Territories	

(NWT).	
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The	 Bluenose-East	 survey	 was	 conducted	 concurrently	 with	 a	 survey	 of	 the	 Bathurst	 calving	

ground;	results	of	 the	Bathurst	caribou	survey	are	reported	separately.	Figure	2	shows	paths	of	

collared	 caribou	 cows	 between	 May	 15	 and	 June	 8	 to	 the	 Bluenose-West,	 Bluenose-East,	 and	

Bathurst	calving	grounds.	

	
Figure 2:	Spring	migration	paths	of	satellite	collared	Bluenose-West	(blue),	Bluenose-East	(red)	

and	Bathurst	(orange)	cows	from	May	15	-	June	8,	2018.	

	

In	earlier	years	(2000-2010),	post-calving	surveys	were	used	for	this	herd	(Patterson	et	al.	2004,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2009)	but	surveys	were	challenged	by	the	lack	of	consistent	formation	of	the	

tightly	 packed	 caribou	 groups	 this	 survey	 depends	 on.	 Since	 aggregation	 of	 caribou	 into	 large,	

compact	 groups	 is	 a	 behavioural	 response	 to	 reduce	 harassment	 by	 blood-sucking	 insects,	 the	

observed	 pattern	 of	 aggregation	 varies	 with	 insect	 abundance	 and	 environmental	 conditions.		

Insect	harassment	generally	increases	with	temperature	and	decreases	with	wind	(Patterson	et	al.	

2004).	 Thus,	 success	 of	 post-calving	 surveys	 is	 contingent	 on	 suitable	 summer	 weather	 and	

aggregation	patterns	of	caribou,	which	are	highly	variable	within	and	between	post-calving	survey	

windows.			
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The	Bluenose-East	herd	was	 surveyed	 in	2010	using	both	a	 calving	ground	photo-survey	and	a	

post-calving	survey	(Adamczewski	et	al.	2017,	Boulanger	et	al.	2018).	Both	the	calving	and	post-

calving	surveys	in	2010	indicated	that	the	herd	was	over	120,000	adult	caribou.	Additional	calving	

photo	surveys	followed	in	2013	(Boulanger	et	al.	2014b)	and	2015	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016).	Based	

on	 these	 surveys,	 the	 herd	was	 declining	 at	 an	 approximate	 rate	 of	 20	 percent	 per	 year	 2010-

2015,	based	on	adult	female	estimates	(Figure	3).	

	

	 	

Figure 3:	Estimates	of	adult	females	(subdivided	by	breeding	status)	on	the	left	and	extrapolated	

herd	 size	on	 the	 right,	 from	2010,	2013,	 and	2015	calving	ground	surveys	of	 the	Bluenose-East	

caribou	herd.	
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METHODS 

The	calving	ground	photographic	survey	was	conducted	as	a	sequence	of	steps	described	briefly	

below,	then	in	greater	detail	in	following	text.		

	

1. Locations	 from	 collared	 caribou,	 historic	 records	 of	 calving	 ground	 use,	 and	 systematic	

aerial	reconnaissance	surveys	of	 the	Bluenose-East	calving	area	were	used	to	 identify	 the	

extent	of	calving	between	Kugluktuk	and	Bluenose	Lake	in	NU	in	June	2018.			

2. The	 systematic	 aerial	 reconnaissance	 survey	 was	 conducted	 before	 the	 peak	 of	 calving,	

where	 800	m	 strip	 transects	 were	 flown	 at	 10	 km	 intervals	 to	 determine	 areas	 where	

breeding	 females	were	 concentrated	 on	 the	 calving	 ground,	 as	well	 as	 locations	 of	 bulls,	

yearlings,	 and	 non-breeding	 cows	 on	 or	 near	 the	 calving	 ground.	 Timing	 of	 the	 peak	 of	

calving	was	assessed	by	(a)	observers	who	estimated	the	proportion	of	cows	with	newborn	

calves	 from	survey	 flying,	 and	 (b)	 from	a	pattern	of	 reduced	movement	 rates	of	 collared	

cows	which	was	used	as	an	indication	of	calving	when	average	daily	movement	declined	to	

<5	km/day.	

3. Using	 data	 from	 the	 reconnaissance	 survey,	 geographic	 areas	 called	 strata	 (or	 survey	

blocks)	 were	 delineated	 for	 the	 more	 intensive	 survey,	 either	 by	 the	 photo	 plane	 or	

visually.	We	allocated	photographic	sampling	effort	 to	areas	with	the	highest	densities	of	

breeding	 cows.	 Two	 photo	 blocks	 were	 delineated	 based	 on	 higher	 relative	 densities	 of	

breeding	 cows	and	were	 surveyed	with	photo-planes.	Two	visual	blocks	were	delineated	

based	 on	 lower	 relative	 densities	 of	 adult	 female	 caribou	 and	were	 surveyed	 by	 human	

observers	in	fixed-wing	aircraft.	The	aerial	survey	was	conducted	with	the	photo-plane	and	

by	visual	survey.			

4. We	initiated	the	helicopter-based	composition	survey	at	the	same	time	of	the	photographic	

and	 visual	 surveys	 of	 the	 calving	 area.	 The	 composition	 survey	 crew	 classified	 larger	

groups	(i.e.	>~50-100	caribou)	on	the	ground	and	classified	smaller	groups	primarily	from	

the	air.	Groups	of	caribou	in	each	stratum	were	classified	to	determine	the	proportions	of	

breeding	and	non-breeding	cows,	as	well	as	bulls,	yearlings,	and	newborn	calves.	

5. The	 estimate	 of	 breeding	 females	 was	 derived	 using	 the	 estimates	 of	 total	 1+year	 old	

caribou	within	each	stratum,	and	the	proportion	of	breeding	females	within	that	stratum.	

The	total	number	of	adult	 females	was	estimated	from	the	proportion	of	 females	and	the	

estimate	of	1+year-old	caribou	in	the	survey	area.	

6. The	adult	female	estimate	was	then	used	to	extrapolate	the	total	size	of	the	Bluenose-East	

herd	 (caribou	 at	 least	 two	 years	 old)	 by	 accounting	 for	 males	 using	 an	 estimate	 of	 the	

bull:cow	ratio	from	a	fall	composition	survey	flown	in	October	2018.		

7. Demographic	 data	 for	 the	 herd	 and	 the	 new	 estimates	were	 used	 in	 trend	 analyses	 and	

population	 modeling	 to	 further	 evaluate	 population	 changes	 from	 2015-2018	 and	 their	

likely	causes.	
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Analysis of Collared Caribou Data  

Locations	of	32	collared	female	caribou	were	monitored	to	assess	movement	rates	and	pathways	

and	serve	as	a	geographic	guide	for	overall	survey	coverage.	Of	these,	17	were	known	Bluenose-

East	 cows	 that	 had	 occurred	 on	 the	 Bluenose-East	 calving	 ground	 in	 June	 2017	 and	 15	 were	

collared	 during	 the	winter	 of	 2017-2018.	 Four	were	most	 likely	Bluenose-West	 cows	 based	 on	

collaring	 locations	 in	 winter	 and	 June	 locations	 during	 calving.	 In	 addition,	 changes	 in	 daily	

movement	 rates	 of	 collared	 cows	 were	 assessed	 to	 determine	 the	 timing	 of	 calving.	 Usually,	

movement	rates	of	parturient	female	caribou	are	reduced	to	<5	km/day	during	the	peak	of	calving	

and	for	a	 few	days	after	calving	(Gunn	et	al.	1997,	Nishi	et	al.	2007,	Gunn	et	al.	2008,	Gunn	and	

Russell	2008,	Nishi	et	al.	2010).	

	

Reconnaissance Surveys to delineate Strata 

Reconnaissance	 transect	 lines	were	 systematically	 spaced	 at	 10	 km	 intervals	 (i.e.	 eight	 percent	

coverage)	across	the	extent	of	calving	and	in	adjacent	areas.	The	initial	focus	was	on	delineating	

the	annual	concentrated	calving	area	based	on	observations	of	caribou	density	and	composition	

and	 the	 distribution	 of	 collared	 caribou	 cows.	 Once	 the	 extent	 of	 the	 calving	 area	 had	 been	

covered,	additional	survey	transects	were	flown	adjacent	to	the	annual	concentrated	calving	area	

to	 make	 sure	 that	 no	 large	 aggregations	 of	 female	 caribou	 were	 missed.	 Transect	 lines	 were	

generally	extended	at	 least	10	km	past	 the	 last	caribou	seen,	with	the	exception	of	 the	southern	

trailing	edge	where	composition	was	increasingly	comprised	of	bulls,	yearlings	and	non-breeding	

females.	

	

Kugluktuk	 was	 the	 base	 of	 operations	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 survey	 (Figure	 1).	 Two	 Cessna	

Caravans	were	 used	 for	 the	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 surveys	 and	 visual	 blocks.	During	 visual	

surveys,	caribou	were	counted	within	a	400	meter	(m)	strip	on	each	side	of	the	survey	plane	(800	

m	total,	Gunn	and	Russell	2008).	For	each	side	of	the	plane,	strip	width	was	defined	by	the	wheel	

of	 the	 airplane	 on	 the	 inside,	 and	 a	 single	 thin	 rope	 attached	 to	 the	 wing	 strut,	 that	 became	

horizontal	 during	 flight,	 served	 as	 the	 outside	 strip	 marker.	 Planes	 were	 flown	 at	 an	 average	

survey	 speed	 of	 160	 km/hr.	 at	 an	 average	 altitude	 of	 120	m	 (by	monitoring	 a	 radar	 altimeter)	

above	the	ground	to	ensure	that	the	strip	width	of	the	plane	remained	relatively	constant.	

	

Two	observers	 (one	 seated	 in	 front	of	 the	other)	and	a	 recorder	were	used	on	 each	 side	of	 the	

airplane	 to	minimize	 the	 chance	 of	missing	 caribou.	 Previous	 research	 (Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2010)	

demonstrated	 that	 this	 method	 increases	 sightability	 compared	 to	 single	 observers.	 The	 two	

observers	 on	 the	 same	 side	 communicated	 to	 ensure	 that	 groups	 of	 caribou	 were	 not	 double	

counted.			

	

Caribou	 groups	were	 classified	 by	 whether	 they	 contained	 breeding	 females.	 Breeding	 caribou	

were	defined	as	female	caribou	with	hard	antlers	or	a	newborn	calf	at	heel.	A	mature	female	with	

hard	antlers	is	a	general	indicator	that	the	caribou	had	yet	to	give	birth,	as	cows	usually	shed	their	
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antlers	within	a	week	after	birth	(Whitten	1995).	Caribou	groups	were	classified	as	non-breeders	

based	on	the	absence	of	breeding	females	and	newborn	calves,	and	the	predominance	of	yearlings	

(as	indicated	by	a	short	face	and	a	small	body),	bulls	(as	indicated	by	thick,	dark	antlers	in	velvet	

and	a	large	body),	and	non-antlered	females	or	females	with	short	antlers	in	velvet.	The	speed	of	

the	aircraft	did	not	allow	all	caribou	to	be	classified;	the	focus	was	on	identifying	breeding	cows	if	

they	were	present,	 and	otherwise	on	the	most	common	types	of	caribou	present.	 In	most	cases,	

each	group	was	recorded	 individually,	but	 in	some	cases,	groups	were	combined	 if	 the	numbers	

were	 larger	 and	 distribution	 was	 more	 continuous.	 Data	 were	 recorded	 on	 Trimble	 YUMA	 2	

tablets	 (Figure	 4).	 As	 each	 data	 point	 was	 entered,	 a	 real-time	 GPS	 waypoint	 was	 generated,	

allowing	geo-referencing	of	 the	 survey	observations.	Other	 large	animals	 like	moose,	muskoxen	

and	carnivores	were	also	recorded	with	a	GPS	location.	

	

North-south	oriented	transects	were	divided	into	10	km	segments	to	summarize	the	density	and	

distribution	 of	 geo-referenced	 caribou	 counts.	 The	 density	 of	 each	 segment	 was	 estimated	 by	

dividing	the	count	of	caribou	by	the	survey	area	of	the	segment	(0.8	km	strip	width	x	10	km	=	8	

km2).	The	segment	was	classified	as	a	“breeder”	segment	 if	at	least	one	breeding	 female	caribou	

(or	newborn	calf)	was	 identified.	 Segments	were	 then	displayed	 spatially	and	used	 to	delineate	

strata	within	 the	annual	 concentrated	calving	area	based	on	 the	 composition	and	density	of	 the	

segments.	 During	 the	 survey,	 daily	 weather	 briefings	 were	 provided	 by	 Dr.	 Max	 Dupilka	

(Beaumont,	AB)	to	assess	current	and	future	survey	conditions.				
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Figure 4:	The	 tablet	 data	 entry	 screen	 used	 during	 reconnaissance	 and	 visual	 survey	 flying	 on	

Bathurst	 and	 Bluenose-East	 June	 surveys	 in	 2018.	 A	 GPS	 waypoint	 was	 obtained	 for	 each	

observation,	 allowing	 efficient	 entry	 and	 management	 of	 survey	 data.	 In	 addition,	 the	 unique	

segment	 unit	 number	 was	 also	 assigned	 by	 the	 software	 for	 each	 observation	 to	 summarize	

caribou	density	and	composition	along	the	transect	lines.	

	

Stratification and Allocation of Survey Effort 

The	main	objective	of	the	survey	was	to	obtain	a	precise	and	accurate	estimate	of	breeding	female	

caribou	on	the	calving	ground.	To	achieve	this,	the	survey	area	was	stratified	using	the	results	of	

the	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 survey,	 a	procedure	of	 grouping	areas	with	 similar	densities	 into	

contiguous	 blocks.	 Areas	 of	 higher	 caribou	 densities	 were	 considered	 for	 survey	 by	 the	 photo	

plane,	with	lower-density	areas	designated	for	visual	surveys	with	two	observers	on	each	side.	In	

this	survey,	two	relatively	large	photo	blocks	were	defined.	We	delineated	the	large	photo	strata	

because	 we	 were	 concerned	 that	 patchy	 snow	 conditions	 would	 reduce	 visual	 sightability	 of	

caribou	(particularly	single	animals	or	small	groups)	and	that	aerial	photography	would	provide	a	

more	consistent	and	reliable	method	for	detecting	and	counting	caribou	 in	the	area	where	most	

breeding	 females	 occurred.	We	 thought	 that	 caribou	would	 still	 be	 found	 reliably	 on	 the	 high-

resolution	aerial	photos,	which	could	be	searched	slowly	and	repeatedly	using	multiple	counters.	

Two	other	relatively	small	strata	were	designated	for	visual	survey,	one	north	of	the	photo	blocks	

and	one	south	of	them.	Given	that	a	key	objective	of	the	survey	was	to	estimate	breeding	females,	

areas	 that	 contained	 breeding	 females	 were	 given	 priority,	 but	 all	 areas	 with	 collared	 female	

caribou	were	also	surveyed.		
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Once	the	survey	strata	were	delineated,	an	estimate	of	caribou	numbers	(animals	at	least	1+year-

old)	was	derived	from	the	reconnaissance	data	(Jolly	1969).	The	relative	population	size	of	each	

stratum	and	the	degree	of	variation	in	caribou	numbers	of	each	block	were	used	to	allocate	survey	

effort	and	a	suitable	number	of	transects	to	each	stratum.		

	

We	used	two	approaches	for	allocating	survey	effort.	First,	optimal	allocation	of	survey	effort	was	

considered	 based	 on	 sampling	 theory	 (Heard	 1987,	 Thompson	 1992,	 Krebs	 1998).	 Optimal	

allocation	basically	assigned	more	effort	to	strata	with	higher	densities,	given	that	the	amount	of	

variation	 in	counts	 is	proportional	 to	 the	relative	density	of	caribou	within	the	stratum.	Optimal	

allocation	was	estimated	using	estimates	of	population	size	for	each	stratum	and	survey	variance.				

	

Secondly,	based	on	relative	sizes	of	delineated	strata,	we	adjusted	optimal	allocation	estimates	to	

ensure	an	adequate	number	of	transects.	Based	on	previous	surveys,	we	considered	10	transects	

per	 stratum	 to	 be	 a	 minimum	 level	 of	 coverage,	 with	 closer	 to	 20	 transects	 being	 optimal	 for	

higher	 density	 areas.	 In	 general,	 we	 considered	 15	 percent	 coverage	 as	 a	minimum	 to	 achieve	

adequate	precision,	and	allocated	higher	levels	of	coverage	for	higher	density	strata.	In	the	context	

of	sampling,	increasing	the	number	of	transects	in	a	stratum	is	“insurance”	because	it	minimizes	

the	influence	of	any	one	transect	on	estimate	precision.	As	populations	become	more	clustered,	a	

higher	 number	 of	 transects	 is	 required	 to	 achieve	 adequate	 precision	 (Thompson	 1992,	 Krebs	

1998).			

	

Estimation of Caribou on the Calving Ground 

Photo Surveys of High-density Strata 

GeodesyGroup	Inc.	aerial	survey	company	(Calgary,	AB)	was	contracted	for	the	aerial	photography	

in	the	2018	June	surveys.	They	used	two	survey	aircraft,	a	Piper	PA46-310P	Jet-prop	and	a	Piper	

PA31	Panther,	each	with	a	digital	camera	mounted	in	the	belly	of	the	aircraft.	Survey	height	to	be	

flown	for	photos	was	determined	at	the	time	of	stratification	based	on	cloud	ceilings	and	desired	

ground	 coverage.	 Both	 aircraft	were	 used	 for	 the	 two	Bluenose-East	 photo	 blocks.	 Coverage	 on	

each	 photo	 transect	 was	 continuous	 and	 overlapping	 so	 that	 stereoscopic	 viewing	 of	 the	

photographed	areas	was	possible.	

	

Caribou	 on	 the	 aerial	 photos	were	 counted	 by	 a	 team	 of	 photo	 interpreters	 and	 supervised	 by	

Derek	Fisher,	president	of	GreenLink	Forestry	Inc.,	(Edmonton,	AB)	using	specialized	software	and	

3D	glasses	that	allowed	three-dimensional	viewing	of	photographic	images.	Two	of	the	authors	(J.	

Boulanger	and	 J.	Adamczewski)	visited	 the	GreenLink	office	 in	Edmonton	and	 tested	 the	photo-

counting	 equipment	 to	 gain	 greater	 familiarity	 with	 this	 process	 in	 fall	 2018.	 The	 number	 of	

caribou	counted	was	tallied	by	stratum	and	transect.			

	

The	exact	survey	strip	width	of	photo	transects	was	determined	using	the	geo-referenced	digital	

photos	 by	 GreenLink	 Forestry.	 Due	 to	 differences	 in	 topography	 the	 actual	 strip	 width	 varied	
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slightly	 for	 each	 transect	 flown.	 Population	 size	 (��:	number	 of	 caribou	 at	 least	 one	 year	 old)	

within	a	stratum	is	usually	estimated	as	 the	product	of	 the	total	area	of	 the	stratum	(A)	and	the	

mean	density	����	of	caribou	observed	within	the	strata	(�� = ��
)	where	density	 is	estimated	as	

the	 sum	 of	 all	 caribou	 counted	 on	 transect	 divided	 by	 the	 total	 area	 of	 transect	 sampling	

(��=caribou	counted/total	transect	area).	An	equivalent	estimate	of	mean	density	can	be	derived	

by	first	estimating	transect-specific	densities	of	caribou	(��� =	�
������ 
��
��⁄ 	where	cariboui is	

the	 number	 of	 caribou	 counted	 in	 each	 transect	 and	areai is	 the	 transect	 area	 (as	 estimated	 by	

transect	length	X	strip	width).	Each	transect	density	is	then	weighted	by	the	relative	length	of	each	

transect	line	(wi)	to	estimate	mean	density	���	)	for	the	stratum.	More	exactly,	�� = ∑ ��
���

�
� ∑ ��

�
�⁄ 	

where	the	weight	(wi)	is	the	ratio	of	the	length	of	each	transect	line	(li)	i	to	the	mean	length	of	all	

transect	 lines��� =	 �� ���⁄ .)	 and	n	 is	 the	 total	 number	 of	 transects	 sampled.	Using	 this	weighting	

term	accommodates	for	different	lengths	of	transect	lines	within	the	stratum,	ensuring	that	each	

transect	 line	 contributed	 to	 the	 estimate	 in	 proportion	 to	 its	 length.	 Population	 size	 is	 then	

estimated	using	the	standard	formula	(�� = ��
)	(Norton-Griffiths	1978).	

	

When	survey	aircraft	first	flew	north	to	Kugluktuk	on	June	1,	snow	cover	on	the	survey	area	was	

90	percent	or	greater,	and	in	some	areas	100	percent.	Over	the	following	10	days,	however,	snow	

melted	 rapidly	 and	 in	many	 areas	 on	 June	 8,	 snow	 cover	was	 highly	 variable	 and	 patchy.	 This	

made	spotting	caribou	by	observers	in	the	Caravans	challenging,	and	also	made	complete	counting	

of	caribou	on	the	aerial	photos	more	difficult	than	usual.	Caribou	on	snow-free	ground	were	easy	

to	 see,	 but	 caribou	 on	 small	 snow	patches	 or	 on	 their	 edges	 required	 extra	 effort	 to	 find.	 Two	

approaches	were	used	to	address	this:	(1)	observers	took	extra	time	to	search	all	photos	carefully,	

approximately	doubling	the	time	these	counts	usually	take,	and	(2)	a	double	observer	method	was	

used	to	estimate	sightability	of	the	caribou	on	photos	for	a	subset	of	photos.		

		

For	 the	 double	 observer	 method,	 we	 systematically	 resampled	 a	 subset	 of	 photos	 to	 estimate	

overall	 sightability	 for	 each	 stratum.	 For	 these	 photos,	 a	 second	 photo	 interpreter	 provided	 an	

independent	count	of	caribou.	This	two-stage	approach	to	estimation,	where	one	stage	is	used	to	

estimate	 detection	 rates	 that	 are	 then	 used	 to	 correct	 estimates	 in	 the	 second	 stage,	 has	 been	

applied	 to	 a	 variety	 of	wildlife	 species	 (Thompson	 1992,	 Barker	 2008,	 Peters	 et	 al.	 2014).	 The	

basic	principle	was	to	systematically	resample	the	photo	transects	to	allow	an	unbiased	estimate	

of	 sightability	 from	 a	 subset	 of	 photos	 that	 were	 sampled	 by	 two	 independent	 observers.	

Systematic	samples	were	taken	by	overlaying	a	grid	over	the	photo	transects	and	sampling	photos	

that	intersected	the	grid	points.				

	

This	cross-validation	process	was	modeled	as	a	two-sample	mark-recapture	sample	with	caribou	

being	 “marked”	 in	 the	 original	 count	 and	 then	 “re-marked”	 in	 the	 2nd	 count	 for	 each	 photo	

resampled.	Using	this	approach	avoids	the	assumption	that	the	2nd	counter	detects	all	the	caribou	

on	the	photo.	The	Huggins	closed	N	model	(Huggins	1991)	in	program	MARK	(White	and	Burnham	
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1999)	was	 then	 used	 to	 estimate	 sightability.	 A	 session-specific	 sighting	 probability	model	was	

used,	 allowing	 unique	 sighting	 probabilities	 for	 the	 first	 and	 second	 photo	 interpreter	 to	 be	

estimated.	Model	selection	methods	were	then	used	to	assess	whether	there	were	differences	 in	

sightability	 for	different	 strata	 sampled.	The	 fit	 of	models	was	evaluated	using	 the	AIC	 index	of	

model	 fit.	 The	 model	 with	 the	 lowest	 AICc	 score	 was	 considered	 the	 most	 parsimonious,	 thus	

minimizing	estimate	bias	and	optimizing	precision	(Burnham	and	Anderson	1998).	

	

Non-independence	of	 caribou	counted	 in	photos	most	 likely	 caused	over-dispersion	of	binomial	

variances.	The	over-dispersion	parameter	(c-hat)	was	estimated	as	the	ratio	of	the	bootstrapped	

(photo-based)	and	simple	binomial	variance.	Sightability-corrected	estimates	of	caribou	were	then	

generated	 as	 the	 original	 estimate	 of	 caribou	on	 each	 stratum	divided	 by	 the	 photo	 sightability	

estimate	for	the	stratum.	The	delta	method	(Buckland	et	al.	1993)	was	used	to	estimate	variance	

for	 the	 final	 estimate,	 thus	 accounting	 for	 variance	 in	 the	 original	 stratum	 estimate	 and	 in	 the	

sightability	estimate.	

	

Visual Surveys in Low-density Strata 

Visual	surveys	were	conducted	in	two	low	density	strata,	one	north	of	the	photo	blocks	and	one	

south	of	them.	For	visual	surveys,	the	Caravans	were	used	with	double	observers	and	a	recorder	

on	each	side	of	the	aircraft.	The	numbers	of	caribou	sighted	by	observers	were	then	entered	into	

the	Trimble	YUMA	2	tablet	computers	and	summarized	by	transect	and	stratum.	

	

A	double	observer	method	was	used	to	estimate	the	sighting	probability	of	caribou	during	visual	

surveys.	The	double	observer	method	involves	one	primary	observer	who	sits	in	the	front	seat	of	

the	plane	and	a	secondary	observer	who	sits	behind	the	primary	observer	on	the	same	side	of	the	

plane	(Figure	5).	The	method	followed	five	basic	steps:	

	

1. The	 primary	 observer	 called	 out	 all	 groups	 of	 caribou	 (number	 of	 caribou	 and	 location)	

he/she	saw	within	the	400	m-wide	strip	transect	before	they	passed	halfway	between	the	

primary	 and	 secondary	 observer.	 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	requirement	was	that	the	primary	observer	be	given	time	to	call	out	

all	caribou	seen	before	the	secondary	observer	called	them	out.	

2. The	secondary	observer	called	out	whether	he/she	saw	the	caribou	that	the	first	observer	

saw	and	observations	of	any	additional	caribou	groups.	The	secondary	observer	waited	to	

call	out	caribou	until	 the	group	observed	passed	half	way	between	observers	(between	3	

and	6	o’clock	for	right	side	observers	and	6	and	9	o’clock	for	left	side	observer).		

3. The	observers	discussed	any	differences	 in	group	counts	 to	ensure	that	 they	were	calling	

out	the	same	groups	or	different	groups	and	to	ensure	accurate	counts	of	larger	groups.	

4. The	data	recorder	categorized	and	recorded	counts	of	caribou	groups	into	primary	(front)	

observer	only,	secondary	(rear)	observer	only,	or	both,	entered	as	separate	records.		
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5. The	observers	switched	places	approximately	half	way	through	each	survey	day	(i.e.	on	a	

break	between	early	and	later	flights)	to	monitor	observer	ability.	The	recorder	noted	the	

names	 of	 the	 primary	 and	 secondary	 observers	 (Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2010,	 Buckland	 et	 al.	

2010,	Boulanger	et	al.	2014a).	

	
Figure 5:	 Observer	 and	 recorder	 positions	 for	 double	 observer	methods	 on	 June	 2018	 caribou	

survey	of	Bluenose-East	caribou.	The	secondary	observer	confirmed	or	called	caribou	not	seen	by	

the	 primary	 observer	 after	 the	 caribou	 have	 passed	 the	 main	 field	 of	 vision	 of	 the	 primary	

observer.	 Time	 on	 a	 clock	 can	 be	 used	 to	 reference	 relative	 locations	 of	 caribou	 groups	 (e.g.	

“caribou	group	at	1	o’clock”).	The	recorder	was	seated	behind	the	two	observers	on	the	left	side,	

with	the	pilot	in	the	front	seat.	On	the	right	side	the	recorder	was	seated	at	the	front	of	the	aircraft	

and	was	also	responsible	for	navigating	in	partnership	with	the	pilot.	

	

The	statistical	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	

influenced	by	other	individuals,	then	the	caribou	were	considered	a	group	and	the	total	count	of	

individuals	within	the	group	was	used	for	analyses.	

	

The	 Huggins	 closed	 mark-recapture	 model	 (Huggins	 1991)	 in	 program	 MARK	 (White	 and	

Burnham	 1999)	was	 used	 to	 estimate	 and	model	 sighting	 probabilities.	 In	 this	 context,	 double	

observer	 sampling	 can	be	 considered	a	 two	sample	mark-recapture	 trial	 in	which	 some	caribou	

are	seen	(“marked”)	by	the	(“session	1”)	primary	observer,	and	some	of	these	are	also	seen	by	the	

second	observer	(“session	2”).	The	second	observer	may	also	see	caribou	that	 the	 first	observer	
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did	not	see.	This	process	is	analogous	to	mark-recapture	except	that	caribou	are	sighted	and	re-

sighted	 rather	 than	marked	and	 recaptured.	 In	 the	 context	of	dependent	observer	methods,	 the	

sighting	 probability	 of	 the	 second	 observer	 was	 not	 independent	 of	 the	 primary	 observer.	 To	

accommodate	 this	 removal,	 models	 were	 used	 which	 estimated	 p (the	 initial	 probability	 of	

sighting	by	the	primary	and	secondary	observer)	and	c (the	probability	of	sighting	by	the	second	

observer	 given	 that	 it	 had	 been	 already	 sighted	 by	 the	 primary	 observer).	 The	 removal	model	

assumed	 that	 the	 initial	 sighting	probability	of	 the	primary	and	secondary	observers	was	equal.	

Observers	were	switched	midway	in	each	survey	day	(on	most	days	there	were	two	flights	with	a	

re-fueling	stop	between	them),	and	covariates	were	used	to	account	for	any	differences	that	were	

caused	by	unequal	sighting	probabilities	of	primary	and	secondary	observers.			

	

One	 assumption	 of	 the	 double	 observer	 method	 is	 that	 each	 caribou	 group	 seen	 has	 an	 equal	

probability	 of	 being	 sighted.	 To	 account	 for	 differences	 in	 sightability	 we	 also	 considered	 the	

following	covariates	 in	 the	MARK	Huggins	analysis	(Table	1).	Each	observer	pair	was	assigned	a	

binary	 individual	 covariate	 and	 models	 were	 introduced	 that	 tested	 whether	 each	 pair	 had	 a	

unique	 sighting	 probability.	 An	 observer	 order	 covariate	was	modeled	 to	 account	 for	 variation	

caused	 by	 observers	 switching	 order.	 If	 sighting	 probabilities	 were	 equal	 between	 the	 two	

observers,	 it	 would	 be	 expected	 that	 order	 of	 observers	 would	 not	 matter	 and	 therefore	 the	

confidence	 limits	 for	 this	 covariate	 would	 overlap	 0.	 This	 covariate	 was	 modeled	 using	 an	

incremental	process	in	which	all	observer	pairs	were	tested	followed	by	a	reduced	model	where	

only	the	beta	parameters	whose	confidence	limits	did	not	overlap	0,	were	retained.		

	

Table 1:	 Covariates	 used	 to	 model	 variation	 in	 sightability	 for	 double	 observer	 analysis	 for	

Bluenose-East	caribou	survey	in	June	2018.		

Covariate Acronym Description 

observer	pair obspair	 each	unique	observer	pair	

observer	order obsorder	 order	of	pair		

group	size size	 size	of	caribou	group	observed	

Herd/calving	

ground 

Herd	(h)	 Calving	ground/herd	being	surveyed.	

snow	cover snow	 snow	cover	(0,	25,	75,	100)	

cloud	cover cloud	 cloud	cover(0,	25,	75,	100)	

Cloud	 cover*snow	

cover 

Cloud*snow	 Interaction	of	cloud	and	snow	cover	

	

Data	 from	both	the	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	calving	ground	surveys	were	used	 in	the	double	

observer	analysis	given	that	most	planes	flew	the	visual	surveys	for	both	calving	grounds.	It	was	

possible	 that	 different	 terrain	 and	 weather	 patterns	 on	 each	 calving	 ground	 might	 affect	

sightability	 and	 therefore	 herd/calving	 ground	was	 used	 as	 a	 covariate	 in	 the	 double	 observer	

analysis.	 Estimates	 of	 total	 caribou	 that	 accounted	 for	 any	 caribou	 missed	 by	 observers	 were	
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produced	for	each	survey	stratum.	Appendix	1	provides	more	details	on	estimation	using	double	

observer	methods.	

	

The	fit	of	models	was	evaluated	using	the	AIC	index	of	model	fit.	The	model	with	the	lowest	AICc	

score	 was	 considered	 the	 most	 parsimonious,	 thus	 minimizing	 estimate	 bias	 and	 optimizing	

precision	 (Burnham	 and	 Anderson	 1998).	 The	 difference	 in	 AICc	 values	 between	 the	 most	

supported	model	and	other	models	(ΔAICc)	was	also	used	to	evaluate	the	fit	of	models	when	their	

AICc	 scores	 were	 close.	 In	 general,	 any	 model	 with	 a	 ΔAICc	 score	 of	 <2	 was	 worthy	 of	

consideration.	

	

Estimates	of	herd	size	and	associated	variance	were	estimated	using	the	mark-recapture	distance	

sampling	(MRDS)	package	(Laake	et	al.	2012)	in	program	R	(R	Development	Core	Team	2009).	In	

MRDS,	 a	 full	 independence	 removal	 estimator	 which	 models	 sightability	 using	 only	 double	

observer	information	(Laake	et	al.	2008a,	Laake	et	al.	2008b)	was	used.	This	made	it	possible	to	

derive	double	observer	strip	transect	estimates.	Strata-specific	variance	estimates	were	calculated	

using	 the	 formulas	 of	 Innes	 et	 al.	 (2002).	 Estimates	 from	MRDS	were	 cross	 checked	with	 strip	

transect	estimates	(that	assume	sightability	=	1)	using	the	formulas	of	Jolly	(1969)	(Krebs	1998).	

Data	were	explored	graphically	using	the	ggplot2	(Wickham	2009)	R	package	with	GIS	maps	being	

produced	in	QGIS	software	(QGIS	Foundation	2015). 

	

Composition Survey of Breeding and Non-breeding Caribou on the Calving Ground 

The	composition	survey	was	initiated	in	the	survey	strata	at	the	same	time	of	the	photo	and	visual	

surveys	on	June	8.	Caribou	were	classified	in	strata	that	contained	significant	numbers	of	breeding	

females	(based	on	the	reconnaissance	transects)	to	estimate	proportions	of	breeding	females	and	

other	sex	and	age	classes.	This	survey	allowed	more	detailed	and	accurate	classification	than	the	

relatively	 broad	 classification	 applied	 during	 the	 reconnaissance	 survey.	 For	 this,	 a	 helicopter	

(initially	a	Long	Ranger,	later	replaced	by	an	A-Star)	was	used	to	systematically	survey	groups	of	

caribou.	Caribou	groups	that	comprised	~<50	individuals	were	classified	from	the	air	by	a	front-

seat	observer	using	motion-stabilized	binoculars	(Canon	10X42L	IS	WP).	Classified	caribou	counts	

were	called	out	to	a	rear-seat	data	recorder	who	entered	the	data	into	a	computer	tablet.		

		

Caribou	were	classified	following	the	methods	of	Gunn	et	al.	(1997)	(and	see	Whitten	1995)	where	

antler	status,	presence/absence	of	an	udder,	and	presence	of	a	calf	are	used	to	categorize	breeding	

status	of	females.	Newborn	calves,	yearlings	and	bulls	were	also	classified	(Figure	6).	Presence	of	a	

newborn	calf,	 presence	of	hard	antlers	 signifying	 recent	or	 imminent	 calving,	 and	presence	of	 a	

distended	udder	were	all	considered	as	signaling	a	breeding	cow	that	had	either	calved,	was	about	

to	calve,	or	had	likely	just	lost	a	calf.	Cows	lacking	any	of	these	criteria	and	cows	with	new	(velvet)	

antler	growth	were	considered	non-breeders.	
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Figure 6:	Classification	of	breeding	females	used	in	composition	survey	of	Bluenose-East	caribou	

in	June	2018.	Shaded	boxes	were	classified	as	breeding	females	(diagram	adapted	from	Gunn	et	al.	

(2005b)).	Udder	observation	refers	to	a	distended	udder	in	a	cow	that	has	given	birth,	and	antler	

observation	is	a	hard	antler	distinct	from	new	antlers	growing	in	velvet.	

	

The	number	of	each	group	was	totaled	as	well	as	the	numbers	of	bulls	and	yearlings	(calves	of	the	

previous	year)	 to	estimate	 the	proportion	of	breeding	 caribou	on	the	 calving	ground.	Bootstrap	

resampling	methods	 (Manly	 1997)	were	 used	 to	 estimate	 standard	 errors	 (SE)	 and	 percentile-

based	confidence	limits	for	the	proportion	of	breeding	caribou.		

	

Estimation of Breeding Females and Adult Females 

The	numbers	of	breeding	females	were	estimated	by	multiplying	the	estimate	of	total	(1+year	old)	

caribou	on	each	 stratum	by	 the	estimated	proportion	of	breeding	 females	 in	each	 stratum	 from	

composition	surveys.	This	step	basically	eliminated	the	non-breeding	females,	yearlings,	and	bulls	

from	the	estimate	of	total	caribou	on	the	calving	ground.		

	

The	 number	 of	 adult	 females	 was	 estimated	 by	 multiplying	 the	 estimate	 of	 total	 (1+year	 old)	

caribou	 on	 each	 stratum	 by	 the	 estimated	 proportion	 of	 adult	 females	 (breeding	 and	 non-

breeding)	 in	 each	 stratum	 from	 the	 composition	 survey.	 This	 step	 basically	 eliminated	 the	

yearlings	and	bulls	from	the	estimate	of	total	caribou	on	the	calving	ground.	

			

Each	 of	 the	 field	measurements	 had	 an	 associated	 variance,	 and	 the	 delta	method	was	 used	 to	

estimate	 the	 total	 variance	 of	 breeding	 females	 under	 the	 assumption	 that	 the	 composition	

surveys	and	breeding	female	estimates	were	independent	(Buckland	et	al.	1993).		
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Estimation of Adult Herd Size 

Total	herd	size	was	estimated	using	two	approaches.	The	first	approach,	which	had	been	used	in	

earlier	 calving	 ground	 surveys,	 assumed	 a	 fixed	 pregnancy	 rate	 for	 adult	 females	 whereas	 the	

second	approach	avoided	this	assumption.	

	

Estimation of Herd Size Assuming Fixed Pregnancy Rate 

As	 a	 first	 step,	 the	 total	 number	 of	 adult	 (2+year	 old)	 females	 in	 the	 herd	 was	 estimated	 by	

dividing	the	estimate	of	breeding	females	on	the	calving	ground	by	an	assumed	pregnancy	rate	of	

0.72	(Dauphiné	1976,	Heard	and	Williams	1991).	This	pregnancy	rate	was	based	on	a	large	sample	

of	 several	 hundred	 Qamanirjuaq	 caribou	 in	 the	 1960s	 (Dauphine'	 1976).	 The	 estimate	 of	 total	

females	was	then	divided	by	the	estimated	proportion	of	females	in	the	herd	based	on	a	bull:cow	

ratio	from	a	fall	composition	survey	conducted	in	October	of	2018,	to	provide	an	estimate	of	total	

adult	 caribou	 in	 the	 herd	 (methods	 described	 in	 Heard	 and	 Williams	 1991).	 This	 estimator	

assumes	 that	 all	 breeding	 females	 were	 within	 survey	 strata	 areas	 during	 the	 calving	 ground	

survey	 and	 that	 the	 pregnancy	 rate	 of	 caribou	was	 0.72	 for	 2017-2018.	Note	 that	 this	 estimate	

corresponds	 to	 adult	 caribou	 at	 least	 two	 years	 old	 and	 does	 not	 include	 yearlings	 because	

yearling	female	caribou	are	not	considered	sexually	mature.			

	

Estimate of Herd Size Based upon Estimates of Adult Females 

An	 alternative	 extrapolated	 herd	 size	 estimator	was	 developed	 to	 explore	 the	 effect	 of	 variable	

pregnancy	rates	as	part	of	the	2014	Qamanirjuaq	caribou	herd	survey	(Campbell	et	al.	2016)	and	

has	been	used	 in	other	calving	photo	surveys	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2017).	This	estimator	first	uses	data	from	the	composition	survey	to	estimate	

the	total	proportion	of	adult	females,	and	adult	females	in	each	of	the	survey	strata.	The	estimate	

of	total	adult	females	is	then	divided	by	the	proportion	of	adult	females	(cows)	in	the	herd	from	

one	or	more	fall	composition	surveys.	Using	this	approach,	the	fixed	pregnancy	rate	is	eliminated	

from	the	estimation	procedure.	This	estimate	assumes	that	 all	adult	 females	(breeding	and	non-

breeding)	were	within	the	survey	strata	during	the	calving	ground	survey.	It	makes	no	assumption	

about	the	pregnancy	rate	of	the	females	and	does	not	include	the	yearlings.	

	

In	calving	photo	surveys	since	the	2014	Qamanirjuaq	survey	(Campbell	et	al.	2016),	the	estimate	

of	 females	 based	 on	 total	 adult	 females	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	 survey	 area	 has	 become	 the	

preferred	way	(for	 the	Department	of	Environment	and	Natural	Resources	(ENR))	of	 estimating	

this	 number,	 and	 herd	 estimates	 based	 on	 this	method	 are	 the	 ones	 graphed	 in	 Figure	 3.	With	

sufficient	 numbers	 of	 collared	 cows	 and	 extensive	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 surveys,	 it	 has	

become	possible	to	define	the	full	distribution	of	the	females	in	the	herd	reliably.	Pregnancy	rates	

do	vary	depending	on	cow	condition	(Cameron	et	al.	1993,	Russell	et	al.	1998).	We	found	that	the	

proportion	 of	 breeding	 females	 on	 the	Bluenose-East	 calving	 grounds	 in	 2010,	 2013,	 2015	 and	

2018	has	been	quite	variable.	Using	survey-specific	estimates	of	breeding	and	non-breeding	cows	

is	 a	 more	 robust	 method	 of	 extrapolating	 to	 herd	 size,	 rather	 than	 assuming	 a	 constant	
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deterministic	pregnancy	rate	that	ignores	this	source	of	variation.	This	method	also	increases	the	

precision	of	the	overall	herd	estimate.	

	

Trends in Breeding and Adult Females. 

As	an	initial	step,	a	comparison	of	the	estimates	from	the	2015	and	2018	surveys	was	made	using	

a	 t-test	 (Heard	 and	Williams	1990),	with	gross	and	 annual	 rates	of	 changes	 estimated	 from	 the	

ratio	of	estimates.	

	

Longer	 term	 trends	 2010-2018	 were	 estimated	 using	 Bayesian	 state	 space	 models,	 which	 are	

similar	 to	 previously	 used	 regression	 methods.	 However,	 Bayesian	 models	 allow	more	 flexible	

modeling	of	variation	 in	trend	through	the	use	of	random	effects	models	(Humbert	et	al.	2009).	

This	general	approach	is	described	further	in	the	demographic	model	analysis	in	the	next	section.	

The	 population	 size	 was	 log	 transformed	 to	 partially	 account	 for	 the	 exponential	 nature	 of	

population	 change	 (Thompson	 et	 al.	 1998).	 The	 rate	 of	 change	 could	 then	 be	 estimated	 as	 the	

exponent	of	the	slope	term	in	the	regression	model	(r).	The	per	capita	growth	rate	can	be	related	

to	the	population	rate	of	change	(λ)	using	the	equation	λ=er=Nt+1/Nt.
 .	If	λ=1	then	a	population	is	

stable;	values	>	or	<1	indicate	increasing	and	declining	populations.	The	rate	of	decline	was	also	

estimated	as	1-λ.	

			

Demographic Analyses 

Survival Rate Analyses 

Collar	data	 for	 female	 caribou	2010-2018	were	 compiled	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	 caribou	herd	by	

the	Government	of	 the	Northwest	Territories	(GNWT)	ENR	staff.	 Fates	of	 collared	caribou	were	

determined	 by	 assessment	 of	 movement	 of	 collared	 caribou,	 with	 mortality	 being	 assigned	 to	

collared	caribou	based	on	lack	of	collar	movement	that	could	not	be	explained	by	collar	failure	or	

device	drop-off.	The	data	were	then	summarized	by	month	as	live	or	dead	caribou.	Caribou	whose	

collars	failed	or	were	scheduled	to	drop	off	were	censored	from	the	analysis.	Data	were	grouped	

by	 “caribou	 years”	 that	 began	 during	 calving	 of	 each	 year	 (June)	 and	 ended	 during	 the	 spring	

migration	(May).	The	Kaplan-Meier	method	was	used	to	estimate	survival	rates,	accounting	for	the	

staggered	entry	and	censoring	of	 individuals	 in	 the	data	set	 (Pollock	et	al.	1989).	This	approach	

also	 ensured	 that	 there	 was	 no	 covariance	 between	 survival	 estimates	 for	 the	 subsequent	

demographic	model	analysis.		

	

Demographic Model Analyses 

One	of	the	most	important	questions	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	was	whether	the	breeding	female	

segment	of	 the	population	had	declined	 since	 the	 last	 survey	 in	2015.	The	most	direct	measure	

that	 indicates	 the	 status	 of	 breeding	 females	 is	 their	 survival	 rate,	 which	 is	 the	 proportion	 of	

breeding	 females	 that	 survive	 from	 one	 year	 to	 the	 next.	 This	 metric,	 along	 with	 productivity	

(recruitment	of	yearlings	to	adult	breeding	females)	determines	the	overall	population	trend.	For	

example,	if	breeding	female	survival	is	high	then	productivity	in	previous	years	can	be	relatively	
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low	 and	 the	 overall	 trend	 in	 breeding	 females	 can	 be	 stable.	 Alternatively,	 if	 productivity	 is	

consistently	high,	then	slight	reductions	in	adult	survival	rate	can	be	tolerated.	The	interaction	of	

these	 various	 indicators	 can	 be	 difficult	 to	 interpret	 and	 a	 population	model	 can	 help	 increase	

understanding	of	herd	demography.	

	

We	used	 a	Bayesian	 state	 space	 Integrated	 Population	Model	 (IPM)	 (Buckland	et	 al.	 2004,	Kery	

and	Schaub	2012)	based	upon	the	original	(OLS)	model	(White	and	Lubow	2002)	developed	for	

the	Bathurst	herd	(Boulanger	et	al.	2011)	to	further	explore	demographic	trends	for	the	Bluenose-

East	herd.	A	state	space	model	is	basically	a	model	that	allows	separate	modeling	of	field	sampling	

estimates	 and	 demographic	 processes.	 This	 work	 was	 in	 collaboration	 with	 a	 Bayesian	

statistician/modeller	(Joe	Thorley-Poisson	Consulting)	(Thorley	2017,	Ramey	et	al.	2018,	Thorley	

and	Boulanger	2019).				

	

We	 used	 the	 2010,	 2013,	 2015	 and	 2018	 breeding	 female	 estimates,	 as	well	 as	 calf-cow	 ratios,	

bull-cow	 ratios	 (Cluff	 et	 al.	 2016),	 estimates	 of	 the	 proportion	 of	 breeding	 females,	 and	 adult	

female	survival	rates	from	collared	caribou	to	estimate	the	most	likely	adult	female	survival	values	

that	would	result	in	the	observed	trends	in	all	of	the	demographic	indicators	for	the	Bluenose-East	

herd.	 Calf	 cow	 ratios	 were	 recorded	 during	 fall	 (late	 October)	 and	 spring	 (late	 March-April)	

composition	surveys	whereas	proportion	of	breeding	females	was	measured	during	composition	

surveys	 conducted	on	 the	 calving	ground.	Proportion	of	 females	 breeding	was	estimated	as	 the	

ratio	of	breeding	females	to	adult	females	from	each	calving	ground	survey.	

	

The	Bayesian	IPM	model	is	a	stage	based	model	that	divides	caribou	into	three	age-classes,	with	

survival	rates	determining	the	proportion	of	each	age	class	 that	makes	 it	 into	the	next	age	class	

(Figure	 7);	 this	 structure	 is	 identical	 to	 the	OLS	modeling	 done	 previously	on	 the	Bathurst	 and	

Bluenose-East	herds.		

	
Figure 7:	Underlying	stage	matrix	 life	history	diagram	for	 the	caribou	demographic	model	used	

for	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 caribou.	 This	 diagram	 pertains	 to	 the	 female	 segment	 of	 the	

population.	Nodes	are	population	sizes	of	calves	(Nc),	yearlings	(Ny),	and	adult	females	(NF).	Each	

node	 is	 connected	 by	 survival	 rates	 of	 calves	 (Sc),	 yearlings	 (Sy)	 and	 adult	 females	 (Sf).	 Adult	

females	 reproduce	 dependent	 on	 fecundity	 (FA)	 and	 whether	 a	 pregnant	 female	 survives	 to	

produce	a	calf	(Sf).	The	male	life	history	diagram	was	similar	with	no	reproductive	nodes.	
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We	restricted	the	data	set	for	this	exercise	to	composition	and	survey	results	between	2008	and	

2018,	 which	 covered	 the	 time	 period	 in	 which	 calving	 ground	 photographic	 surveys	 had	 been	

conducted	 on	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd.	 In	 addition,	 this	 interval	 basically	 covered	 potential	

recruitment	into	the	breeding	female	class	since	any	surviving	female	calf	born	from	2008-2010	

would	 be	 a	 breeding	 female	 by	 2013,	 and	 breeding	 females	 recruited	 prior	 to	 2008	 were	

accounted	for	by	the	2010	calving	ground	estimate	of	breeding	females	(Table	2).	It	was	assumed	

that	a	calf	born	in	2010	would	not	breed	in	the	fall	after	it	was	born,	or	the	fall	of	its	second	year,	

but	 it	could	breed	 in	 its	 third	year	(see	Dauphiné	1976	for	age-specific	pregnancy	rates).	 It	was	

considered	a	non-breeder	until	2013.	Calves	born	in	2014	and	2015	had	the	most	direct	bearing	

on	the	number	of	new	breeding	females	on	the	2018	calving	ground	that	were	not	accounted	for	in	

the	2015	breeding	female	estimate.			

	

Table 2:	 A	 schematic	 of	 the	 assumed	 timeline	 2011-2018	 in	 the	 Bayesian	 IPM	 analysis	 of	

Bluenose-East	caribou	in	which	calves	born	are	recruited	into	the	breeding	female	segment	(green	

boxes)	of	the	population.	Calves	born	prior	to	2013	were	counted	as	breeding	females	in	the	2013	

and	 2015	 surveys.	 Calves	 born	 in	 2014	 and	 2015	 recruited	 to	 become	breeding	 females	 in	 the	

2018	survey.		

Calf Survey Years 

Born 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

2010 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2011 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2012 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2013 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2014 		 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2015 		 		 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	

2016 		 		 		 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	

	

We	 note	 that	 the	 underlying	 demographic	 model	 used	 for	 the	 Bayesian	 state	 space	 model	 is	

identical	 to	 the	previous	OLS	model.	However,	 the	Bayesian	IPM	method	provides	a	much	more	

flexible	and	robust	method	to	estimate	demographic	parameters	 that	 takes	 into	account	process	

and	observer	error.	One	of	the	biggest	differences	is	the	use	of	random	effects	modeling	to	model	

temporal	 variation	 in	 demographic	 parameters.	 For	 random	 effects	 models,	 it	 is	 assumed	 that	

there	 is	 a	 central	 mean	 value	 for	 a	 parameter	 (i.e.	 Cow	 survival)	with	 a	 distribution	 of	 values	

created	 over	 time	 based	 on	 temporal	 variation.	 This	 contrasts	 with	 the	 OLS	 method	 where	
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temporal	variation	was	often	not	modeled	or	modeled	with	polynomial	terms	which	assumed	an	

underlying	directional	change	over	time.	Appendix	3	provides	details	on	the	Bayesian	IPM	state	

space	modeling,	including	the	base	R	code	used	in	the	analysis.	
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RESULTS 

Survey Conditions 

Weather	conditions	were	challenging	due	to	the	late	spring	with	higher	than	normal	snow	cover	in	

most	of	 the	 core	 calving	ground	area	 (Figure	8).	On	 June	8,	 snow	cover	varied	 from	nearly	100	

percent	 at	 the	 north	 end	 of	 Bluenose	 Lake	 to	 nearly	 0	 percent	 at	 the	 south	 end	 near	 the	

Coppermine	River.	Most	areas	had	about	50	percent	snow	cover	and	much	of	it	was	a	“salt-and-

pepper”	patchy	mosaic.	This	reduced	sightability	of	caribou	and	we	decided	to	photo-survey	the	

majority	 of	 the	 core	 calving	 ground	 area	 to	 offset	 this	 potential	 issue.	 The	 rationale	 was	 that	

caribou	would	still	be	reliably	seen	on	high-resolution	photos	that	could	be	searched	carefully	and	

repeatedly	with	 a	 three-dimensional	 projection.	We	 expected	 that	 80-90	 percent	 of	 the	 female	

caribou	found	would	be	in	the	photo	blocks.	In	addition,	the	sightability	of	caribou	on	photos	could	

be	tested	further	using	independent	observers.		
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Figure 8:	Photos	of	variable	Bluenose-East	survey	conditions	on	June	8,	2018	when	the	visual	and	

photo	surveys	were	conducted	(photos	 J.	Adamczewski).	Snow	cover	ranged	from	95	percent	or	

more	 at	 the	 north	 end	 near	 Bluenose	 Lake	 (bottom	 right)	 to	 nearly	 bare	 ground	 near	 the	

Coppermine	River	(bottom	left).	

 

Movement Rates of Collared Caribou  

The	locations	of	30	adult	female	caribou	that	occurred	in	or	around	the	Bluenose-East	survey	area	

were	 monitored	 throughout	 the	 June	 survey	 to	 assess	 movement	 rates.	 The	 peak	 of	 calving	 is	

considered	 close	 when	 the	 majority	 of	 collared	 female	 caribou	 exhibit	 movement	 rates	 of	 <5	

km/day	(Gunn	and	Russell	2008).	Using	this	parameter,	we	surmised	that	the	peak	of	calving	was	

near	starting	on	June	8,	when	mean	daily	movement	rates	were	5	km	or	less	for	half	of	the	radio	
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collared	 caribou	 (Figure	 9).	 The	 peak	 of	 calving	 was	 further	 verified	 from	 observations	 of	

substantial	numbers	of	cows	with	calves	from	the	composition	and	visual	survey	flying	on	June	8.	

	
Figure 9:	 Movement	 rates	 of	 female	 collared	 caribou	 on	 or	 around	 the	 Bluenose-East	 calving	

ground	before	and	during	calving	in	2018.	The	boxplots	contain	the	25th	and	75th	percentile	of	the	

data	with	the	median	shown	by	the	central	bar	in	each	plot.	The	ranges	up	to	the	95th	percentile	

are	depicted	by	the	lines	with	outlier	points	shown	as	larger	dots.	The	movement	rates	of	collared	

cows	on	June	8,	the	date	of	the	visual	and	photo	surveys	are	highlighted	in	red.	

	

Reconnaissance Surveys to Delineate Strata 

An	initial	exploratory	survey	was	conducted	on	June	1st	to	assess	the	breeding	status	of	caribou.	

This	survey	focused	on	collared	caribou	and	determined	that	calving	was	in	the	very	early	stages	

(very	few	cows	with	calves).	Low	ceilings	and	ground	fog	delayed	subsequent	flying	until	June	6	

and	7	when	full	days	of	reconnaissance	flying	were	conducted.	A	single	day	of	clear	weather	with	

blue	skies	occurred	on	 June	8,	and	on	this	day	the	two	photo	blocks	and	two	visual	blocks	were	

surveyed	(Table	3).	
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Table 3:	 Summary	 of	 reconnaissance	 and	 visual	 survey	 flying	 on	 the	 June	 2018	Bluenose-East	

calving	ground	survey		

Date Caravan 1 Caravan 2 

June	1	 Arrive	in	Kugluktuk/recon	of	calving	

area	with	collared	cows	

Arrived	in	Kugluktuk	

June	2-5	 Grounded	due	to	fog	 Grounded	due	to	fog	

June	6	 Recon	of	core	calving	ground	 Recon	of	core	calving	ground	

June	7	 Recon	of	Northern	area	 Recon	of	areas	SE	of	Kugluktuk	

June	8	 Visual	surveys	and	areas	to	SE	of	

Kugluktuk	

Visual	surveys	and	extra	recon	on	

northern	edges	of	strata	

June	9	 Bathurst	survey	 Bathurst	survey	and	lines	in	

between	Bathurst	and	BNE	

June	10	 Recon	lines	to	the	East	of	Kugluktuk	&	

return	to	Yellowknife	

Recon	lines	to	the	East	of	

Kugluktuk	&	return	to	

Yellowknife	

		

Our	objectives	for	the	reconnaissance	survey	were	to	map	the	distribution	of	adult	and	breeding	

females	and	define	the	concentrated	calving	area	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd.	As	with	the	previous	

survey	 in	 2015,	 the	 highest	 densities	 of	 breeding	 females	 were	 to	 the	 west	 of	 Kugluktuk	with	

lower	 densities	 of	 antlered	 female	 caribou	 and	 non-breeders	 to	 the	 south.	 No	 collared	 females	

were	 found	 east	 of	 the	 Coppermine	River.	 The	 distribution	of	 caribou	 based	 on	 reconnaissance	

surveys	and	collared	females	suggested	the	highest	concentrations	of	breeding	caribou	along	the	

Rae	River	up	to	the	east	of	Bluenose	Lake	(Figure	10).		

	

The	 distribution	 and	 relative	 density	 of	 hard-antlered	 female	 caribou,	 together	 with	 the	

movement	patterns	of	collared	 females	and	recent	 tracks	 in	 the	 snow,	clearly	showed	that	most	

breeding	 females	 were	 moving	 in	 a	 northwestern	 direction	 within	 a	 wide	 corridor	 along	 the	

headwaters	of	the	Rae	and	Richardson	River	valleys	and	northward	along	the	eastern	slopes	of	the	

Melville	Hills	east	of	Bluenose	Lake.	The	leading	edge	of	breeding	females	in	the	northern	part	of	

the	 survey	 area	 was	 conspicuous	 because	 the	 density	 of	 caribou	 dropped	 markedly	 along	 the	

northern	 boundary.	 The	 leading	 edge	 and	 associated	 distribution	 of	 breeding	 females	 was	

included	within	the	visual	north	stratum	(Figure	10).			

	

Within	 the	 observed	 distribution	 of	 breeding	 females	 mapped	 during	 the	 systematic	

reconnaissance,	 relatively	 consistent	 densities	 and	 distribution	 of	 breeding	 females	 were	

observed	 in	 the	 western	 reaches	 of	 the	 Rae	 and	 Richardson	 River	 valleys.	 Based	 on	

reconnaissance	surveys	and	distribution	of	collared	cows,	we	delineated	the	photo	north	stratum	

to	encompass	what	we	considered	was	a	majority	of	breeding	females.	The	photo	south	stratum	

was	delineated	directly	adjacent	to	the	photo	north	strata,	and	included	remaining	collared	cows	

and	observations	of	 smaller	groups	with	breeding	 females.	Based	on	the	reconnaissance	survey,	

we	delineated	the	photo	south	stratum	to	include	the	mapped	distribution	of	breeding	females	but	
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observed	and	expected	this	stratum	to	include	more	non-breeders	as	it	included	the	trailing	edge	

of	the	north-western	migratory	push	of	breeding	females.			

	

We	added	the	visual	south	stratum	as	a	smaller	adjacent	area	that	extended	to	tree-line	to	cover	

what	we	 observed	 to	 be	 a	 dispersed	 trailing	 edge	 of	 caribou	 at	medium	 densities	 but	with	 no	

sightings	 of	 hard-antler	 cows	 and	 calves	 during	 the	 systematic	 reconnaissance	 survey.	

Observations	of	bulls	and	yearlings	were	predominant	in	this	stratum.	The	southern	edge	of	this	

stratum	aligned	with	the	bend	of	the	Coppermine	River	and	included	the	Coppermine	Mountains.	

A	trailing	edge	towards	the	south,	increasingly	composed	of	bulls	and	yearlings,	is	characteristic	of	

this	herd,	based	on	previous	June	surveys	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016,	Adamczewski	et	al.	2017).	

 
Figure 10:	 Reconnaissance	 survey	 coverage	 for	 the	 June	 2018	 Bluenose-East	 calving	 ground	
survey.	The	 two	photo	blocks	are	 shown	 in	 red	and	blue	outlines	and	 the	 two	visual	blocks	are	

shown	 to	 the	 north	 and	 south	 in	orange	 and	 green.	Outer	 squares	 show	density	 of	 the	 caribou	

found	(high,	medium	and	low),	and	inner	squares	show	the	kind	of	caribou	seen.	Gold	stars	show	

locations	of	collared	female	caribou,	of	which	30	occurred	in	the	survey	strata.	The	collared	female	

south	of	Bluenose	Lake	was	from	the	Bluenose-West	herd.	There	was	also	a	single	caribou	to	the	

north	of	the	survey	strata	from	the	Bluenose-West	herd	as	shown	in	Figure	13.	
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Stratification and Allocation of Survey Effort 

Photo Strata 

Two	 photo	 strata	 were	 defined	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 2018	 survey	 (Figures	 10,	 11),	 which	

included	 the	majority	of	 adult	 and	breeding	 females	and	almost	all	 the	 collared	cows.	Based	on	

reconnaissance	 data,	 relative	 abundance	 and	 density	 were	 estimated	 for	 the	 two	 strata,	 with	

higher	densities	suggested	for	the	south.	However,	observation	of	the	kinds	of	caribou	recorded	in	

segments	suggested	that	the	proportion	of	breeding	caribou	was	higher	in	the	northern	stratum,	

which	argued	for	higher	coverage	for	this	stratum.	As	a	result,	roughly	equal	coverage	was	given	

to	each	stratum.	

Figure 11:	Composite	photos	of	the	Bluenose-East	North	and	South	photo	strata.	

	

Table	4	provides	the	stratum	dimensions	for	the	photo	strata.	

	

Table 4:	 Stratum	 dimensions	 and	 reconnaissance-based	 estimates	 of	 density	 for	 the	 Bluenose-

East	 photo	 strata	 in	 June	 2018.	 Average	 transect	 (the	 average	 length	 of	 a	 transect),	 baseline	

(length	 of	 longest	 axis;	 transects	 are	 flown	 perpendicular	 to	 the	 baseline),	 area	 surveyed,	 and	

preliminary	estimates	of	density	and	abundance	(N)	based	on	reconnaissance	surveys	are	given.	

Stratum Area 

(km2) 

Avg. 

transect 

(km) 

Baseline 

(km) 

Caribou 

counted 

Area 

surveyed 

(km2) 

Density 

Caribou/

km2 

N SE (N) CV 

North	 3,787.8	 49.8	 76	 221	 296	 0.75	 2,828	 442.2	 0.15	

South	 2,051.5	 34.0	 68	 207	 208	 0.99	 2,042	 261.9	 0.13	

	

With	 photo	 planes	 using	 high-resolution	 digital	 cameras,	 it	 is	 possible	 for	 the	 plane	 to	 fly	 at	

different	altitudes.	Flying	at	a	higher	altitude	increases	the	strip	width	and	reduces	the	number	of	
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pictures	 but	 also	 reduces	 the	 resolution	 of	 the	 pictures	 as	 indexed	 by	Ground	 Sample	Distance	

(GSD).	GSD	is	 a	 term	used	 in	aerial	photography	 to	describe	 the	distance	between	pixels	on	 the	

ground	for	a	particular	photo	sensor.	In	practical	terms,	the	GSD	for	the	aerial	photos	used	in	this	

survey	translates	into	strip	width	and	elevation	above	ground	level	(AGL)	as	follows	(Table	5).	

	

Table 5:	 GSD	 for	 photo	 sensor	 used	 on	 Bluenose-East	 June	 2018	 caribou	 survey,	 along	 with	

associated	elevation	AGL	and	photographed	ground	strip	width.	Typical	elevation	and	strip	width	

used	in	earlier	analog	photo	surveys	are	included	for	reference.	

GSD 

(cm) 

Elevation AGL 

(feet) 

Strip width 

(m) 

4	 2,187	 692	

5	 2,734	 866	

6	 3,281	 1,039	

7	 3,828	 1,212	

8	 4,374	 1,385	

9	 4,921	 1,558	

10	 5,468	 1,731	

Analog	Photos	 2,000	 914.3	

				

The	 coverage	 of	 photos	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 survey	 was	 based	 upon	 the	 approximate	 total	

number	 of	 photos	 budgeted	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 surveys	 occurring	 at	 the	 same	

time	 (6,000)	 and	 corresponding	 levels	 of	 coverage	 across	 a	 range	 of	 likely	 altitudes	 (Table	 6).	

When	viewed	in	this	context,	GSD	levels	of	5	were	not	feasible	for	the	Bluenose-East	survey	with	

GSD	levels	of	at	least	6	needed	to	keep	within	2,000	photos	of	the	budgeted	number	of	6,000.			

	

Table 6:	 Stratum	dimensions	and	photos	 required	 for	various	 levels	of	 survey	 coverage	 for	 the	

Bathurst	and	Bluenose-East	photo	strata	in	June	2018.	The	GSD/photos	levels	used	are	underlined	

and	bold.	

Strata 

Stratum Dimensions 
 

Approximate No. of 

Photos at GSD 

 
Estimated % 

Coverage at GSD 

Stratum 

Area 

(km2) 

Average 

Transect 

Length 

(km) 

No. 

Transects 

Total 

Transect 

Length 

(km) 

5 6 7 8 5 6 7 8 

Bathurst 1,159 35.0 15 525 2,389 2,003 1,715 1,458 40% 48% 56% 74% 

Bluenose-East           

North   3,788 49.8 22 1,096 4,852 4,046 3,426 3,046 25% 30% 34% 45% 

South   2,052 34.0 16 544 2,407 2,007 1,700 1,511 23% 27% 31% 41% 

Total 

photos 

    
7,259 6,053 5,126 4,557 

    

Total photos 
   

9,648 8,056 6,841 6,015 
    

In	the	June	2018	surveys,	the	Bathurst	photo	stratum	was	flown	at	GSD	7	(average	elevation	3,828	

feet	(1,167	m)	above	ground)	and	the	Bluenose-East	photo	strata	were	 flown	at	GSD	8	(average	
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elevation	 4,374	 feet	 (1,333	m)	 above	 ground)	 with	 a	 resulting	 total	 of	 6,170	 photos.	 Of	 these,	

4,455	 were	 taken	 in	 the	 Bluenose-East	 calving	 ground	 survey	 and	 1,715	 were	 taken	 in	 the	

Bathurst	survey.	There	was	only	one	relatively	small	higher-density	area	on	the	Bathurst	calving	

ground,	while	the	Bluenose-East	calving	ground,	similar	to	past	surveys,	has	tended	to	be	larger	in	

area	with	 calving	 caribou	more	 dispersed.	 Ground	 coverage	 on	 the	 Bluenose-East	 North	 photo	

block	was	37.0	percent	and	30.3	percent	on	the	South	photo	block.	

	

Visual Strata 

The	Bluenose-East	north	and	south	visual	strata	were	relatively	small	and	were	flown	on	June	8,	

the	same	day	as	the	aerial	photography.	These	strata	had	lower	densities	of	caribou	(0.36	and	0.88	

caribou/km	for	the	north	and	south	stratum	respectively).	As	with	the	Bathurst	surveys,	coverage	

was	determined	so	that	each	 stratum	could	be	completed	 in	one	survey	 flight	and	each	 stratum	

had	a	minimum	of	10	flight	lines	for	acceptable	precision.	The	resulting	levels	of	coverage	were	22	

percent	and	20	percent	for	the	north	and	south	visual	strata	(Table	7).	

	

 Table 7:	Final	dimensions	of	strata	surveyed	for	the	2018	Bluenose-East	caribou	survey.	

Stratum  Total 

Transects 

Possible 

Sampled 

Transects 

Area of Stratum 

(km2) 

Strip 

Width 

(km) 

Transect Area 

(km2) 

Coverage  

North	Photo		 60	 22	 3,787.8	 1.31A	 1,402.4	 37.0%	

South	Photo	 54	 16	 2,051.5	 1.28A	 621.3	 30.3%	

North	Visual	 51	 12	 1,746.9	 0.8	 378.5	 21.7%	

South	Visual	 40	 10	 1,085.4	 0.8	 214.9	 19.8%	

A	Mean	strip	width	for	stratum-transect	width	varied	by	transect.	

Movements	of	collared	caribou	from	reconnaissance	to	photo/visual	surveys.	

	

Thirty-two	collared	females	were	within	or	around	the	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	(Figure	12).	

Of	these,	30	occurred	in	survey	strata	(Photo	North	18,	Photo	South	8,	Visual	North	4,	Visual	South	

0).	One	caribou	moved	from	the	south	to	the	north	photo	stratum	between	June	7th	and	8th.	The	

general	movement	paths	of	caribou	also	occurred	within	survey	strata.	Collared	caribou	that	had	

movement	rates	of	>5	km/day	were	mainly	located	within	the	central	regions	of	strata,	suggesting	

that	the	strata	contained	the	range	of	caribou	movements	as	indicated	by	collared	caribou	(Figure	

12).	
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Figure 12:	Locations	of	collared	Bluenose-East	female	caribou	and	movements	up	to	and	during	

June	8,	2018	when	the	photo	and	visual	surveys	occurred.	

	

Figure	13	displays	the	distribution	of	caribou	on	photos	as	indicated	by	points	of	caribou	counted	

on	 photos.	Dots	with	 color	 delineating	 group	size	 illustrate	 distribution	 on	 visual	 surveys.	 Two	

collared	 cows	 were	 north	 and	 south	 of	 Bluenose	 Lake	 and	 were	 identified	 as	 Bluenose-West	

females.		
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Figure 13:	 A	 plot	 of	 the	Bluenose-East	 photo	data	 counts	 and	 visual	 survey	 results	with	 collar	

locations	on	 June	8,	2018	when	surveys	occurred.	Collared	caribou	south	and	north	of	Bluenose	

Lake	were	Bluenose-West	females.	
 

Estimates of Caribou on Photo Strata 

Photo Sightability Estimation 

Photo	interpreters	found	that	the	sightability	of	caribou	on	photos	was	influenced	by	snow	cover.	

If	 the	ground	was	bare	 caribou	were	 readily	visible,	however,	 sightability	decreased	with	 snow	

cover	 especially	 in	 cases	 of	 intermittent	 snow	 and	 bare	 ground	 at	 the	 edges	 of	 snow	 patches	

(Figure	14).	
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Figure 14:	Close-up	view	of	one	zoomed-in	portion	of	an	aerial	photo	on	Bluenose-East	survey	on	

June	8,	2018.	Among	others,	three	caribou	are	visible	in	the	upper	left	corner,	and	a	cow	and	calf	

can	be	seen	walking	(along	with	their	shadows)	across	the	snow-patch	in	the	middle	of	the	photo.	

Caribou	 in	 areas	without	 snow	 are	 readily	 visible.	 There	 is	 also	one	 caribou	 on	 the	 edge	 of	 the	

snow-patch	at	bottom	right,	which	is	less	obvious.	
 

Sightability	 of	 caribou	 on	 photos	 was	 estimated	 by	 having	 a	 second	 observer	 from	 GreenLink	

Forestry	independently	re-count	caribou	on	a	subset	of	photos	(i.e.	without	knowing	what	the	first	

observer	 had	 found).	 The	 second	 observer	 was	 Derek	 Fisher,	 who	 is	 the	 most	 experienced	

observer	of	aerial	photographs	at	the	company.	The	photo	survey	transect	lines	were	resampled	

systematically	using	transects	perpendicular	 to	 the	original	photo-plane	transects.	A	design	 that	

sampled	the	closest	photo	to	the	transect	line	in	which	at	least	one	caribou	was	detected,	was	used	

to	select	photos	for	resampling.	This	systematic	resampling	approach	ensured	an	adequate	sample	

size	of	photos	with	caribou	on	them	(Figure	15).		
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Figure 15:	Systematic	sampling	design	 for	cross	validation	of	photos	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	 June	

2018	calving	ground	survey.	
 

Overall,	 228	 photos	 were	 resampled	 in	 the	 North	 and	 South	 photo	 strata	 (Table	 8).	 Ratios	 of	

second	to	original	count	suggested	higher	photo	sightability	in	the	North	stratum.	One	assumption	

in	this	comparison	is	that	the	first	and	second	counters	were	counting	the	same	caribou	on	a	given	

photo.	To	 test	 this	 assumption	 the	distances	between	points	of	 counted	caribou	 in	 the	 first	 and	

second	count	was	measured	in	GIS	to	identify	any	counted	caribou	that	were	further	distant	from	

the	original	counts.		This	process	did	not	identify	any	new	caribou.			

	

Table 8:	Summary	of	photo	cross	validation	data	set	for	Bluenose-East	June	2018	caribou	survey	

photo	blocks.	The	ratio	of	the	original	count	to	second	count	is	an	estimate	of	photo	sightability.	

Strata Photos 

Resampled 

Original 

Count 

Second 

Count 

New Caribou 

Counted in Second 

Count 

Caribou not 

Detected in Second 

Count 

Ratio of 

Original 

Count/Second 

Count 

North	 158	 447	 490	 43	 2	 0.91	

South	 70	 257	 301	 44	 1	 0.85	

	

This	cross-validation	process	was	modeled	as	a	two	sample	mark-recapture	sample	with	caribou	

being	“marked”	in	the	original	count	and	then	be	“re-marked”	in	the	second	count	(Table	9).	Model	

selection	 suggested	 that	 the	difference	 in	 sightability	between	 strata	was	 supported	even	when	
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over-dispersion	was	accounted	for.	Therefore,	strata-specific	sightability	estimates	were	used	for	

subsequent	estimates.	

	

Table 9:	 Model	 selection	 of	 photo	 sightability	 cross	 validation	 data	 set	 for	 Bluenose-East	 June	

2018	caribou	survey	using	Huggins	 closed	models	 in	program	MARK.	Quasi	Akaike	 Information	

Criterion	 (QAICc),	 the	 difference	 in	 QAICc	 between	 the	most	 supported	model	 and	 given	model	

∆QAICc	 ,	 the	 model	weight	 (wi),	 number	 of	 parameters	 (K)	 and	 quasi-Deviance	 (QDeviance)	 is	

given.		

Model  Model Selection 

First Count Second 

Count 

QAICc ∆QAICc wi K QDeviance 

Strata	 Constant	 269.90	 0.00	 0.50	 3	 3,609.0	

Constant	 Constant	 270.77	 0.87	 0.32	 2	 3,611.9	

Strata	 Strata	 271.91	 2.00	 0.18	 4	 3,609.0	

	

The	estimates	of	sightability	are	given	below	along	with	the	bootstrap-based	estimates	of	SE,	CV	

and	confidence	limits,	CI	(Table	10).	The	bootstrap	estimates,	which	use	caribou	counted	on	each	

photo	as	the	sample	unit,	were	used	for	subsequent	variance	estimates.		

	

Table 10:	 Estimates	 of	 sightability	 from	 the	most	 supported	 Huggins	model	 for	 Bluenose-East	

June	2018	caribou	survey.	

Count-stratum Sightability 

Estimate 

Binomial 

SE 

Binomial 

CV 

Bootstrap 

SE 

Bootstrap 

CV 

Bootstrap 

(95% CI) 

1st	count-North	

stratum	

0.912	 0.013	 0.014	 0.015	 0.016	 0.884	 0.941	

1st	count	-South	

stratum	

0.853	 0.020	 0.024	 0.035	 0.040	 0.782	 0.919	

2nd	count-Both	stratum	 0.996	 0.002	 0.002	
	 	

	 	

	

Estimates of Total Caribou in Photo Strata 

The	standard	Jolly	2	estimator	(Jolly	1969,	Norton-Griffiths	1978)	was	used	to	obtain	estimates	of	

caribou	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	 from	 the	 transect	 data.	 Consistent	with	 the	 2015	 Bluenose-East	

survey	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016),	transect	densities	were	weighted	to	ensure	equal	representation	of	

transects	 with	 varying	 strip	 widths	 (Table	 11).	 The	 initial	 estimate	 was	 divided	 by	 photo	

sightability	to	obtain	the	sightability-corrected	abundance	estimate.	Overall,	sightability-corrected	

estimates	were	12	percent	higher	than	initial	estimates.	
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Table 11:	Initial	estimates	of	abundance	in	photo	survey	strata,	estimated	photo	sightability	and	

estimates	of	abundance	with	photo	sightability	for	Bluenose-East	June	2018	caribou	survey.	

Strata Initial Estimate of N Photo Sightability Photo-sightability N 

Estimate 

  N SE CV p SE CV N SE CV 

North	 9,887	 849.5	 0.086	 0.912	 0.015	 0.016	 10,841	 948.4	 0.087	

South		 5,488	 837.0	 0.154	 0.853	 0.035	 0.041	 6,426	 1,014.8	 0.158	

	

Overall,	densities	of	caribou	were	lower	on	transects	compared	to	previous	years	with	all	densities	

below	the	10	caribou/km2	level	(Figure	16).		

	
Figure 16:	Transect-specific	densities	for	the	Bluenose-East	photo	blocks	in	June	2018.	Transects	
go	from	west	to	east.	Sightability	was	accounted	for	in	density	estimates.	
 

Estimates of Total Caribou in Visual Strata  

Double Observer Analysis 

Data	from	both	the	reconnaissance	and	visual	surveys	were	used	in	the	double	observer	analysis,	

however,	 only	 the	 visual	 survey	 data	 were	 used	 to	 derive	 estimates	 of	 abundance	 for	 survey	

strata.	Observers	were	grouped	into	pairs	which	were	used	for	modeling	the	effect	of	observer	on	

sightability.	A	full	listing	of	observer	pairs	is	given	in	Appendix	1.	Frequencies	of	observations	as	a	

function	of	group	size,	survey,	and	phase	suggested	that	approximately	half	of	the	single	caribou	

were	 seen	by	both	observers	 in	most	 cases	 (Figure	17).	 In	previous	years	approximately	70-80	

percent	of	single	caribou	were	seen	by	both	observers.	As	group	size	increased	the	proportion	of	
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observations	 seen	 by	 both	 observers	 increased.	 This	 general	 pattern	 suggests	 low	 sightability	

compared	to	previous	surveys,	which	generally	had	much	less	snow	cover.			

	
Figure 17:	Frequencies	of	double	observer	observations	by	group	size,	survey	phase	and	survey	

for	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 June	 2018	 caribou	 surveys.	 Each	 observation	 is	 categorized	 by	

whether	it	was	observed	by	the	primary	(brown),	secondary	(beige),	or	both	(green)	observers.		
 

Snow	and	cloud	cover	also	influenced	sightability,	however,	the	pattern	depended	on	survey	phase	

and	herd	surveyed	(Figure	18).	The	most	noteworthy	trends	occurred	for	higher	snow	cover	(75	

percent)	for	the	Bathurst	and	higher	cloud	cover.	Snow	cover	was	evident	in	all	surveys	with	few	

observations	of	0	snow	cover	and	most	within	the	25-75	percent	range.	This	range	corresponds	to	

the	 “salt	 and	pepper”	patchy	 snow	cover	where	 sightability	 is	 lower.	The	 lack	of	 “effect	 size”	of	

snow	 cover	 (i.e.	 minimal	 0	 and	 100	 percent	 snow	 cover	 observations)	 potentially	 made	 it	

problematic	to	model	the	effect	of	increasing	snow	cover	on	observations.	Instead,	sightability	was	

lower	(as	modeled	by	an	intercept	term)	due	to	the	poor	survey	conditions.	
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Figure 18:	Frequencies	of	double	observer	observations	by	snow	cover,	cloud	cover,	survey	phase	

and	 survey	 for	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 June	 2018	 caribou	 surveys.	 Each	 observation	 was	

categorized	by	whether	it	was	observed	by	the	primary,	secondary,	or	both	observers.		
 

Snow	 cover	 was	 modeled	 as	 a	 continuous	 (snow)	 or	 categorical	 covariate	 (snow	 25,	 snow	 50,	

snow	75)	based	on	the	categorical	entries	in	the	tablets.	Model	selection	identified	a	strong	effect	

of	the	log	of	group	size,	observers,	snow	cover	and	the	interaction	of	snow	and	cloud	cover	(Table	

12).	An	additional	effect	of	snow	cover	at	75	percent	for	the	Bathurst	herd	was	evident.	Observer	

pairs	were	reduced	to	the	pairs	to	those	that	showed	substantial	differences	from	the	mean	level	

of	sightability	in	the	survey.	
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Table 12:	 Double	 observer	 model	 selection	 using	 Huggins	 mark-recapture	 models	 in	 program	

MARK	for	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	June	2018	caribou	surveys.	Covariates	follow	Table	1	in	the	

methods	 section	 of	 the	 report.	 Reduced	 observer	 pairs	 are	 denoted	 as	 redA	 and	 redB.	AICc,	 the	

difference	 in	AICc	 values	 between	 the	 ith	 and	most	 supported	model	1	 (ΔAICc),	 Akaike	weights	

(wi),	and	number	K,	and	deviance	(Dev)	are	presented.	

No Model AICc ∆AICc wi K Dev 

1	 log(group	size)+obs(redA)+order+herd*snow75+cloud+snow*cloud		 764.99	 0.00	 0.33	 8	 748.9	

2	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+herd*snow75+cloud+snow*cloud	 767.02	 2.03	 0.12	 9	 748.9	

3	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+snow75+cloud+snow*cloud	 768.15	 3.16	 0.07	 8	 752.1	

4	 log(group	

size)+obs(redB)+order+herd*snow75+cloud+snow+snow*cloud	

768.32	 3.33	 0.07	 10	 748.2	

5	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+herd*snow75+cloud	 768.63	 3.63	 0.06	 8	 752.5	

6	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+snow+cloud	+snow*cloud	 770.75	 5.75	 0.02	 9	 752.6	

7	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+snow25+log(group)*snow25	 772.54	 7.55	 0.01	 8	 756.4	

8	 log(group	size)+obs(redB)+order+snow(categorical)	 773.52	 8.52	 0.00	 10	 753.4	

9	 log(group	

size)+obs(redB)+order+snow+snow2+cloud+cloud2+snow*cloud	

774.15	 9.15	 0.00	 11	 752.0	

10	 log(group	size)		 781.88	 16.89	 0.00	 2	 777.9	

11	 log(group	size)+snow	+cloud		 782.04	 17.05	 0.00	 4	 774.0	

12	 group	size	 783.22	 18.22	 0.00	 2	 779.2	

13	 log(group	size)+snow25+cloud0		 784.31	 19.31	 0.00	 4	 776.3	

14	 log(group	size)+snow25+sno50+snow75+snow100		 784.84	 19.95	 0.00	 6	 772.8	

15	 log(group	size)+obs(all))		 785.96	 20.97	 0.00	 13	 759.7	

16	 constant		 802.05	 37.06	 0.00	 1	 800.0	

	

Plots	 of	 single	 and	 double	 observation	 probabilities	 show	 lower	 probabilities	 for	 individual	 or	

smaller	group	sizes	especially	in	moderate	snow	cover	and	higher	cloud	cover,	for	Bluenose-East	

and	Bathurst	 June	2018	caribou	surveys	(Figure	19).	The	mean	detection	probability	(across	all	

groups)	was	0.66	(CI=0.60-0.72).	This	compares	to	a	mean	probability	of	0.91	(CI=0.88-0.92)	for	

the	2015	Bluenose	and	Bathurst	surveys.	
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Figure 19:	Estimated	single	observer	probabilities	from	model	1	(Table	12)	by	snow	cover,	cloud	

cover,	survey	phase	and	survey	 for	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	June	2018	caribou	surveys.	Each	

observation	 is	 categorized	 by	 whether	 it	 was	 observed	 by	 the	 primary,	 secondary,	 or	 both	

observers.		
 

Double	observer	probabilities	(the	probability	that	at	least	one	of	the	observers	saw	the	caribou)	

were	higher	but	still	relatively	low	for	single	caribou,	especially	for	cases	of	higher	cloud	cover	and	

snow	cover	(and	for	some	observer	pairs)	(Figure	20).		
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Figure 20:	Estimated	double	observer	probabilities	from	model	1	(Table	12)	by	snow	cover,	cloud	

cover,	survey	phase	and	survey	 for	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	June	2018	caribou	surveys.	Each	

observation	 is	 categorized	 by	 whether	 it	 was	 observed	 by	 the	 primary,	 secondary,	 or	 both	

observers.		
 

Estimates of Total Caribou in Visual Strata 

Double	observer	estimates	 (using	 the	MRDS	R	package)	were	 about	6	percent	higher	 than	non-

double	observer	estimates.	Precision	was	lower	than	uncorrected	count-based	estimates	but	still	

acceptable	(Table	13).				

	

Table 13: Standard	strip	transect	(two	observers	per	side	with	no	estimation	of	sightability)	and 
double	 observer	model	 estimates	 (with	 sightability	 accounted	 for)	 of	 caribou	 on	Bluenose-East	

visual	strata	in	2018	from	the	MRDS	package	in	R.	

Strata Caribou Standard Estimate Double Observer Estimate   
Counted Estimate SE CV Estimate SE CI CV 

North		 159	 734	 100.4	 13.7%	 788	 140.4	 541	 1,149	 17.8%	

South	 210	 1,061	 113.7	 10.7%	 1,106	 173.5	 778	 1,571	 15.7%	

Total	 369	 1,795	 151.7	 8.5%	 1,894	 223.1	 1,482	 2,419	 11.8%	

	

An	 estimate	 where	 there	 was	 only	 one	 observer	 per	 side	 of	 plane	 without	 the	 estimation	 of	

sightability	was	also	run	to	assess	the	importance	of	having	double	observers	on	each	side	of	the	

plane	 during	 surveys.	 This	 data	 set	 was	 created	 by	 only	 using	 observations	 from	 the	 front	
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observer	 (excluding	 caribou	groups	only	 seen	 by	 the	 rear	observer).	This	 resulted	 in	an	overall	

estimate	of	1,397	caribou	which	was	23	percent	lower	than	the	standard	double	observer	estimate	

and	26	percent	 lower	 than	 the	double	observer	estimate	with	 sightability	 correction.	The	 lower	

single	observer	estimate	demonstrates	the	need	for	double	observers	on	each	side	of	the	plane	to	

ensure	higher	sightability	of	caribou	and	reliable	estimates.	

	

Estimation of Total Caribou on the Calving Ground 

The	 photo	 data	 (corrected	 for	 double	 observer	 analysis)	 were	 combined	 with	 visual	 data	

(corrected	 for	 double	 observer	 analysis)	 to	 obtain	 a	 total	 estimate	 of	 caribou	 on	 the	 calving	

ground	 of	 19,161	 caribou	 at	 least	 one	 year	 old	 (Table	 14).	 This	 total	 applies	 to	 strata	 with	

corresponding	composition	survey	data.	Overall,	the	photo	strata	accounted	for	90.1%	of	caribou.	

	

Table 14:	Estimates	of	caribou	abundance	on	all	survey	strata	(photo	and	visual)	 for	Bluenose-

East	herd	in	2018.	

Strata N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 140.4	 541	 1,149	 17.8%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 948.4	 9,041	 13,000	 8.7%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 1,014.8	 4,599	 8,979	 15.8%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 173.5	 778	 1,571	 15.7%	

Total	 19,161 1,406.8 16,512 22,233 7.3% 

 

Composition Survey 

A	composition	survey	was	conducted	June	8-10	 in	the	photo	strata	and	June	10-11	 in	the	visual	

strata.	 During	 the	 composition	 survey,	 caribou	 were	 relatively	 stationary	 as	 there	 were	 few	

caribou	 groups	 observed	 outside	 stratum	 boundaries	 relative	 to	 search	 effort	 and	 flight-lines	

(Figure	21).	Observations	of	 the	pattern	of	distribution,	 abundance,	 and	composition	of	 caribou	

during	the	composition	survey	were	consistent	with	the	delineated	visual	and	photographic	strata,	

which	in	 turn	provided	additional	confidence	 in	representativeness	of	 the	overall	survey	design.	

The	photo	north	and	visual	north	blocks	had	high	proportions	of	breeding	cows,	while	the	photo	

south	block	had	increasing	proportions	of	yearlings	and	non-breeding	cows	toward	the	south	end.	

The	visual	south	block	had	substantial	proportions	of	bulls	and	yearlings	and	few	cows.		
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Figure 21:	 Helicopter	 flight	 paths	 and	 pie	 charts	 of	 groups	 classified	 during	 calving	 ground	
composition	survey	of	Bluenose-East	caribou	in	2018.	The	size	of	pie	charts	is	proportional	to	the	

number	of	caribou	in	each	classification	group	as	 indicated	by	the	scale	diagram.	Proportions	of	

age-sex	classes	make	up	the	individual	pie	sections.	

	

Individual	 caribou	 were	 classified	 in	 each	 group	 based	 on	 physical	 characteristics	 as	 well	 as	

presence	of	a	calf,	hard	antler(s)	or	distended	udder	(for	breeding	females)	and	are	summarized	in	

Table	15.	

	

Table 15:	Summary	of	composition	survey	on	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018	in	photo	

and	visual	strata.	

Strata 
# 

Groups 

Adult Females 

Yearlings Bulls 

Total 

Caribou  

(1 yr+) 

Total Breeding Non-

breeding 

North	Visual	 59	 158	 147	 11	 16	 0	 174	

North	Photo	 189	 726	 677	 49	 104	 0	 830	

South	Photo	 166	 490	 300	 190	 388	 30	 908	

South	Visual	 39	 53	 7	 46	 71	 61	 185	

	

Estimates	of	adult	females	and	breeding	females	were	then	derived	with	variance	and	confidence	

limits	estimated	via	bootstrap	methods	(Table	16).	
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Table 16:	 Proportions	 of	 breeding	 females	 and	 adult	 females	 from	 composition	 survey	 on	

Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018		

Strata Estimate SE Conf. Limit 

Breeding	females=breeding	females/caribou	1	yr+	

North	Visual	 0.845	 0.027	 0.786	 0.892	

North	Photo	 0.816	 0.020	 0.774	 0.853	

South	Photo	 0.330	 0.033	 0.269	 0.396	

South	Visual	 0.038	 0.016	 0.012	 0.072	

Adult	females=Adult	females/caribou	1	yr+	

North	Visual	 0.908	 0.024	 0.861	 0.951	

North	Photo	 0.875	 0.016	 0.841	 0.903	

South	Photo	 0.540	 0.027	 0.491	 0.595	

South	Visual	 0.286	 0.042	 0.213	 0.380	

 

Estimates of Adult and Breeding Females 

Estimates	 of	 breeding	 females	 were	 derived	 by	 the	 product	 of	 caribou	 and	 the	 proportion	 of	

breeding	females	in	each	stratum	(Table	17).	

	

Table 17:	Estimates	of	breeding	females	based	upon	initial	abundance	estimates	and	composition	

surveys	on	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018.		

Strata Caribou Proportion 

Breeders 

Breeding Females 

N CV.N pb CV N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 0.178	 0.845	 0.032	 666	 120.5	 454	 976	 18.1%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 0.087	 0.816	 0.025	 8,846	 803.7	 7,326	 10,681	 9.1%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 0.158	 0.330	 0.100	 2,121	 396.4	 1,429	 3,148	 18.7%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 0.157	 0.038	 0.421	 42	 18.9	 16	 110	 45.0%	

Total 19,161 
   

11,675 904.4 9,971 13,670 7.7% 

	

Estimates	of	adult	females	are	given	in	Table	18.	

Table 18:	 Estimates	 of	 adult	 females	 based	 upon	 initial	 abundance	 estimates	 and	 composition	

surveys	on	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018.		

	Strata Caribou Prop. Adult 

Females 

Adult Females 

 
N CV.N pf CV N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 0.178	 0.908	 0.026	 716	 128.9	 489	 1,048	 18.0%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 0.087	 0.875	 0.018	 9,486	 847.7	 7,880	 11,419	 8.9%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 0.158	 0.540	 0.050	 3,470	 574.8	 2,444	 4,928	 16.6%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 0.157	 0.286	 0.147	 316	 68.0	 196	 510	 21.5%	

Total 19,161 
   

13,988 1,034.6 12,042 16,249 7.4% 
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The	ratio	of	breeding	 females	to	adult	 females	suggests	a	relatively	high	proportion	of	pregnant	

females	of	83	percent	compared	to	previous	years.	

	

Extrapolated Herd Estimates for Bluenose-East Herd 

A	composition	 survey	was	 conducted	October	23-25,	2018	 to	estimate	 the	bull-cow	ratio	of	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd.	Overall	there	were	115	groups	observed	with	totals	of	bulls,	cows	and	calves	

summarized	in	Table	19.	

	

Table 19:	Summary	of	observations	from	fall	composition	survey	on	Bluenose-East	herd	October	

23-25,	2018		

Cows Bulls Calves Groups 

Observed 

1,542	 586	 396	 115	

	

Bootstrap	methods	were	used	to	obtain	SEs	on	estimates	(Table	20).		

	

Table 20:	 Estimates	 of	 the	 bull-cow	 ratio,	 proportion	 cows,	 and	 calf-cow	 ratio	 from	 the	 fall	

composition	survey	on	Bluenose-East	herd	October	2018.	

Indicator Estimate SE Conf. Limit CV 

Bull	cow	ratio	 0.380	 0.027	 0.333	 0.437	 7.0%	

Proportion	cows	 0.725	 0.014	 0.697	 0.750	 1.9%	

Calf-cow	ratio	 0.257	 0.016	 0.229	 0.291	 6.1%	

	

Comparison	of	bull:cow	ratios	from	composition	surveys	2009-2018	suggest	a	slowly	decreasing	

bull	cow	ratio	(Table	21).	

Table 21:	 Estimates	 of	 proportion	 of	 cows	 and	 the	 bull	 cow	 ratio	 from	 fall	 surveys	 on	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd	2009-2018.	 
Proportion Cows 

 
Bull-cow Ratio 

Year Estimate SE Conf. Limit CV Estimate SE Conf. Limit 

2009	 0.700	 0.008	 0.684	 0.716	 1.1%	 0.429	 0.017	 0.396	 0.463	

2013	 0.701	 0.009	 0.685	 0.720	 1.3%	 0.426	 0.019	 0.389	 0.461	

2015	 0.706	 0.014	 0.678	 0.734	 2.0%	 0.417	 0.029	 0.367	 0.479	

2018	 0.725	 0.014	 0.697	 0.750	 1.9%	 0.380	 0.026	 0.332	 0.437	

	

Estimates	of	adult	herd	size	(caribou	at	least	two	years	old)	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	in	2018	are	

presented	in	Table	22.	The	estimate	based	on	an	assumed	fixed	pregnancy	rate	estimate	is	higher	

since	 it	 assumes	 a	 constant	 pregnancy	 rate	 of	 0.72,	which	 is	 lower	 than	 that	 observed	 in	 2018	

(0.83),	 thereby	 inflating	 the	 estimate.	 The	 preferred	 estimate	 uses	 the	 proportion	 of	 females,	

which	is	simply	the	estimate	of	adult	females	(13,988),	divided	by	the	proportion	of	cows	in	the	

herd	 (0.725)	 from	 the	 October	 2018	 survey.	 Log-based	 confidence	 limits,	 which	were	 used	 for	

other	estimates	as	well	as	traditional	symmetrical	confidence	limits	(estimate	±	t*SE)	are	given.	In	
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most	 cases	 log-based	 limits	 give	 better	 representation	 of	 confidence	 estimates	 than	 traditional	

symmetrical	methods	because	the	distribution	of	estimates	has	a	 slight	positive	skew.	However,	

previous	 analyses	 have	 used	 the	 symmetrical	method.	 The	 actual	 difference	 in	 CI’s	 is	 relatively	

minor.	

	

Table 22:	 Extrapolated	 herd	 size	 estimates	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 in	 2018	 based	 on	 two	

estimators	

Method N SE Log-based CI Symmetric Traditional 

CI 

CV 

Proportion	of	adult	females	 19,294	 1,474.7	 16,527	 22,524	 16,303	 22,285	 7.6%	

Constant	pregnancy	rate	

(0.72)	

22,366	 2,861.8	 17,247	 29,004	 16,530	 28,202	 12.8%	

	

Trends in Breeding and Adult Females and Herd Size 2010-2018 

Comparison of 2015 and 2018 Estimates 

Comparison	of	2015	and	2018	estimates	suggests	a	gross	reduction	of	49	percent	in	adult	females,	

which	 translates	 into	 a	 mean	 annual	 rate	 of	 decline	 of	 20	 percent	 in	 the	 2015-2018	 interval	

(Figure	22).	In	contrast,	breeding	females	had	a	gross	reduction	of	32.9	percent	which	translates	

to	an	annual	rate	of	change	of	-13	percent	in	the	interval	since	2015.	The	difference	in	gross	and	

annual	changes	of	breeding	and	adult	 females	was	due	to	an	 increase	 in	proportion	of	breeding	

females	in	2018	compared	to	2015.	Using	a	t-test	the	gross	reduction	in	estimates	is	significant	for	

adult	females	(t=-7.35,	df=42,	p<0.0001)	and	breeding	females	(t=-3.9,	df=47,	p=0.002).	

	

	
Figure 22:	 Estimates	 of	 total	 adult	 females	 in	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 from	 2010-2018	

dichotomized	shown	by	breeding	and	non-breeding	females	status	from	2010-2018.		
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Overall Trends 2010-2018 

A	Bayesian	state	space	model	(Humbert	et	al.	2009,	Kery	and	Royle	2016)	was	used	to	estimate	

longer	term	trends	in	the	Bluenose-East	data	set.	For	this	analysis,	trend	(log	λ)	was	modeled	as	a	

random	effect	therefore	allowing	assessment	of	variation	in	λ	in	intervals	between	surveys.				

	

For	 breeding	 females,	 yearly	 trends	 in	 breeding	 females	 were	 marginally	 significant	 (p=0.071)	

with	estimates	of	λ	overlapping	1	for	some	years	between	2010	and	2018.	The	mean	estimate	of	λ	

for	breeding	females	was	0.81	(CI=0.62-1.04).	Variation	in	λ	for	breeding	females	was	presumably	

due	to	the	influence	of	variable	pregnancy	rate	on	estimates	of	breeding	females	(Figure	23).			

	
Figure 23:	 Estimates	 of	 breeding	 cows	 and	 λ	 (geometric	mean	 of	 three	 previous	 years)	 in	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018	from	Bayesian	state	space	model	analysis.	

 

In	contrast,	trends	in	adult	females	were	significant	(p=.0087)	with	minimal	yearly	variation	in	λ	

and	 no	 overlap	 of	 λ	 estimates	 with	 one	 in	 any	 of	 the	 years	 considered	 (Figure	 24).	 The	 mean	

estimate	of	λ	was	0.8	(CI=0.73-0.87)	which	translates	into	an	annual	rate	of	decline	of	20	percent	

(CI=13-27percent).	
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Figure 24:	 Estimates	 of	 adult	 cows	 and	 λ	 (geometric	 mean	 of	 three	 previous	 years)	 in	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018	from	state	space	model	analysis.	

	

Overall	Bluenose-East	herd	size	followed	the	general	trend	in	adult	and	breeding	females	(Figure	

25).	

	
Figure 25:	Estimates	of	Bluenose-East	herd	size	(adults	at	least	two	years	old)	using	the	constant	

pregnancy	 rate	 of	 0.72	 and	 proportion	 of	 females	 method	 from	 2010-2018.	 We	 suggest	 the	

estimates	based	on	proportion	of	females	(bottom)	are	more	reliable.	
 

The	core	calving	ground	area	as	well	as	densities	of	adult	female	caribou	have	both	declined	2010-

2018	suggesting	that	the	degree	of	aggregation	of	caribou	on	the	calving	ground	has	not	changed	

substantially.	A	full	analysis	of	trends	in	core	calving	ground	area	and	densities	of	females	on	the	

calving	ground	is	presented	in	Appendix	5.	
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Exploration of Potential Reasons for Decline in Herd Size 

Potential	contributing	factors	to	the	apparent	large	numerical	decline	in	breeding	females	on	the	

Bluenose-East	calving	ground	2015-2018	could	include	(a)	a	portion	of	female	caribou	may	have	

been	 missed	 based	 on	 limited	 survey	 coverage,	 (b)	 some	 female	 caribou	 may	 have	 moved	 to	

adjacent	calving	grounds,	and	(c)	demographic	factors	including	reduced	survival	of	adult	caribou,	

reduced	pregnancy	rates,	 and	 reduced	calf	 survival.	We	considered	 the	 likelihood	of	 each	 factor	

contributing	significantly	to	the	estimated	reduction	in	abundance.	

 

Breeding and Adult Females not Occurring on Survey Strata  

One	 potential	 reason	 for	 lower	 estimates	 would	 have	 been	 female	 caribou	 occurring	 outside	

survey	strata.	We	note	first	that	extensive	additional	reconnaissance	flying	to	the	north,	west	and	

east	of	the	main	concentrations	of	calving	caribou	resulted	in	almost	no	caribou	observations	(see	

blank	squares	on	Figure	27),	suggesting	that	the	herd’s	distribution	had	been	well	defined	in	those	

areas.	Only	at	the	southern	trailing	edge	were	there	any	substantive	numbers	of	caribou	seen	on	

reconnaissance	flying	outside	the	survey	strata.	

	

All	 30	 Bluenose-East	 collared	 female	 caribou	 that	 were	 monitored	 occurred	within	 the	 survey	

strata,	and	none	of	them	were	in	the	south	visual	block	(Figure	13).	Two	collared	females,	which	

were	most	 likely	 from	 the	Bluenose-West	 herd,	 occurred	 to	 the	 north	 and	 south	 of	 the	 central	

study	area.	The	 south	visual	block	 contributed	 just	42	of	11,675	breeding	 females	 (0.3	percent)	

(Table	 17)	 and	 316	 of	 13,988	 adult	 females	 (2.2	 percent)	 (Table	 18)	 in	 the	 survey	 area.	 The	

composition	survey	showed	that	the	south	visual	block	had	substantial	numbers	of	yearlings	and	

bulls,	and	progressively	higher	proportions	of	them	at	the	southern	end	(Figure	21).	In	addition,	a	

map	 of	 the	 movements	 of	 15	 Bluenose-East	 collared	 bulls	 in	 May-June	 2018	 (Figure	 26)	

demonstrates	 that	most	of	 the	herd’s	bulls	were	at	 the	southern	 fringe	of	 the	south	visual	block	

and	south	of	it	in	the	two	reconnaissance-based	strata.	Our	observations	suggest	that	areas	further	

south	of	the	south	visual	block	were	likely	to	have	mostly	bulls	and	yearlings,	a	few	non-breeding	

cows	and	virtually	no	breeding	cows.	
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Figure 26:	 Spring	movements	 (May	 1	 -	 June	 11)	 of	 15	Bluenose-East	 collared	 bulls	 in	 2018	 in	

relation	to	the	survey	area.	Most	bulls	were	concentrated	at	the	south	end	of	the	survey	area	and	

some	were	scattered	far	to	the	south.	

	

We	 added	 two	 post-hoc	 reconnaissance-based	 strata	 to	 the	 area	 south	 of	 the	 survey	 strata	 to	

assess	the	relative	sensitivity	of	estimates	to	inclusion	of	these	areas	(Figure	27).	No	composition	

surveys	were	conducted	for	these	areas,	making	estimates	of	breeding	females	and	adult	females	

problematic,	but	these	areas	most	likely	were	dominated	by	bulls	and	yearlings.			
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Figure 27:	 Bluenose-East	 June	 2018	 survey	 area	 with	 extra	 (post-hoc)	 reconnaissance-based	

strata	at	bottom	in	black	and	brown	outlines.	

	

The	 resulting	estimate	of	 total	 caribou	was	22,425	caribou	 (Table	23),	which	 is	higher	 than	the	

extrapolated	 herd	 estimate	 of	 19,294	 caribou	 at	 least	 1-year-old	 for	 the	 survey	 area	 with	 two	

photo	 and	 two	 visual	 blocks	 (Table	 22).	 However,	 the	 estimate	 of	 22,425	 caribou	 (Table	 23)	

includes	 yearlings	 (calves	 from	 2017)	 whereas	 the	 extrapolated	 herd	 estimate	 includes	 adult	

caribou	and	excludes yearlings.	An	estimate	of	 yearlings	 in	2018	of	6,594	 (CI=5,590-7,782)	was	

derived	 from	 the	 demographic	 model	 (described	 in	 the	 next	 section)	 which	 suggests	 that	 the	

difference	 in	 extrapolated	 herd	 estimates	 (19,294)	 and	 total	 caribou	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	

(22,245)	can	largely	be	explained	by	the	presence	of	yearlings	in	the	total	caribou	on	the	calving	

ground	estimate.		
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Table 23:	 Estimates	 of	 total	 caribou	 at	 least	 one	 year	 old	 on	Bluenose-East	 June	 2018	 calving	

ground	survey	area	with	two	supplemental	reconnaissance	strata	(as	delineated	in	Figure	27).	

Strata N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 140.4	 541	 1,149	 17.8%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 948.4	 9,041	 13,000	 8.7%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 1,014.8	 4,599	 8,979	 15.8%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 173.5	 778	 1,571	 15.7%	

Recon	South	 2,117	 250.2	 1,616	 2,773	 11.8%	

Recon	West	 1,147	 285.0	 661	 1,991	 24.8%	

Total  22,425 1,457.0 19,669 25,565 6.5% 

	

Movement to Adjacent Calving Grounds 

Figure	 28	 displays	 movement	 in	 the	 mean	 location	 of	 calving	 for	 collared	 females	 that	 were	

monitored	for	successive	years.	The	head	of	 the	arrow	is	 the	mean	 location	 for	 the	current	year	

and	the	tail	is	the	location	for	the	previous	year.	From	this	it	can	be	seen	that	in	general	caribou	

have	shown	reasonable	fidelity	to	the	Bluenose-West,	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	calving	grounds	

2010-2018.	Some	unusual	June	2018	movements	of	collared	Bathurst	cows	are	considered	in	the	

survey	report	for	that	herd.	

	

	
Figure 28:	Yearly	fidelity	and	movements	to	calving	grounds	in	the	Bluenose-West,	Bluenose-East	

and	Bathurst	herds	2013-2018.	The	head	of	the	arrow	indicates	the	current	calving	ground	in	the	

given	year	and	the	tail	indicates	the	mean	location	from	the	previous	year	calving	ground.	
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Frequencies	 of	 movement	 events	 were	 assessed	 for	 collared	 female	 caribou	 monitored	 for	

consecutive	years	and	tabulated	(Figure	29).	Overall,	the	rates	of	switching	between	the	Bluenose-

East	and	neighbouring	Bluenose-West	and	Bathurst	calving	grounds	were	low	for	both	2010-2015	

and	2015-2018.	The	low	rate	of	switching	of	collared	cows	is	consistent	with	previous	estimates	of	

about	3	percent	switching	and	97	percent	fidelity	in	the	Bathurst	herd	(Adamczewski	et	al.	2009)	

and	similar	fidelity	in	the	Cape	Bathurst,	Bluenose-West	and	Bluenose-East	herds	(Davison	et	al.	

2014).	 This	 factor	was	 not	 likely	 responsible	 for	 the	 decline	 in	Bluenose-East	 females,	 as	 there	

were	 very	 few	 switches	 between	 calving	 grounds	 and	 they	 occurred	 in	 both	 directions	 about	

equally.	

Movement events: 2010-2015	

 

Movement events: 2016-2018 

 
Figure 29:	 Frequencies	 of	 caribou	 movement	 events	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 neighbouring	

Bluenose-West	 and	Bathurst	 herds	 from	2010-2015	 and	 2016-2018	 based	 on	 consecutive	 June	

locations	of	collared	females	on	calving	grounds.	The	curved	arrows	above	the	boxes	indicated	the	

number	 of	 times	 a	 caribou	 returned	 to	 each	 calving	 ground	 for	 successive	 years.	 The	 straight	

arrows	indicate	movement	of	caribou	to	other	calving	grounds.				

	

Demographic Analysis using Multiple Data Sources 

Survival Analysis of Collared Cows 

The	monthly	collar	data	used	in	the	Bluenose-East	survival	analysis	are	shown	in	Figure	30,	which	

estimates	 monthly	 mortality	 rates	 as	 the	 ratio	 of	 the	 number	 of	 collared	 caribou	 mortalities	

divided	by	the	number	of	collars	monitored	each	month.	The	actual	analysis	was	based	on	calving	

ground	year	which	begins	 in	 June	of	each	year.	Sample	sizes	were	 in	 the	range	of	30	collars	per	

month	with	the	exception	of	2010	and	2011	when	collar	sample	sizes	were	lower.	A	gap	in	collars	

monitored	occurred	in	late	2011	and	early	2012	before	re-deployment	of	collars	in	the	spring	of	

2012.	 Survival	 estimates	 were	 scaled	 to	 account	 for	 this	 interval.	 Collared	 caribou	 mortalities	

occurred	mostly	in	summer	periods	for	2016	and	2017	compared	to	earlier	years.	
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Figure 30:	Summary	of	monthly	mortality	rates	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	by	calendar	year.	The	

mortality	 rate,	which	 is	 the	 ratio	 of	 number	 of	 collar	mortalities/number	of	 available	 collars,	 is	

given	above	each	bar.	The	analysis	is	based	on	calving	ground	year	which	begins	at	June	of	each	

year	and	ends	at	May	the	following	year.	

	

Table	 24	 shows	 the	 Bluenose-East	 collar-based	 cow	 survival	 data	 defined	 by	 caribou	 year	 (the	

year	 begins	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	 each	 year	 in	 June	 and	 ends	 the	 following	 May)	 along	 with	

summary	statistics	for	each	year.	Mortalities	are	broken	down	by	known	and	stationary	(assumed	

mortality).	The	data	set	ends	in	caribou	year	2017	which	goes	up	to	May	2018,	the	month	before	

the	2018	calving	ground	survey.	
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Table 24:	Summary	of	Bluenose-East	collared	female	data	used	for	survival	analysis	2010-2018.	

Caribou	year	starts	June	of	the	caribou	year	and	ends	in	May	of	the	next	year.	

Caribou 

Year 

Annual 

Mortalities 

Live Caribou Sample Sizes 

Known Stationary 

Collar 

Collar 

Months 

Mean 

Alive 

Min Max 

2010	 3	 0	 103	 8.6	 6	 12	

2011	 0	 1	 137	 11.4	 0	 38	

2012	 4	 12	 415	 34.6	 31	 39	

2013	 0	 6	 257	 21.4	 17	 25	

2014	 0	 6	 319	 26.6	 21	 37	

2015	 0	 2	 363	 30.3	 24	 37	

2016	 0	 5	 369	 30.8	 26	 37	

2017	 2	 5	 290	 24.2	 18	 32	

Total 9	 37	 	 	 	 	

	

Figure	31	displays	the	Bluenose-East	collar-based	female	survival	estimates	based	on	the	current	

data	set	2010-2017	using	the	Kaplan-Meier	estimator	(Pollock	et	al.	1989).	In	general,	the	earlier	

estimates	had	high	variance	due	to	 limited	numbers	of	collars.	The	overall	mean	number	of	live	

collared	cows	was	23.5	for	this	period,	and	the	average	annual	survival	rate	for	collared	cows	over	

the	eight	years	was	0.79	(Table	24)	with	no	clear	 trend	2010-2017.	The	trend	2015-2018	was	a	

decline	 with	 the	 last	 year’s	 survival	 (2017-2018)	 estimated	 at	 0.76.	 Survival	 estimates	 were	

further	 explored	 and	 refined	 using	 information	 from	 all	 data	 sources	 using	 the	 Bayesian	 IPM	

model	 described	 in	 the	 next	 section.	 One	 concern	 was	 that	 the	 2011	 survival	 estimate	 was	

influenced	 by	 lack	 of	 sampling	 of	 winter	 months	 during	 this	 year.	 A	 sensitivity	 analysis	 was	

conducted	with	this	estimate	not	included	in	the	2011	to	assess	the	relative	influence	of	this	data	

point	on	overall	IPM	model	estimates.	
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Figure 31:	Annual	Kaplan-Meier	estimates	of	survival	from	collared	Bluenose-East	female	caribou	

for	caribou	years	2010-2017,	based	on	collar	data	in	Table	24.		

	

Table	25	provides	the	survival	rate	estimates	for	calving	ground	years	(June	1	-	May	31),	which	are	

also	shown	in	Figure	31.	Years	begin	at	calving	in	June	and	extend	to	the	following	May.	Note	that	

all	estimates	of	survival	include	hunting	mortality.		

	

Table 25:	Estimates	of	yearly	 survival	rate	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018	from	Kaplan-

Meier	survival	rate	estimator.	

Caribou 

Year 

Survival SE Conf. Limit 

2010	 0.67	 0.16	 0.33	 0.89	

2011	 0.96	 0.03	 0.84	 1.00	

2012	 0.60	 0.08	 0.45	 0.74	

2013	 0.74	 0.09	 0.54	 0.88	

2014	 0.78	 0.08	 0.59	 0.90	

2015	 0.93	 0.04	 0.77	 0.98	

2016	 0.84	 0.07	 0.67	 0.93	

2017	 0.76	 0.08	 0.57	 0.88	

	

Bayesian Integrated Population Demographic Model 

The	 main	 objective	 of	 the	 Bayesian	 IPM	 was	 to	 provide	 refined	 estimates	 of	 demographic	

parameters	 using	 all	 of	 the	 field	 data	 sources	 available.	 For	 the	Bluenose-East	model,	 temporal	



54 

variation	 in	 main	 parameters	 (cow/yearling	 survival,	 calf	 survival)	 was	 modeled	 as	 random	

effects.	 Sparse	 data	 prevented	 modeling	 fecundity	 and	 bull	 survival	 as	 a	 random	 effect	 and	

therefore	 these	 parameters	were	 held	 constant.	 A	 technical	 description	 of	 the	model	 including	

tests	of	model	parameters	and	the	associated	R	code	is	given	in	Appendix	3.	

	

The	IPM	fit	most	 field	measurements	adequately	(Figure	32).	The	main	exceptions	were	a	slight	

overestimate	of	 cows	and	cows+bulls	 (compared	 to	extrapolated	estimates)	 in	2018.	Also,	 since	

fecundity	 was	 fixed	 (estimated	 at	 0.69,	 CI=0.64-0.75),	 the	 model	 did	 not	 capture	 variation	 in	

proportion	of	breeding	females,	however	model	predictions	did	intersect	the	confidence	limits	of	

field	estimates	in	all	cases.	Confidence	in	model	predictions	tended	to	be	highest	for	the	years	in	

which	there	were	field	estimates.	

	
Figure 32:	 Predictions	 of	 demographic	 indicators	 from	 Bayesian	 IPM	 analysis	 compared	 to	

observed	 values,	 for	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 2010-2018.	 The	 solid	 blue	 lines	 represent	 model	

predictions	 and	 confidence	 limits	 are	 shown	 as	 hashed	 blue	 lines.	 The	 red	 points	 are	 field	

estimates	with	associated	confidence	limits.	Spring	calf:cow	ratios	are	flown	in	March	or	April	and	

are	also	called	late-winter	surveys.	
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We	 modeled	 summer	 (June	 -	 late	 October)	 and	 winter	 (October	 -	 June)	 calf	 survival	 with	 the	

transition	 being	 the	 fall	 rut	 when	 fall	 composition	 surveys	 occur	 (Figure	 33).	 This	

parameterization	takes	advantage	of	years	where	fall	and	spring	calf	cow	surveys	occur	therefore	

allowing	assessment	of	change	in	proportion	calves	between	calving	ground,	fall	surveys,	and	late	

winter	surveys	and	subsequent	estimation	of	calf	survival	 for	each	period.	As	 found	 in	previous	

studies	 (Gunn	 et	 al.	 2005a),	 summer	 survival	 is	 lower	 than	 winter	 survival	 (when	 calves	 are	

larger).	We	note	that	the	survival	rates	in	the	graphs	below	are	expressed	on	the	annual	scale	for	

comparison	 purposes.	 The	 actual	 rates	will	 be	 different	 (slightly	 higher)	 given	 that	 summer	 or	

winter	is	shorter	in	time	than	a	year.		

	
Figure 33:	 Trends	 in	 summer	 and	 winter	 and	 overall	 calf	 survival	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	

2010-2018	from	the	IPM	analysis.	
 

Overall	calf	productivity,	which	is	basically	the	proportion	of	adult	females	that	produce	a	calf	that	

survives	the	first	year	of	life,	can	be	derived	as	the	product	of	fecundity	(from	the	previous	caribou	

year)	and	calf	survival	(from	the	current	year)	(Figure	34).	Calf	productivity	estimates	suggest	a	

negative	 trend	 in	 productivity	 2008-2018	which	was	 influenced	 by	 decreasing	 calf	 survival.	 An	

additional	model	run	was	conducted	to	test	for	a	negative	trend	in	calf	survival	which	was	found	

to	be	significant	(p=0.02).	Calf	productivity	 is	predicted	to	be	 lower	 in	 the	caribou	year	of	2018	

(June	2018	-	June	2019)	than	2017	due	to	a	low	calf-cow	ratio	in	the	fall	2018	survey	(Figure	32).	

Future	 analyses	 will	 explore	 calf	 survival	 trends	 as	 well	 as	 linkages	 in	 calf	 survival	 and	 other	

demographic	parameters	with	environmental	covariates.				

	

Spring	calf-cow	ratios,	which	are	recorded	in	March	or	April,	are	overlaid	in	the	productivity	graph	

(Figure	34)	and	similarly	suggest	an	overall	negative	trend	2008-2018.	Note	that	the	spring	calf-

cow	ratio	 is	 influenced	by	 cow	survival,	 calf	 survival	 as	well	 as	 fecundity	and	 therefore	will	not	

directly	 correspond	 directly	 to	 productivity.	 It	 will	 be	 greater	 than	 actual	 productivity	 because	

lower	 cow	 survival	 rates,	 which	 influence	 the	 count	 of	 cows	 in	 the	 spring,	will	 inflate	 calf-cow	

ratios.	The	model	predictions	of	spring	calf-cow	ratios,	which	account	for	cow	survival,	are	shown	

in	Figure	32.	
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Figure 34:	 Trends	 in	 fecundity,	 calf	 survival	 and	 productivity	 (which	 is	 the	 product	 of	 the	

previous	year’s	fecundity	times	the	current	year	calf	survival)	for	Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018.	

Spring	 calf	 cow	 ratios,	 which	 are	 lagged	 by	 one	 year	 (so	 that	 they	 correspond	 to	 the	

productivity/caribou	year	prediction	of	the	model),	are	shown	for	reference	purposes.	
 

One	 of	 the	most	 important	 determinants	 of	 herd	 trend	 is	 adult	 cow	 survival	 since	 this	 directly	

influences	the	overall	productivity	of	the	herd.	Collar-based	point	estimates,	and	modeled	annual	

and	three	year	average	values	for	cow	survival	are	shown	in	Figure	35.	A	grey	box	indicates	 the	

range	of	cow	survival	needed	for	the	herd	population	size	to	stabilize	(as	assessed	using	a	stage-

based	matrix	model	described	in	Appendix	4)	across	the	range	of	observed	levels	of	productivity	

(Figure	34).	The	lower	level	is	a	cow	survival	of	0.84	which	is	the	minimum	level	needed	for	herd	

recovery	at	a	higher	productivity	level	of	0.46,	which	is	like	that	observed	in	2009.	The	upper	level	

is	a	cow	survival	of	0.92	which	is	the	level	required	for	stability	if	productivity	remains	low	at	the	

0.19	 observed	 in	 2018.	 If	 productivity	 is	 at	 levels	 observed	 from	 2015-2018	 (0.30)	 then	 cow	

survival	would	need	 to	be	0.88	 for	 stability.	The	 lower	hashed	 line	 is	0.71	which	was	 the	mean	

level	(for	2010-2015)	estimated	 in	the	previous	demographic	analysis	conducted	after	 the	2015	

calving	ground	survey	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016).	

	

Estimates	of	cow	survival	suggest	an	increasing	trend	in	cow	survival	from	2015	to	2018	with	a	

three-year	 average	 survival	 of	 0.79	 (CI=0.71-0.84)	 for	 the	 2015-2018	 period.	 However,	 this	

estimate	should	be	interpreted	cautiously	since	both	the	collar-based	and	IPM	estimates	suggest	a	

decreasing	 trend	 in	 cow	 survival	 from	 2015-2018.	 The	 IPM	 estimate	 of	 cow	 survival	 for	 the	

caribou	year	of	2017	(which	spans	from	June	2017	-	June	2018)	is	0.716	(0.60-0.83).	We	suggest	

this	 average	 value	 for	 cow	 survival	 be	 used	 for	 prospective	 harvest	 modeling	 purposes.	 All	

estimates	of	survival	include	harvest	mortality.	Harvest	pressure	was	low	from	2015	to	2018	and	

targeted	 bulls,	 as	 detailed	 in	 the	 next	 section,	 and	 therefore	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 that	 harvest	 had	

minimal	effect	on	survival	rates	from	2015	to	2018.	
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Figure 35:	 Trends	 in	Bluenose-East	 cow	 survival	 2010-2018	 from	 IPM	 analysis.	 The	 solid	 blue	

lines	represent	model	predictions	and	confidence	limits	are	the	hashed	blue	lines.	The	right	graph	

represents	 a	 three-year	 moving	 average.	 The	 red	 points	 are	 field	 estimates	 from	 collars	 with	

associated	Confidence	Limit.	The	dashed	horizontal	lines	indicate	previous	estimates	of	mean	cow	

survival	in	2015	(0.71).	The	shaded	region	represents	the	range	of	cow	survival	levels	needed	for	

population	stability	across	lowest	observed	levels	of	productivity	(19	percent)	to	higher	levels	of	

productivity	(46	percent)	as	shown	in	Figure	34.	
 

Bull	survival	was	estimated	at	0.52	(CI=0.48-0.57)	from	2010	to	2018	which	was	lower	than	the	

estimate	in	2015	(0.58;	CI=0.55-0.60).	This	was	presumably	due	to	the	slight	decrease	in	bull	cow	

ratios	 in	 fall	 surveys	 (Table	 21)	 as	 well	 as	 changes	 in	 productivity.	 The	 demographic	 model	

basically	estimates	bull	survival	as	the	level	needed	to	produce	the	observed	bull-cow	ratios	based	

on	 levels	 of	 recruitment	 to	 the	 adult	 bull	 class	 and	 estimated	 cow	 survival.	 One	 potential	

enhancement	to	the	model	that	will	be	considered	is	direct	estimates	of	bull	survival	from	collared	

bulls	to	further	verify	bull	survival	estimates.	

	

Population	rates	of	 change	 (λ)	 for	 cows	suggests	 a	 rate	of	0.80	 (as	 also	 indicated	by	 regression	

analysis	of	 calving	ground	survey	estimates)	up	 to	2015	 followed	by	a	 slight	 increase	 in	λ	 from	

2015-2018	up	 to	0.90	 (CI=0.85-0.94)	 (Figure	36).	However,	 point	 estimates	 of	 λ	 decrease	 from	

2015-2018	so	that	the	λ	estimate	for	2018	is	0.85	(CI=0.71-0.99).	We	suggest	the	point	estimate	

for	2018	be	considered	given	the	decreasing	trend	in	λ	from	2015-2018.	
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Figure 36:	 Overall	 trends	 in	 Bluenose-East	 adult	 female	 trend	 (λ)	 2010-2018	 from	 the	 IPM	

analysis.	A	value	of	1.0	indicates	stability.	
 

Overall,	 the	 demographic	 model	 suggests	 that	 cow	 survival	 rates,	 which	 are	 one	 of	 the	 main	

determinants	of	overall	herd	trend,	are	still	at	lower	values	than	needed	for	herd	recovery	(Figure	

35).	 Low	 cow	 survival	 levels	 and	 an	 apparent	 negative	 trend	 in	 calf	 survival	 (Figure	 33)	 both	

contributed	 to	 the	 overall	 decline	 in	 herd	 size.	 Overall	 trend	 estimates	 (three	 year	 λ)	 suggest	 a	

slightly	 less	 negative	 trend	 in	 adult	 cow	 numbers	 (0.90),	 however,	 there	 is	 an	 overall	 negative	

trend	in	cow	survival	and	λ	and	therefore	this	result	should	be	interpreted	cautiously.			

	

Sensitivity	analyses	were	conducted	to	the	effect	of	directional	calf	survival	trends	(by	including	a	

calf	 survival	 trend	 in	 the	 model)	 and	 the	 2011	 cow	 survival	 data	 point	which	 may	 have	 been	

influenced	by	lower	collar	coverage	(Figure	30),	by	running	the	model	without	this	data	point.	In	

both	 cases,	 estimates	 were	 minimally	 affected.	 Of	 most	 interest	 was	 the	 2018	 cow	 survival	

estimate	which	was	0.72	(CI=0.62-0.83)	if	the	2011	cow	survival	data	point	was	removed	and	0.70	

(CI=0.60-0.82)	 if	 a	 declining	 calf	 survival	 trend	 is	 assumed.	 This	 contrasts	with	 the	 estimate	 of	

0.72	 (0.60-0.83)	 from	 the	 main	 model	 used	 in	 the	 analysis.	 More	 details	 are	 provided	 on	 this	

analysis	including	a	plot	of	all	model	predictions	from	alternative	models	in	Appendix	4.	

	

Future	 analyses	 will	 further	 refine	 demographic	 predictions	 using	 environmental	 covariates	 to	

model	 temporal	 trends	 in	parameters.	Preliminary	analysis	of	a	 limited	environmental	covariate	

data	 set	 (2008-2016)	 using	 remote	 sensing	 covariates	 (Russell	 et	 al.	 2013)	 suggest	 negative	

correlations	between	IPM	estimates	of	 	cow	survival	(Figure	35)	and	June	temperature	(Pearson	

ρ=-0.829,CI=0.96	to	-0.37,t=-3.95,df=7,p=0.005)	as	well	as	negative	correlation	between	estimated	

calf	 survival	 (Figure	33)	and	Oesterid	 (warble	and	bot	 fly)	 indices	 for	 the	 summer	after	 calving	

(Pearson	 ρ	 =-0.831,CI=-0.96	 to	0.37,df=7,p=0.0056).	Once	 the	 full	 temporal	 data	 set	 is	 available	

(up	 to	2018)	 these	 covariates	will	 be	 used	 to	 further	 refine	 estimates	 and	 explore	mechanisms	

causing	 temporal	 variation	 in	 demographic	 parameters.	 Analyses	 that	 further	 explore	 seasonal	
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survival	 estimates	 with	 the	 effect	 of	 hunting	 mortality	 (on	 earlier	 data	 points)	 will	 also	 be	

considered	at	this	time.	

	

Hunter Harvest of Bluenose-East Caribou 2016-2018 

In	 2016,	 three	 co-management	 boards	 –	 the	Wek’èezhìi	 and	 Sahtú	Renewable	Resource	Boards	

(WRRB	 and	 SRRB)	 in	 the	 NWT	 and	 the	 NU	Wildlife	Management	 Board	 (NWMB)	 in	 NU	 –	 held	

formal	hearings	on	management	of	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd.	The	WRRB	determined	a	total	

allowable	harvest	 (TAH)	 for	Wek’èezhìi	of	750	bulls	 and	 recommended	 that	 this	be	 the	harvest	

limit	 herd-wide,	 recognizing	 that	 the	 board	 has	 no	 jurisdiction	 outside	 Wek’èezhìi.	 The	 SRRB	

endorsed	a	community-based	caribou	management	plan	from	Délįnę	(Belare Wíle Gots’ç Æekwç ,	

the	Délįnę	caribou	plan), which	included	a	harvest	limit	of	150	caribou	and	80	percent	bulls.	The	

NWMB	endorsed	 a	 similar	 plan	 from	 the	Kugluktuk	Hunters	 and	Trappers	Organization	 for	 the	

Bluenose-East	 herd,	 called	 an	 Integrated	 Community	 Caribou	 Management	 Plan	 or	 ICCMP	 (the	

Kugluktuk	caribou	plan);	this	included	a	harvest	limit	of	340	caribou	(no	gender	specified).	Since	

that	time,	actual	estimated/reported	harvest	of	Bluenose-East	caribou	has	been	below	the	limits	in	

the	three	plans	(Table	26).	Overall	totals	were	373	caribou	in	2016-2017	and	323	caribou	in	2017-

2018,	with	a	substantial	number	of	these	being	bulls;	however,	the	harvest	recorded	for	Kugluktuk	

is	 the	 largest	 part	 of	 the	 harvest	 for	 these	 two	 years	 and	 gender	 of	 harvested	 caribou	was	 not	

specified.	 In	 2017-2018,	 particularly,	 the	 herd	was	 relatively	 inaccessible	 to	 hunters	 for	 a	 large	

part	of	the	year.	This	harvest	was	less	than	1	percent	of	the	herd’s	estimated	size	in	2015	(38,592).	

These	harvest	numbers	suggest	that	harvest	contributed	relatively	little	to	the	herd’s	most	recent	

decline,	in	contrast	to	the	situation	prior	to	2015	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016).		

	

Table 26:	 Reported/estimated	 harvest	 of	 Bluenose-East	 caribou	 in	 harvest	 seasons	 2016-2017	

and	2017-2018.	

Harvest 

Season 

North Slave 

Region NWT 

(including 

Wek’èezhìi) 

Délįnę, 

NWT 

Kugluktuk, 

NU 

Total Notes 

2016-

2017	

15	bulls	 93	bulls,	33	

cows	

232	

caribou	

373	

caribou	

Most	N.	Slave	hunters	

harvested	Beverly	caribou	in	

east	

Source	 ENR	wildlife	

officers	

Délįnę	RRC	 GN	wildlife	

staff	

	 	

2017-

2018	

142	bulls	 7	caribou	 174	

caribou	

323caribou	 Most	N.	Slave	hunters	

harvested	Beverly	caribou	in	

east;	Délįnę	harvest	possibly	

boreal	caribou	

Source	 Tłı̨chǫ	

Government	

Délįnę	RRC	 GN	wildlife	

staff	
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Hunter Harvest Modeling of Bluenose-East Caribou 2018-2021 

To	 assist	 in	 preparation	 of	 a	 joint	 management	 proposal	 for	 Bluenose-East	 caribou	 (Tłı̨chǫ	

Government	(TG)	and	ENR)	that	was	submitted	to	the	WRRB	in	Jan.	2019,	a	limited	set	of	harvest	

modeling	 runs	was	 carried	 out	 to	 assess	 how	harvest	might	 affect	 the	 herd’s	 likely	 numbers	 in	

2021,	three	years	after	the	2018	survey.	The	full	results	are	included	in	Appendix	4	of	this	report.	

We	 include	 a	 selection	 of	 results	 here	 as	 they	 build	 on	 the	 Bayesian	 modeling	 described	 in	

preceding	pages.		

	

The	 methodology	 used	 for	 simulations	 followed	 the	 original	 generic	 harvest	 model	 approach	

(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2016).	In	review,	the	harvest	model	assumes	that	harvest	mortality	

is	additive	to	natural	mortality	each	year.	It	assumes	that	harvest	occurs	in	the	new	year	(January)	

for	both	bulls	 and	cows	with	mortality	of	 cows	not	affecting	 calf	 survival	 in	 the	year	 the	 cow	 is	

shot	(it	basically	assumes	that	the	calf	has	weaned	at	that	point).	

	

We	note	 that	 the	main	objective	of	 simulations	was	 to	provide	an	assessment	of	 relative	 risk	of	

accelerated	decline	of	 the	herd	at	various	harvest	 levels	 as	opposed	 to	 firm	predictions	of	herd	

status	in	2021.	It	is	challenging	to	assess	future	demographic	rates	and	therefore	we	suggest	that	

the	results	of	simulations	be	used	with	ongoing	demographic	monitoring	to	assess	herd	status	and	

response	to	harvest.	

	

The	 following	 simulations	 were	 considered.	 Simulations	 with	 estimated	 cow	 survival	 levels	 in	

2018	(minimal	harvest,	female	survival	(Sf)=0.716:	CI=0.6-0.83)	were	considered	across	a	range	of	

calf	productivity	 levels.	This	estimate	of	cow	survival	assumes	 low	harvest	pressure	 from	2017-

2018	so	that	the	difference	in	natural	and	harvest-influenced	survival	is	minimal.	This	assumption	

is	reasonable	since	harvest	levels	were	relatively	low	(2015-2016,	≈800	caribou,	2016-2017	≈300	

caribou,	2017-2018	≈200	caribou)	in	the	2015-2018	interval.			

	

Variation	in	productivity	was	simulated	by	varying	calf	survival	while	keeping	fecundity	constant.	

This	 scenario	 most	 closely	 follows	 the	 results	 of	 the	 IPM	 analysis	 where	 fecundity	 was	 held	

constant	with	yearly	variation	in	calf	survival	estimated	using	a	random	effects	model	(Figures	33	

and	 34).	 The	 values	 of	 calf	 survival	 and	 productivity	 simulated	 followed	 the	 range	 of	 values	

estimated	from	the	2008-2018	data	sets.	We	based	the	average	productivity	scenario	on	the	last	

three	years	given	that	this	level	of	productivity	will	have	the	higher	influence	on	future	herd	size	

of	the	Bluenose-East	herd.	We	note	that	the	assumption	of	constant	fecundity	in	the	IPM	analysis	

was	due	partially	to	data	constraints	(n=4	breeding	proportion	measurements)	rather	than	lack	of	

biological	variation	in	pregnancy	rates.	

	

Estimates	 of	 demographic	 parameters	 in	 2018	were	 relatively	 similar	 to	 those	 from	 2015.	 The	

estimate	of	cow	survival	in	2018	of	0.716	was	similar	to	that	estimated	from	the	2015	analysis	of	

0.708.	The	mean	cow	survival	 rate	2015-2018	was	0.76;	however	 the	overall	 trend	suggested	a	
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declining	recent	 trend	 in	cow	survival	2015-2018	and	therefore	the	2018	estimate	was	used	for	

simulations.	The	average	level	of	calf	productivity	(0.30)	from	2015-2018	was	slightly	higher	than	

the	 previous	 average	 calf	 productivity	 of	 0.26	 (from	 2013-2015).	 The	 lower	 calf	 productivity	

scenario	(0.187)	was	based	on	the	2018	estimate	of	calf	productivity.	Bull	survival	 in	2018	was	

estimated	at	0.52,	which	was	lower	than	the	estimate	of	0.59	in	2015.	Simulations	were	also	run	at	

the	2015	bull	survival	level	of	0.59	to	assess	the	sensitivity	of	estimates	of	bull	cow	ratio	to	this	

change	in	bull	survival,	as	detailed	in	Appendix	4.	

	

Table 27: Demographic	scenarios	considered	in	harvest	simulations	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	

herd	 in	2018.	Sf	=	cow	survival	rate;	Sc	=	calf	survival	rate;	Sm	=	bull	survival	rate;	Sy	=	yearling	

survival	rate;	Fa*Sc	=	calf	productivity	as	the	product	of	pregnancy	and	calf	survival	rates.	Results	

of	all	simulations	are	detailed	in	Appendix	4.	

Scenario 

Productivity Survival Pregnancy 

Rate 

λ 

(Cows 

Only) 

Stable Age Distribution 

Proportions at 2018 

Fa*Sc Cow (Sf) Calf (Sc) Bull (Sm) Yearling (Sy) Fa Calves Yearlings Cows 

High	

productivity	

(95th	

percentile)	

0.455	 0.716	 0.655	 0.523	 0.716	 0.694	 0.870	 0.190	 0.143	 0.666	

Average	

productivity	

(2015-2018)	

0.301	 0.716	 0.433	 0.523	 0.716	 0.694	 0.828	 0.206	 0.108	 0.686	

Low	

productivity	

(2018)	

0.187	 0.716	 0.270	 0.523	 0.716	 0.694	 0.793	 0.221	 0.075	 0.704	

	

As	an	initial	cross	check,	demographic	parameters	for	the	female	segment	of	the	population	were	

analyzed	 using	 a	 stage-based	 matrix	 model	 to	 determine	 stable	 age	 distributions	 as	 well	 as	

estimate	the	resulting	lambda	from	the	matrix	model.	The	average	productivity	scenario	resulted	

in	a	rate	of	decline	(deterministic	λ=0.83	from	a	stage-based	matrix	model	of	the	female	segment	

of	the	population)	which	is	slightly	higher	than	that	observed	by	comparison	of	the	2015	and	2018	

adult	female	calving	ground	survey	estimates	(λ=0.80).	Estimates	of	trend	from	the	demographic	

model	were	slightly	higher	than	the	observed	difference	between	calving	ground	survey	estimates,	

which	accounts	 for	 this	difference.	The	 low	productivity	 (2018)	 scenario	 resulted	 in	a	λ	of	0.79	

which	is	closer	to	the	observed	difference	in	adult	female	survey	estimates.	

	

The	herd	size	estimate	for	2018	(19,294)	was	used	as	the	starting	point	for	simulations	with	bull	

and	cow	numbers	based	on	 the	 fall	bull	 cow	ratio	of	2018	 (0.38).	A	 stable	age	distribution	was	

assumed.	 Harvest	 levels	 of	 0-950	were	 considered	with	 an	 additional	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 to	

demonstrate	the	effects	of	a	large-scale	harvest.	Simulations	were	kept	to	a	short	interval	of	three	

years	 (2018-2021)	 as	 the	 herd’s	 demography	has	 changed	 dynamically	 since	 2010.	 In	 addition,	

population	surveys	have	been	carried	out	on	a	three-year	interval	in	recent	years.		
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Figure 37:	Projected	herd	size	of	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	 in	2021	with	various	 levels	of	harvest	

and	harvest	sex	ratio	of	100	percent	bulls	and	100	percent	cows.	Key	assumptions:	cow	survival	

rate	 of	 0.716	 and	 average	 calf	 productivity	 of	 0.301	 (Table	 27).	 Further	 simulations	 conducted	

across	the	range	of	observed	productivity	levels	are	given	in	Appendix	4.	

	

Figure	37	shows	projected	herd	size	in	2021	(y-axis)	across	a	range	of	harvest	levels	from	0-2,000	

caribou/year	 (x-axis)	 and	 with	 harvest	 either	 100	 percent	 cows	 or	 100	 percent	 bulls	 in	 the	

harvest.	Projections	suggest	that	the	herd	would	almost	be	halved	again	in	2021	to	about	11,000	

caribou	with	moderate	productivity	and	0	harvest,	if	recent	demographic	indicators	stay	the	same.	

At	low	harvest	levels	of	100-300,	incremental	effects	of	harvest	on	herd	size	are	limited	because	

the	scale	of	the	harvest	is	small	in	relation	to	herd	size	(100	is	0.5	percent	of	the	herd	of	19,300	

and	300	is	1.6	percent	of	this	herd	size).	As	the	harvest	level	increases,	the	effect	on	herd	size	in	

2021	 increases.	 At	 the	 highest	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 caribou/year	 and	 100	 percent	 cows,	

projected	herd	size	in	2021	approaches	6,000-8000	caribou	or	30-40	percent	the	size	of	the	2018	

estimate.	The	effects	of	a	cow-focused	harvest	vs.	a	bull-focused	harvest	are	most	pronounced	at	

higher	harvest	levels	and	they	increase	with	time.			

	

A	more	detailed	 description	 of	 the	model	 and	 predictions	 is	 given	 in	Appendix	 4.	 This	 includes	

simulations	across	a	full	range	of	observed	levels	of	productivity.	
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DISCUSSION 

Results	 from	 the	Bluenose-East	 2018	 calving	 photo	 survey	 documented	 a	 significant	 decline	 in	

adult	 and	 breeding	 females	 and	 an	 overall	 decline	 in	 the	 herd	 since	 the	 2015	 calving	 ground	

survey,	and	a	continuing	decline	since	2010	at	an	annual	rate	of	decline	of	about	20	percent.	We	

suggest	 that	 this	 decline	 is	 not	 attributed	 to	 poor	 survey	 methods	 or	 sampling.	 The	 caribou	

counted	on	the	visual	blocks	may	have	under-estimated	caribou	in	those	blocks	somewhat	due	to	

the	patchy	snow	conditions	and	relatively	low	sightability,	but	90	percent	of	the	caribou	estimated	

on	the	survey	area	were	from	the	two	photo	blocks,	where	extra	time	spent	searching	photos	and	

the	double	observer	 check	 suggested	 that	 a	very	high	proportion	of	 the	 caribou	were	 found.	An	

analysis	of	the	herd’s	demography	using	multiple	data	sources	suggests	that	low	calf	productivity	

in	2018	 (Figure	34)	as	 indicated	by	declining	calf	 survival	 rates	and	pregnancy	 rates,	 combined	

with	low	adult	female	survival	rates	(Figure	35)	both	contributed	to	the	continuing	decline	of	the	

Bluenose-East	herd.	Harvest	as	estimated/reported	for	2016-2017	and	2017-2018	was	relatively	

small	 and	 likely	 contributed	 little	 to	 the	 most	 recent	 decline.	 Based	 on	 available	 data,	 the	

switching	 of	 collared	 female	 caribou	 between	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 neighbouring	 calving	

grounds	was	 very	 low	 (Figure	 29)	 and	 therefore	 changes	 in	 abundance	 are	 not	 attributable	 to	

movement	to	other	calving	grounds.		

	

The	 decline	 in	 breeding	 females,	 coupled	with	 the	 low	 estimated	 survival	 rates	 and	 low	 recent	

calf:cow	ratios	is	cause	for	serious	concern.	In	general,	barren-ground	caribou	herds	have	a	high	

probability	 of	 declining,	 if	 cow	 survival	 rates	 are	 below	 80-85	 percent	 (Crête	 et	 al.	 1996,	

Boulanger	et	al.	2011);	results	of	the	IPM	analysis	in	this	study	suggest	that	survival	levels	of	0.84-

0.92	are	needed	 (Figure	35)	 for	 stability	given	 the	 range	of	productivity	 levels	observed	 for	 the	

Bluenose-East	 herd	 (Figure	 34).	 Low	natural	 survival	 rates	may	 reflect	 significant	 predation	 by	

wolves	and	bears	(Haskell	and	Ballard	2007).	Cyclical	patterns	in	abundance	of	migratory	caribou	

herds	 may	 also	 reflect	 the	 influence	 of	 large-scale	 weather	 patterns	 on	 vegetation	 and	 range	

conditions	(Joly	et	al.	2011);	declines	of	multiple	NWT	caribou	herds	from	2,000	to	2006-2008	in	

part	 reflected	 late	 calving	 and	 sustained	 low	 calf	 recruitment	 (Adamczewski	 et	 al.	 2009,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2015).	A	recent	study	(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2017)	suggested	that	high	

summer	 drought	 and	 warble	 fly	 indices	 on	 the	 Bathurst	 and	 BNE	 ranges	 may	 in	 part	 have	

contributed	to	low	pregnancy	rates	in	some	years;	for	example,	very	high	drought	and	warble	fly	

indices	 for	 both	 herds	 in	 2014	were	 followed	 by	 low	 percentages	 of	 breeding	 females	 in	 both	

herds	 in	 June	 2015.	 These	 results	 are	 further	 supported	 by	 the	 Bayesian	 analysis	 that	 found	

correlations	between	warble	fly	indices	and	calf	survival,	and	June	temperature	and	cow	survival	

based	upon	estimates	between	2008	and	2016.	
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Monitoring Recommendations 

As	 a	 result	 of	 the	 significant	 declines	 in	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 herds	 documented	 by	

2018	calving	photo	 surveys,	 the	TG	and	GNWT	ENR	submitted	 joint	management	proposals	 for	

each	herd	to	the	WRRB	in	January	2019.	While	the	WRRB	has	yet	to	determine	what	management	

actions	and	monitoring	it	will	recommend,	we	include	here	the	revised	and	increased	monitoring	

and	research	included	in	the	two	proposals.	

1. Calving	 photo	 surveys	 every	 two	 years,	 an	 increase	 in	 survey	 frequency	 from	 the	 three-

year	interval	that	has	been	used	since	about	2006.	Population	estimates	from	these	surveys	

are	key	benchmarks	for	management	decisions.	

2. Annual	 composition	 surveys	 in	 June,	 October	 and	 late	 winter	 (March/April)	 to	 monitor	

initial	calf	productivity,	survival	through	the	first	four	to	five	months,	and	survival	to	nine	

to	ten	months	in	late	winter.	Results	in	2018	suggested	that	initial	fecundity	was	high	for	

the	 BNE	 herd	 (83	 percent	 breeding	 females)	 but	 by	 late	 October	 the	 calf:cow	 ratio	 had	

dropped	to	25	calves:100	cows,	far	below	recruitment	and	productivity	needed	for	a	stable	

population.	Annual	 fall	surveys	will	also	allow	close	monitoring	of	 the	bull:cow	ratio	 that	

has	been	decreasing	in	this	herd.	

3. An	 increase	 in	numbers	of	 collars	on	 the	BNE	herd	 (and	 the	Bathurst	herd)	 from	50	 (30	

cows,	 20	 bulls)	 to	 70	 (50	 cows,	 20	 bulls).	 This	 will	 improve	 estimation	 of	 annual	 cow	

survival	rates	and	improve	monitoring	of	herd	distribution	and	harvest	management,	along	

with	many	other	uses	for	collar	information.	Assessment	of	collar	fate	is	essential	to	obtain	

unbiased	survival	estimates.	

4. Suspension	 of	 reconnaissance	 surveys	 on	 the	 calving	 grounds.	 Although	 reconnaissance	

surveys	 on	 the	 calving	 grounds	 in	 years	 between	 photo	 surveys	 generally	 tracked	

abundance	of	cows	on	the	calving	grounds,	the	variance	on	these	surveys	has	been	high.	In	

particular,	 results	 of	 the	 June	 2017	 reconnaissance	 survey	 on	 the	 BNE	 calving	 ground	

suggested	that	the	herd’s	decline	had	ended	and	the	herd	had	increased	substantially,	while	

the	2018	photo	survey	showed	that	in	reality	the	herd’s	steep	decline	had	continued.			

5. Increased	support	for	studies	of	predator	abundance	and	predation	rates,	as	well	as	studies	

of	factors	affecting	range	condition,	caribou	productivity	and	health.	

6. Increased	support	 for	on-the-land	traditional	monitoring	programs	 like	the	Tłı̨chǫ	Boots-

on-the-Ground	 program	 (Tłıc̨hǫ	 Research	 and	 Training	 Institute	 2017)	 that	 provide	

insights	into	caribou	health	and	the	influence	of	weather	and	other	factors	on	caribou.	
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Appendix 1: Double observer visual model observer pairings 

Double	observer	pairings	with	associated	summary	statistics.	
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1 1	 did	not	switch	 5	 6	 14	 25	 0.80	 0.96	

2 2	
	

6	 3	 16	 25	 0.76	 0.94	

3 2	
	

0	 0	 1	 1	 1.00	 1.00	

4 3	
	

1	 4	 11	 16	 0.94	 1.00	

5 3	
	

6	 10	 16	 32	 0.81	 0.96	

6 4	 did	not	switch	 11	 8	 17	 36	 0.69	 0.91	

7 5	 did	not	switch	 14	 17	 48	 79	 0.82	 0.97	

8 6	
	

18	 19	 46	 83	 0.78	 0.95	

9 6	
	

17	 20	 38	 75	 0.77	 0.95	

10 7	
	

16	 4	 23	 43	 0.63	 0.86	

11 7	
	

5	 6	 8	 19	 0.74	 0.93	

12 8	
	

0	 2	 3	 5	 1.00	 1.00	

13 8	
	

20	 3	 20	 43	 0.53	 0.78	

14 9	
	

5	 1	 7	 13	 0.62	 0.85	

15 9	
	

20	 18	 42	 80	 0.75	 0.94	

16 9	 pooled	with	9	 1	 0	 0	 1	 0.00	 0.00	

17 10	
	

14	 3	 16	 33	 0.58	 0.82	

18 10	
	

1	 3	 0	 4	 0.75	 0.94	

19 11	 did	not	switch	 10	 9	 41	 60	 0.83	 0.97	

20 12	
	

0	 0	 1	 1	 1.00	 1.00	

21 12	 pooled	with	12	 0	 0	 3	 3	 1.00	 1.00	

22 12	
	

9	 1	 20	 30	 0.70	 0.91	
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Appendix 2: Bluenose-East Collared Female Collar Histories 

The	 following	 charts	detail	 the	histories	of	 collared	 caribou	 in	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	 including	

monthly	 locations	 (black	 dots),	 presence	 on	 calving	 grounds	 (as	 indicated	 by	mean	 location	 on	

June	 15),	 and	 fate.	 Fates	 include	 alive	 releases	 (collar	 released	 when	 caribou	 was	 alive	 and	

therefore	the	record	was	censored	at	the	last	location),	known	dead	(stationary	collar	was	directly	

determined	to	be	a	mortality	due	to	harvest	or	other	factors)	and	stationary	dead	(collar	became	

stationary	before	its	end	date	and	a	mortality	was	inferred).	

	



73 

 
	  



74 

Appendix 3: Bayesian IPM Details 

This	appendix	details	 the	development	of	 the	Bayesian	 IPM	analysis.	The	primary	 IPM	R	coding	

was	 developed	 by	 Joe	 Thorley	 (Poisson	 Consulting,	 poissonconsulting.ca)	 in	 collaboration	with	

John	 Boulanger	 (Thorley	 and	 Boulanger	 2019).	 The	 underlying	 demographic	 model	 used	 was	

similar	 to	 the	 OLS	 model	 used	 in	 previous	 analyses	 (Boulanger	 et	 al	 2011).	 The	 primary	

development	was	to	evolve	model	fitting	to	a	more	robust	Bayesian	IPM	state	space	approach.	The	

objective	of	this	appendix	is	to	provide	a	brief	description	of	the	model	used	in	the	analysis	rather	

than	a	complete	description	of	the	Bayesian	model	approach.	Readers	interested	in	the	Bayesian	

modeling	approach	should	consult	Kery	and	Schaub	(2011)	which	is	an	excellent	introduction	to	

Bayesian	analysis.	

	

Data Preparation 

The	estimates	of	key	population	statistics	with	SEs	and	lower	and	upper	bounds	were	provided	in	

the	form	of	a	csv	spreadsheet	and	prepared	for	analysis	using	R	version	3.5.2	(R	Core	Team	2018).	

 

Statistical Analysis 

Model	 parameters	 were	 estimated	 using	 Bayesian	 methods.	 The	 Bayesian	 estimates	 were	

produced	 using	 JAGS	 (Plummer	 2015).	 For	 additional	 information	 on	 Bayesian	 estimation	 the	

reader	is	referred	to	McElreath	(2016).	

 

Unless	 indicated	 otherwise,	 the	Bayesian	 analyses	 used	 normal	 and	 uniform	prior	 distributions	

that	were	vague	in	the	sense	that	they	did	not	constrain	the	posteriors	(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	p.	

36).	The	posterior	distributions	were	estimated	 from	1,500	Markov	Chain	Monte	Carlo	 (MCMC)	

samples	thinned	from	the	second	halves	of	three	chains	(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	pp.	38–40).	Model	

convergence	was	 confirmed	 by	 ensuring	 that	 the	 split	 potential	 scale	 reduction	 factor	�� ≤ 1.05	

(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	p.	40)	and	 the	effective	 sample	 size	 (Brooks	et	 al.	 2011)	ESS ≥ 150	 for	

each	 of	 the	 monitored	 parameters	 (Kery	 and	 Schaub	 2011,	 p.	 61).	 In	 addition,	 trace	 plots	 of	

Markov	Chains	and	the	posterior	distributions	were	inspected	to	further	check	convergence	and	

symmetry	of	estimated	parameter	distributions.	

	

The	sensitivity	of	the	estimates	to	the	choice	of	priors	was	examined	by	multiplying	the	standard	

deviations	(sd)	of	 the	normal	priors	by	ten	and	using	the	split	��	 (after	collapsing	the	chains)	 to	

compare	the	posterior	distributions	(Thorley	and	Andrusak	2017).	An	unsplit	�� ≤ 1.1	was	taken	

to	indicate	low	sensitivity.	
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The	parameters	are	summarized	in	terms	of	the	point	estimate,	sd,	the	z-score,	lower	and	upper	95	

percent	 confidence/credible	 limits	 (CLs)	 and	 the	p-value	 (Kery	 and	Schaub	2011,	p	37	and	 42).	

The	estimate	is	the	median	(50th	percentile)	of	the	MCMC	samples,	the	z-score	is	mean/sd	and	the	

95	percent	CLs	are	the	2.5th	 and	97.5th	percentiles.	A	p-value	of	0.05	 indicates	 that	 the	 lower	or	

upper	95	percent	CL	is	0.	

	

The	 results	 are	 displayed	 graphically	 in	 the	 main	 body	 of	 the	 report	 with	 95	 percent	

confidence/credible	 intervals	 (CIs,	 Bradford,	 Korman,	 and	Higgins	 2005).	Data	 are	 indicated	 by	

points	(with	 lower	and	upper	bounds	 indicated	by	vertical	bars)	and	estimates	are	 indicated	by	

solid	lines	(with	CIs	indicated	by	dotted	lines).	

	

The	analyses	were	implemented	using	R	version	3.5.2	(R	Core	Team	2018)	and	the	mbr	family	of	

packages.	

	

Model Descriptions 

The	data	were	analyzed	using	state-space	population	models	(Newman	et	al.	2014).	

 

Population 

The	 fecundity,	breeding	 cow	abundance,	 cow	survival,	 fall	bull	 cow,	 fall	 calf	 cow	and	spring	calf	

cow	ratio	data	complete	with	SEs	were	analyzed	using	a	stage-based	state-space	population	model	

similar	 to	 Boulanger	 et	 al.	 (2011).	 Key	 assumptions	 of	 the	 female	 stage-based	 state-space	

population	model	include:	

 

• Calving	occurs	on	the	11th	of	June	(with	a	year	running	from	calving	to	calving).	

• Cow	survival	from	calving	to	the	following	year	varies	randomly	by	year.	

• Cow	and	bull	survival	is	constant	throughout	the	year.	

• Calf	 survival	 to	 the	 following	 year	 (when	 they	 become	 yearlings)	 varies	 by	 season	 and	

randomly	by	year.	

• Yearling	survival	to	the	following	year	is	the	same	as	cow	survival.	

• The	sex	ratio	is	1:1.	

• The	proportion	of	breeding	cows	is	the	fecundity	the	previous	year.	

• Female	yearlings	are	indistinguishable	from	cows	in	the	fall	and	spring	surveys.	

• The	number	of	calves	in	the	initial	year	is	the	number	of	cows	in	the	initial	year	multiplied	by	

the	product	of	the	fecundity	and	cow	survival	in	a	typical	year.	

• The	number	of	yearlings	in	the	initial	year	is	the	product	of	the	number	of	calves	in	the	initial	

year	and	the	calf	survival	in	a	typical	year.	

• The	data	are	normally	distributed	with	sd	equal	to	their	SEs.	
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Model Templates 

The	base	R	code	used	in	the	analysis	is	summarized	below.	

	

Population (R-code) 

.model	{	

		bSurvivalCow	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bSurvivalBull	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bFecundity	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

	

		sSurvivalCowAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	1^-2)	T(0,)	

		sSurvivalCalfAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	1^-2)	T(0,)	

		for(i	in	1:nAnnual){	

				bSurvivalCowAnnual[i]	~	dnorm(0,	sSurvivalCowAnnual^-2)	

				bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	~	dnorm(0,	sSurvivalCalfAnnual^-2)	

	

				logit(eSurvivalCow[i])	<-	bSurvivalCow	+	bSurvivalCowAnnual[i]	

				logit(eSurvivalBull[i])	<-	bSurvivalBull	

				logit(eFecundity[i])	<-	bFecundity	

				logit(eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i])	<-	bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	+	bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	

				logit(eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i])	<-	bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	+	bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	

		}	

		bBreedingCows1	~	dnorm(50000,	10000^-2)	T(0,)	

		logit(eFecundity1)	<-	bFecundity	

		logit(eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual1)	<-	bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	

		logit(eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1)	<-	bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	

	

		bCows[1]	<-	bBreedingCows1	/	eFecundity1	

		bBulls[1]<-	bCows[1]	*	1/2	

		bCalves[1]	<-	bBreedingCows1	

		bYearlings[1]	<-	bCalves[1]	*	eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1^(154/365)	*	

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1^(211/365)	

	

		bSpringCalfCow[1]	<-	bCalves[1]	/	(bCows[1]	+	bYearlings[1]	/	2)	

	

		for(i	in	2:nAnnual){	

				bCows[i]	<-	(bCows[i-1]	+	bYearlings[i-1]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]	

				bBulls[i]	<-	bBulls[i-1]	*	eSurvivalBull[i-1]	+	(bYearlings[i-1]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]	

				bCalves[i]	<-	bCows[i-1]	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]	*	eFecundity[i-1]	

				bYearlings[i]	<-	bCalves[i-1]	*	eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i-1]^(154/365)	*	

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i-1]^(211/365)	
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		}	

	

		for(i	in	1:nAnnual)	{	

				eFallCor[i]	<-		FallCalfCowDays[i]	/	365	

	

				eFallCows[i]	<-	(bCows[i]	+	bYearlings[i]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i]^eFallCor[i]	

				eFallBulls[i]	<-	(bYearlings[i]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i]^eFallCor[i]	+	bBulls[i]	*	eSurvivalBull[i]^eFallCor[i]	

				eFallCalves[i]	<-	bCalves[i]	*	eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i]^eFallCor[i]	

	

				bFallBullCow[i]	<-	eFallBulls[i]	/	eFallCows[i]	

				bFallCalfCow[i]	<-	eFallCalves[i]	/	eFallCows[i]	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	2:nAnnual)	{	

				eSpringCows[i]	<-	(bCows[i-1]	+	bYearlings[i-1]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]^(SpringCalfCowDays[i]	/	365)	

				eSpringCalves[i]	<-	bCalves[i-1]	*	eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i-1]^(154/365)	*	

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i-1]^((SpringCalfCowDays[i]	-	154)	/	365)	

	

				bSpringCalfCow[i]	<-	eSpringCalves[i]	/	eSpringCows[i]	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	SurvivalAnnual)	{	

				CowSurvival[i]	~	dnorm(eSurvivalCow[i],	CowSurvivalSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	CowsAnnual)	{	

				BreedingProportion[i]	~	dnorm(eFecundity[i],	BreedingProportionSE[i]^-2)	

				eBreedingCows[i]	<-	bCows[i]	*	eFecundity[i]	

				BreedingCows[i]	~	dnorm(eBreedingCows[i],	BreedingCowsSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	FallBCAnnual)	{	

				FallBullCow[i]	~	dnorm(bFallBullCow[i],	FallBullCowSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	FallAnnual)	{	

				FallCalfCow[i]	~	dnorm(bFallCalfCow[i],	FallCalfCowSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	SpringAnnual)	{	

				SpringCalfCow[i]	~	dnorm(bSpringCalfCow[i],	SpringCalfCowSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

..	
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Parameter Estimates 

The	 Bayesian	 model	 estimated	 principal	 parameters	 pertaining	 to	 the	 mean	 estimates	 of	

fecundity,	 bull	 survival,	 calf	 survival	 and	 cow	 survival.	 In	 addition,	 temporal	 variation	 in	 calf	

survival	and	cow	survival	were	estimated	as	random	effects	(Table	1).	

	

Table 1.	 Bayesian	 IPM	 state	 space	 model	 coefficients.	 Parameters	 are	 given	 on	 the	 logit	 scale	

(which	 is	 then	 transformed	 to	 the	 probability	 scale	 using	 a	 logit	 transform).	 Parameter	

significance	is	determined	by	overlap	of	confidence	limits	with	0.	The	parameters	are	summarized	

in	 terms	 of	 the	 point	 estimate,	 sd,	 the	 z-score,	 lower	 and	upper	 95	 percent	 confidence/credible	

limits	(CLs)	and	the	p-value	(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	p	37	and	42).	The	estimate	is	the	median	(50th	

percentile)	of	the	MCMC	samples,	the	z-score	is	mean/sd	and	the	95	percent	CLs	are	the	2.5th	and	

97.5th	percentiles.	A	p-value	of	0.05	indicates	that	the	lower	or	upper	95	percent	CL	is	0. 

Term Estimate sd zscore lower upper pvalue 

Main	effects		 	 	 	 	 	 	

bFecundity	 0.831	 0.141	 5.931	 0.571	 1.126	 0.000	

bSurvivalBull	 0.092	 0.095	 0.955	 -0.100	 0.272	 0.337	

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	 -0.683	 0.354	 -1.913	 -1.380	 0.041	 0.062	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	 0.421	 0.362	 1.177	 -0.275	 1.162	 0.228	

bSurvivalCow	 1.377	 0.317	 4.393	 0.800	 2.068	 0.000	

Random	effects	 	 	 	 	 	 	

sSurvivalCalfAnnual	 0.887	 0.250	 3.704	 0.557	 1.526	 0.000	

sSurvivalCowAnnual	 0.932	 0.286	 3.407	 0.547	 1.661	 0.000	

	

Model	fit	was	judged	using	r-hat	value	which	suggested	adequate	model	convergence.	In	addition,	

the	distribution	of	parameter	estimates	was	inspected	to	assess	model	convergence.	
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Table 2.	Model	summary.	N	is	the	number	of	parameters,	nchains	is	the	number	of	Markov	chains	

used,	nthin	is	the	number	of	Markov	chain	samples	that	were	thinned,	ess	is	the	effective	sample	

size,	rhat	is	the	rhat	convergence	metric	and	convergence	is	the	score	based	on	effective	sample	

size	and	number	of	parameters	in	the	model.	

	

n K nchains niters nthin ess rhat converged 

12	 8	 3	 3000	 300	 5328	 1.00	 TRUE	

	

Unsplit	R-hat	values	were	used	 to	assess	 if	 choice	of	prior	distribution	 influenced	 the	posterior	

distribution	of	parameter	estimates.				

	

Table 3.	Split	R-hat	values	indicating	sensitivity	of	posterior	distributions	to	the	choice	of	priors.	

Term rhat 

bBreedingCows1	 1.005	

bFecundity	 1.001	

bSurvivalBull	 1.004	

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	 1.000	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	 1.002	

bSurvivalCow	 1.019	

sSurvivalCalfAnnual	 1.030	

sSurvivalCowAnnual	 1.041	

	

The	 Bayesian	 model	 generated	 yearly	 estimates	 of	 demographic	 parameters	 as	 well	 as	 field	

measurements	which	were	used	in	the	fitting	of	the	model.	These	estimates	are	detailed	in	Table	

4.	Most	of	the	actual	estimates	are	shown	in	Figures	32-36	of	the	main	report.	
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Table 4.	Parameter	descriptions	for	estimates	generated	by	the	model.			

Parameter Description 

Annual	 The	year	as	a	factor	

bCows1	 The	number	of	cows	in	the	initial	year	

bFecundity	 The	proportion	of	cows	breeding	in	a	typical	year	

BreedingCows[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	number	of	breeding	cows	in	the	ith	year	

BreedingCowsSE[i]	 The	SE	for	BreedingCows[i]	

BreedingProportion[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	proportion	of	cows	breeding	in	the	ith	year	

BreedingProportionSE[i]	 The	SE	for	BreedingProportionSE[i]	

bSurvivalBull	 The	log-odds	bull	survival	in	a	typical	year	

bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	 The	random	effect	of	the	ith	Annual	on	bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	and	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	 The	log-odds	summer	calf	survival	if	it	extended	for	one	year	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	 The	log-odds	winter	calf	survival	if	it	extended	for	one	year	

bSurvivalCow	 The	log-odds	cow	(and	yearling)	survival	in	a	typical	year	

bSurvivalCowAnnual[i]	 The	random	effect	of	the	ith	Annual	on	bSurvivalCow	

CowSurvival[i]	 The	data	point	for	cow	survival	from	the	i-1th	year	to	the	ith	year	

CowSurvivalSE[i]	 The	SE	for	CowSurvivalSE[i]	

FallBullCow[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	bull	cow	ratio	in	the	fall	of	the	ith	year	

FallBullCowSE[i]	 The	SE	for	FallBullCow[i]	

FallCalfCow[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	calf	cow	ratio	in	the	fall	of	the	ith	year	

FallCalfCowSE[i]	 The	SE	for	FallCalfCow[i]	

SpringCalfCow[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	calf	cow	ratio	in	the	spring	of	the	ith	year	

SpringCalfCowSE[i]	 The	SE	for	SpringCalfCow[i]	

sSurvivalCalfAnnual	 The	SD	of	bSurvivalCalfAnnual	

sSurvivalCowAnnual	 The	SD	of	bSurvivalCowAnnual	

	

A	sensitivity	analysis	was	conducted	to	determine	the	effect	of	a	declining	calf	survival	trend	and	

the	 including	of	 the	2011	caribou	year	survival	estimate	which	was	higher	than	other	estimates	

which	may	have	been	 influenced	by	 lack	of	 collars	 for	 the	winter	months	of	2011-2012	 (Figure	

30).	 In	 general,	 estimates	 were	 minimally	 affected	 by	 either	 of	 these	 alternative	 model	 runs	

(Figure	 1)	 demonstrating	 the	 robustness	 of	 random	 effect	 models	 to	 smaller	 scale	 underlying	

trends	 in	 the	 model	 (calf	 survival)	 or	 individual	 historic	 data	 points	 (the	 2011	 survival	 rate	

estimate).		 
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Figure 1:	Comparison	of	model	predictions	of	the	main	model	used	in	report	to	a	model	with	calf	

survival	trends	and	the	main	model	run	without	the	2011	collared	cow	survival	data	point.	
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Appendix 4: Updated Harvest Simulations for the Bluenose-East Herd 

This	appendix	briefly	 summarizes	harvest	simulations	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	carried	out	 in	

winter	2018-2019	following	the	June	2018	calving	photo	survey	for	this	herd.	A	previous	version	

was	 dated	 January	 2,	 2019.	 The	 present	 summary	 uses	 direct	 estimates	 from	 the	 demographic	

model	analyses	described	 in	the	main	body	of	 this	survey	report,	which	were	 finalized	after	 the	

initial	 harvest	 simulations	 had	 been	 completed.	 Harvest	 modeling	 outcomes	 are	 very	 similar	

between	 the	 January	 2,	 2019	 summary	 and	 this	 version;	 there	 are	 slight	 changes	 in	 a	 few	

parameters.	We	suggest	 that	readers	review	the	original	harvest	simulation	report	with	a	broad	

range	of	modeling	scenarios	(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2016),	the	2015	Bluenose-East	calving	

ground	 survey	 report	 (Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2016),	 the	 original	 Bathurst	 herd	 demographic	 model	

paper	(Boulanger	et	al.	2011)	and	the	section	on	demographic	modeling	of	the	current	report,	for	

more	details	on	the	approach	used	in	simulations.		

	

The	 IPM	 analysis	 detailed	 in	 the	 main	 report	 was	 used	 to	 produce	 updated	 estimates	 of	

demographic	parameters	based	on	the	recent	calving	ground	survey	results,	recent	collar	data	and	

other	demographic	indicators.	In	addition,	harvest	pressure	was	reduced	between	2015	and	2018	

from	levels	2010-2014,	thus	it	is	likely	that	herd	decline	was	less	influenced	by	harvest	during	the	

more	recent	interval.	Updated	parameter	estimates	were	used	in	this	updated	harvest	modeling.	

	

The	 methodology	 used	 for	 simulations	 followed	 the	 original	 generic	 harvest	 model	 approach	

(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2016).	In	review,	the	harvest	model	assumes	that	harvest	mortality	

is	additive	to	natural	mortality	each	year.	It	assumes	that	harvest	occurs	in	the	new	year	(January)	

for	both	bulls	 and	cows	with	mortality	of	 cows	not	affecting	 calf	 survival	 in	 the	year	 the	 cow	 is	

shot	(it	basically	assumes	that	the	calf	has	weaned	at	that	point).				

	

We	 note	 that	 the	main	 objective	 of	 simulations	 is	 to	 provide	 an	 assessment	 of	 relative	 risk	 of	

accelerated	decline	of	 the	herd	at	various	harvest	 levels	 as	opposed	 to	 firm	predictions	of	herd	

status	in	2021.	It	is	challenging	to	assess	future	demographic	rates	and	therefore	we	suggest	that	

the	results	of	simulations	be	used	with	ongoing	demographic	monitoring	to	assess	herd	status	and	

response	to	harvest.	

	

The	 following	 simulations	 were	 considered.	 Simulations	 with	 estimated	 cow	 survival	 levels	 in	

2018	(minimal	harvest,	female	survival	(Sf=0.716:	CI=0.6-0.83)	were	considered	across	a	range	of	

calf	productivity	 levels.	This	estimate	of	cow	survival	assumes	 low	harvest	pressure	 from	2017-

2018	so	that	the	difference	in	natural	and	harvest-influenced	survival	is	minimal.	This	assumption	

is	reasonable	since	harvest	levels	were	relatively	low	(2015-2016,	≈800	caribou,	2016-2017	≈300	

caribou,	2017-2018	≈200	caribou)	in	the	2015-2018	interval.			
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Variation	in	productivity	was	simulated	by	varying	calf	survival	while	keeping	fecundity	constant.	

This	 scenario	 most	 closely	 follows	 the	 results	 of	 the	 IPM	 analysis	 where	 fecundity	 was	 held	

constant	with	yearly	variation	in	calf	survival	estimated	using	a	random	effects	model	(Figures	33	

and	34	in	main	report).	The	values	of	calf	survival	simulated,	and	levels	of	productivity	simulated	

follow	 the	 range	 of	 values	 estimated	 from	 the	 2008-2018	 data	 set.	 We	 based	 the	 average	

productivity	 scenario	 on	 the	 last	 three	 years	 given	 that	 this	 level	 of	 productivity	will	 have	 the	

higher	 influence	on	 future	herd	 size	of	 the	Bluenose-East	herd.	We	note	 that	 the	assumption	of	

constant	 fecundity	 is	based	partially	on	restrictions	of	 the	data	set	(n=4	estimates	of	proportion	

females	breeding-Figure	32	in	main	report).				

	

Estimates	 of	 demographic	 parameters	 in	 2018	were	 relatively	 similar	 to	 those	 from	 2015.	 The	

estimate	of	cow	survival	in	2018	of	0.716	was	similar	to	that	estimated	from	the	2015	analysis	of	

0.708.	The	mean	cow	survival	 rate	2015-2018	was	0.76,	however	 the	overall	 trend	suggested	a	

declining	recent	 trend	 in	cow	survival	2015-2018	and	therefore	the	2018	estimate	was	used	for	

simulations.	The	average	level	of	calf	productivity	(0.30)	from	2015-2018	was	slightly	higher	than	

the	 previous	 average	 calf	 productivity	 of	 0.26	 (from	 2013-2015).	 The	 lower	 calf	 productivity	

scenario	(0.187)	was	based	on	the	2018	estimate	of	calf	productivity.	Bull	survival	 in	2018	was	

estimated	at	0.523,	which	was	lower	than	the	estimate	of	0.58	in	2015.	Simulations	were	also	run	

at	the	2015	bull	survival	level	of	0.58	to	assess	the	sensitivity	of	estimates	of	bull	cow	ratio	to	this	

change	in	bull	survival.	

	

Table 1:	Demographic	scenarios	considered	in	harvest	simulations	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	

herd	 in	2018.	Sf	=	cow	survival	rate;	Sc	=	calf	survival	rate;	Sm	=	bull	survival	rate;	Sy	=	yearling	

survival	rate;	Fa*Sc		=	calf	productivity	as	the	product	of	pregnancy	and	calf	survival	rates.			

Scenario 

Productivity Survival 

 

Pregnancy 

Rate 

λ (cows 

only) 

Stable Age Distribution 

Proportions at 2018 

Fa*Sc Cow 

(Sf) 

Calf 

(Sc) 

Bull 

(Sm) 

Yearling 

(Sy) 

Fa  Calves Yearlings Cows 

High productivity 

(95th percentile) 

0.455 0.716 0.655 0.523 0.716 0.694 0.870 0.190 0.143 0.666 

Average 

productivity 

(2015-2018) 

0.301 0.716 0.433 0.523 0.716 0.694 0.828 0.206 0.108 0.686 

Low productivity 

(2018) 

0.187 0.716 0.270 0.523 0.716 0.694 0.793 0.221 0.075 0.704 

	

As	an	initial	cross	check,	demographic	parameters	for	the	female	segment	of	the	population	were	

analyzed	 using	 a	 stage-based	 matrix	 model	 to	 determine	 stable	 age	 distributions	 as	 well	 as	

estimate	 the	 resulting	λ	 from	 the	matrix	model.	The	average	productivity	 scenario	 resulted	 in	a	

rate	of	decline	(deterministic	λ=0.83	from	a	stage-based	matrix	model	of	the	female	segment	of	the	

population)	which	is	slightly	higher	than	that	observed	by	comparison	of	the	2015	and	2018	adult	

female	calving	ground	survey	estimates	(λ=0.80).	Estimates	of	trend	from	the	demographic	model	
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were	slightly	higher	than	the	observed	difference	between	calving	ground	survey	estimates,	which	

accounts	for	this	difference.	The	low	productivity	(2018)	scenario	resulted	in	a	λ	of	0.79	which	is	

closer	to	the	observed	difference	in	adult	female	survey	estimates.	

	

The	herd	size	estimate	for	2018	(19,294)	was	used	as	the	starting	point	for	simulations	with	bull	

and	cow	numbers	based	on	 the	 fall	bull	 cow	ratio	of	2018	 (0.38).	A	 stable	age	distribution	was	

assumed.	 Harvest	 levels	 of	 0-950	were	 considered	with	 an	 additional	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 to	

demonstrate	the	effects	of	a	large-scale	harvest.	Simulations	were	kept	to	a	short	interval	of	three	

years	 (2018-2021)	 as	 the	herd’s	 demography	has	 changed	 dynamically	 since	 2010;	 In	 addition,	

population	surveys	have	been	carried	out	on	a	three-year	interval	in	recent	years.	Results	of	 the	

simulations	are	shown	graphically.				

	

Figure	1	shows	projected	herd	size	in	2021	across	a	range	of	harvest	levels	(x-axis)	and	percent	

bulls	in	the	harvest.	Projections	suggest	that	the	herd	would	almost	be	halved	again	in	2021	(top	

dashed	 line)	 to	 about	 10,000	 caribou	 with	 moderate	 productivity	 and	 0	 harvest,	 if	 recent	

demographic	 indicators	 stay	 the	 same.	 As	 the	 harvest	 level	 increases,	 the	 effect	 on	 herd	 size	 in	

2021	 increases.	 At	 the	 highest	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 caribou/year,	 projected	 herd	 size	 in	2021	

approaches	5,000	caribou	or	about	one	quarter	the	size	of	the	2018	estimate	(the	second	dashed	

line).	A	harvest	of	primarily	bulls	offsets	the	effect	of	harvest	to	an	extent;	however,	productivity	

needs	to	be	higher	to	offset	low	cow	survival	rates	regardless.	The	effects	of	a	cow-focused	harvest	

vs.	a	bull-focused	harvest	are	most	evident	at	higher	harvest	levels	and	they	increase	with	time.		
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Figure 1:	Projected	Bluenose-East	herd	size	in	2021,	assuming	a	cow	survival	of	0.716	and	three	

levels	of	 calf	productivity,	 across	a	 range	of	harvest	 levels	 and	percent	bulls	 in	 the	harvest.	 See	

Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

Figure	2	shows	herd	trajectories	from	2018-2021	for	each	productivity	scenario.	
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Figure 2:	 Projected	 herd	 trajectories	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 2018-2021	 assuming	 cow	

survival	of	0.716	and	three	levels	of	calf	productivity	across	a	range	of	harvest	levels	and	percent	

bulls	in	the	harvest.	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

One	 important	point	 to	consider	with	bull-dominated	harvest	 is	 the	effect	on	the	bull-cow	ratio.	

Figure	3	demonstrates	the	quick	decline	in	bull-cow	ratio	at	higher	harvest	levels	when	bulls	are	

primarily	harvested.	The	 red	 line	 in	 this	graph	 is	 a	bull-cow	ratio	of	0.23	which	 is	 considered	a	

preferred	lower	limit	based	roughly	on	other	studies	(Mysterud	et	al.	2002),	although	it	is	likely	

that	all	females	would	be	bred	even	if	the	sex	ratio	was	reduced	further	(Mysterud	et	al.	2002).	At	

a	harvest	 level	of	300/year,	 the	bull-cow	ratio	stays	between	the	2018	 level	and	the	 lower	 limit	

regardless	of	productivity.	When	harvest	is	2,000	per	year,	the	modeled	bull	population	in	essence	

goes	to	0	 in	2020	with	 lower	to	moderate	productivity.	The	bull	cow	ratio	 is	 inflated	due	to	the	

decrease	in	cow	numbers	if	cows	are	primarily	harvested	at	higher	harvest	levels;	ratios	depend	

on	 the	 number	 in	 the	 denominator	 as	 well	 as	 the	 number	 in	 the	 numerator.	 In	 any	 case,	 it	 is	

unlikely	that	harvest	of	the	herd	after	2018	will	be	anywhere	near	this	scale	of	bull	or	cow	harvest,	

and	 increased	 monitoring	 proposed	 for	 the	 herd	 includes	 frequent	 (potentially	 annual)	 fall	

composition	surveys	that	will	monitor	the	bull:cow	ratio.	
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Figure 3:	Projected	bull-cow	ratios	in	the	Bluenose-East	herd	2018-2021	assuming	cow	survival	

of	0.716	and	bull	survival	of	0.523	and	three	levels	of	calf	productivity,	across	a	range	of	harvest	

levels	and	percent	bulls	in	the	harvest.	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	

level.	

	

Figure	4	shows	predicted	bull	cow	ratios	in	2021	for	the	BNE	herd;	these	are	essentially	the	end-

points	of	the	changing	ratios	shown	in	Figure	3.	Unless	calf	productivity	is	high,	a	reduction	in	bull	

cow	ratio	is	projected	due	to	the	lower	estimate	of	bull	survival	(0.523).			
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Figure 4:	Projected	bull-cow	ratios	 in	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	 in	2021	assuming	cow	survival	of	

0.716	 and	 bull	 survival	 of	 0.523	 and	 three	 levels	 of	 calf	 productivity,	 across	 a	 range	 of	 harvest	

levels	and	percent	bulls	in	the	harvest.	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	

level.	

	

Simulations	with	the	previous	slightly	higher	bull	survival	estimate	of	0.58	 from	2015	were	also	

run	 to	 assess	 the	 sensitivity	 of	 harvest	 model	 predictions	 of	 bull	 cow	 ratio	 to	 bull	 survival,	 to	

compare	results	of	projections	at	a	bull	survival	of	0.523.	It	can	be	seen	that	in	these	simulations	

the	 projected	 bull	 cow	 ratios	 remain	 similar	 in	 2021	 to	 those	 observed	 in	 2018	 under	 the	 no	

harvest	scenario.			
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Figure 5:	Projected	bull	cow	ratios	in	the	Bluenose-East	herd	in	2021,	assuming	cow	survival	of	

0.716	 and	 three	 levels	 of	 calf	 productivity	 and	 a	 bull	 survival	 of	 0.58	 (value	 from	 2015	

demographic	model	analysis).	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

Why Do Low Harvest Levels have Minimal Effect on Herd Trajectories? 

One	 question	 that	 has	 come	 up	 is	 the	 seemingly	 minimal	 effect	 of	 lower	 harvest	 levels	 on	

population	trend.	The	main	reason	for	this	is	that	at	these	levels	a	relatively	small	proportion	of	

the	 herd	 is	 being	 harvested	 as	 demonstrated	 in	 Figure	 6,	 and	 thus	 harvest	 accounts	 for	 only	 a	

small	 proportion	 of	 the	 herd	 and	mortality	 rates	 are	 predominantly	 natural.	 Once	 harvest	 level	

becomes	 higher	 (950	 or	 higher)	 the	 proportion	 of	 the	 herd	 harvested	 increases	 as	 the	 herd	

declines.	 If	 the	harvest	remains	at	a	constant	number	of	caribou/year	and	the	herd	continues	to	

decline,	then	the	incremental	effect	of	the	harvest	harvest-caused	mortality	keeps	increasing	and	

can	 lead	 to	 a	 downward	 acceleration.	 Then	 harvest	 adds	 substantially	 to	 the	 natural	mortality	

rates.	This	 effect	was	 shown	 for	 the	Bathurst	herd	 in	2006-2009	 (Boulanger	et	 al.	 2011),	when	

harvest	 levels	 remained	 at	 4,000-6,000/year	 as	 the	 herd	 declined	 rapidly.	 Although	 all	 harvest	

adds	 to	decline	 if	 a	herd	 is	declining	naturally,	 small-scale	harvest	 rates	have	 small	 incremental	

effects	on	a	declining	trend.	
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Figure 6:	Proportion	of	the	Bluenose-East	herd	harvested	through	2021	across	a	range	of	harvest	

levels	 and	 proportion	 of	 the	 bulls	 in	 the	 harvest.	 See	 Table	 1	 for	 the	 parameterization	 of	 each	

productivity	level.	

	

In	Figure	6	it	can	be	seen	that	the	proportion	of	herd	harvested	increases	at	a	greater	rate	when	

the	 harvest	 is	 primarily	 cows.	 The	 reason	 for	 this	 is	 that	 harvest	 of	 cows	 reduces	 longer-term	

productivity	of	the	herd	through	the	reduction	of	future	calves	each	cow	would	produce.	For	this	

reason,	it	is	important	to	track	proportion	of	cows	(cow	harvested/total	cows)	and	proportion	of	

bulls	 harvested	 (bulls	 harvested/total	 bulls)	 each	 year	 rather	 than	 just	 total	 harvest.	 Figure	 7	

provides	total	herd	estimates	subdivided	by	bulls	and	cows	to	further	illustrate	this	point.	It	can	

be	 seen	 that	 at	higher	harvest	 levels	 (>750)	a	bull	dominated	harvest	 can	 adversely	 impact	 the	

bull	population	especially	if	productivity	is	low.	This	impact	is	also	demonstrated	by	a	substantial	

decrease	in	bull-cow	ratios	(Figures	3,	4)	when	bull	harvest	is	higher.	
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Figure 7:	Proportion	of	bulls	and	cows	harvested	for	each	harvest	and	productivity	scenario.	This	

figure	basically	summarizes	proportion	harvested	 in	Figure	6	by	bulls	and	cows.	See	Table	1	 for	

the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

Potential Future Analyses 

These	simulations	illustrate	the	sensitivity	of	the	bull	cow	ratio	estimates	to	assumed	bull	survival.	

Estimates	 of	 bull	 survival	 from	 the	 demographic	 model	 are	 based	 on	 bull-cow	 ratios	 from	 fall	

surveys	and	are	therefore	indirect	in	nature.	Collar-based	estimates	of	bull	survival	could	be	used	

to	further	verify	the	indirect	estimates	from	the	IPM	analysis.	

	

Simulations	with	demographic	variation	could	also	be	used	to	generate	estimates	of	herd	size	in	

2021	with	confidence	limits.	

Literature cited (see main survey report). 
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Appendix 5: Trends in Calving Ground Size and Core Densities 

This	 appendix	 provides	 additional	 information	 calving	 ground	 size,	 distribution	 of	 caribou	 on	

calving	ground,	and	core	calving	ground	densities	in	the	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	herd	calving	

grounds	 based	 on	 reconnaissance	 survey	 and	 photo	 survey	 data.	 This	 appendix	 provides	 a	

summary	 of	 data	 from	 previous	 surveys	 as	 opposed	 to	 full	 documentation	 of	methods	 used	 to	

define	core	calving	areas.	Readers	should	consult	previous	calving	ground	survey	reports	for	the	

Bluenose-East	 (Adamczewski	 et	 al.	 2014,	 Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2014b,	 Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2016,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2017)	for	more	details	on	each	survey.	

	

Methods 

Trends	 in	 segment	 densities	 from	 reconnaissance	 surveys	 that	 occurred	 during	 photo	 surveys	

were	 initially	 assessed	 to	 infer	 distribution	 and	 aggregation	 of	 higher	 densities	 of	 caribou.	

Segments	that	were	contained	within	core	calving	strata	were	included	in	the	analysis.	Data	was	

plotted	spatially	and	by	segment	density	class.					

	

Estimates	of	density	based	on	photo	survey	data	and	core	calving	ground	size	(based	on	the	area	

of	 survey	 strata)	were	 used	 to	 estimate	 numbers	 of	 adult	 and	 breeding	 females.	 One	 potential	

issue	with	 this	 approach	 is	 that	 the	degree	 of	 aggregation	of	 adult	 and	 breeding	 females	 varies	

among	years,	 and	 therefore	 changes	 in	 the	 core	area	will	be	due	 to	both	 changes	 in	abundance,	

aggregation,	and	survey	coverage.	To	explore	this	issue,	a	scaled	estimate	of	core	calving	ground	

size	 based	 on	 the	 summation	 of	 the	 product	of	 stratum	 areas	 and	 proportions	 of	 breeding	 and	

adult	 females	was	 also	 considered	 as	 an	 index	 of	 core	 calving	 area.	 For	 example,	 if	 a	 100	 km2	

stratum	had	20	percent	breeding	females,	then	its	core	area	was	estimated	as	20	km2.	Each	survey	

stratum	 area	 was	 estimated	 using	 this	 approach	 and	 summed	 for	 the	 survey	 year.	 Density	

estimates	using	this	approach	will	be	more	robust	to	strata	layout	and	composition	each	year.	For	

example,	 this	 approach	 avoids	 the	 subjective	 inclusion	 or	 exclusion	 of	 survey	 strata	 areas	 for	

estimation	of	core	areas	and	uses	all	the	survey	strata	to	estimate	core	area.	However,	the	actual	

weighted	density	estimate	will	not	directly	pertain	to	a	defined	geographic	area.	

	

Results 

Figure	1	displays	reconnaissance	 segments	that	defined	the	core	calving	areas	 for	 the	Bluenose-

East	herd	during	years	that	calving	ground	surveys	were	conducted	(2010,	2013,	2015	and	2018).	

The	distribution	of	higher	density	segments	showed	a	trend	toward	shifting	to	the	northwest	over	

these	 years.	 There	 was	 also	 a	 strong	 trend	 toward	 fewer	 high	 density	 segments	 (at	 least	 10	

caribou/km2)	from	2010-2015,	and	none	in	2018.	The	high	density	segments	in	2010	to	the	south	
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of	 Kugluktuk	 were	 partially	 influenced	 by	 higher	 densities	 of	 non-breeding	 cows,	 bulls	 and	

yearlings	in	this	area.	

	
Figure 1:	Segment	densities	in	core	calving	areas	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	2010-2018	

from	calving	photo	surveys.	Low	density	=	<1	caribou/km2,	medium	density	=	1-9.9	caribou/km2,	

and	high	density	=	at	least	10	caribou/km2.					
 

Figure	2	provides	a	histogram	of	segment	densities	from	the	same	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	

surveys,	further	demonstrating	the	shift	to	lower	density	segments.				
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Figure 2:	Segment	densities	in	core	calving	areas	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	2010-2018.	

Low	density	=	<1caribou/km2,	medium	density	=	1-9.9	caribou/km2,	and	high	density	=	at	least	10	

caribou/km2.					
 

A	boxplot	of	 the	Bluenose-East	segment	data	set	shows	that	 the	median	segment	densities	were	

generally	<5	caribou	per	km2	with	the	majority	of	segments	being	in	the	medium	density	category	

(Figure	3).	In	2018	a	substantial	proportion	of	the	segments	were	in	the	low	density	category	of	

<1	caribou/km2.		

	
Figure 3:	Boxplot	of	segment	densities	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018.	
 

Figure	 4	 shows	 the	 total	 areas	 of	 core	 strata	 for	 each	 year	 and	 the	weighted	 area	 for	 breeding	

females	and	adult	females.	The	weighted	area	n	this	case	is	simply	the	summation	of	the	product	
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of	each	 stratum	area	 times	 the	proportion	breeding	 females	or	adult	 females.	Trends	estimated	

using	 this	 approach	 should	 be	 less	 sensitive	 to	 differences	 in	 survey	 strata	 layout	 and	 yearly	

differences	in	aggregation	of	females.	

	
Figure 4:	Estimated	area	of	core	survey	strata,	area	weighted	by	proportion	of	breeding	females,	

and	proportion	adult	females	in	survey	strata	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	2010-2018.	
 

Comparison	 of	 the	 2010	 and	 2018	 area	 estimates	 suggests	 an	 overall	 decrease	 in	 area	 of	 46	

percent,	48	percent	and	70	percent	for	core	strata	area,	adult	female,	and	breeding	female	areas.	

This	translates	to	an	annual	decrease	of	9	percent	for	core	and	adult	female	area	and	4	percent	for	

breeding	 female	 area.	 It	 could	 be	 argued	 that	 the	 breeding	 female	 area,	 which	 will	 be	 most	

affiliated	 with	 core	 densities,	 is	 most	 applicable	 to	 overall	 trends	 in	 core	 calving	 ground	 area.	

Abundance	of	adult	and	breeding	females	decreased	at	an	approximate	rate	of	20	percent	per	year	

(Figure	5)	from	2010-2018.		

	
Figure 5:	Estimate	of	abundance	of	adult	and	breeding	females	on	core	calving	areas	from	2010-

2018	for	the	Bluenose	East	herd.	
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Density	 was	 estimated	 using	 abundance	 estimates	 for	 adult	 and	 breeding	 females	 (Figure	 5)	

divided	by	the	associated	calving	ground	area	(Figure	4).	Comparison	of	2010	and	2018	density	

estimates	suggests	a	gross	change	in	densities	of	36	percent	and	49	percent	for	adult	and	breeding	

females	using	strata	area	(Figure	6).	Using	weighted	areas,	the	gross	change	is	34	percent	and	32	

percent	for	adult	and	breeding	females.	These	rates	of	change	translate	to	annual	decreases	that	

range	from	9	percent	(breeding	females	using	core	area)	and	13	percent	(breeding	females	using	

weighted	area).	

	
Figure 6:	 Density	 (number/km2)	 of	 adult	 females	 and	 breeding	 females	 in	 survey	 strata	 using	

total	 area	 (Strata	 area)	 and	 corresponding	 breeding	 female	 or	 adult	 female	 areas,	 for	 the	

Bluenose-East	caribou	calving	grounds	2010-2018.	The	symbol	size	is	proportional	to	the	calving	

ground	area	used	to	estimate	density.	

	

Discussion 

Defining	the	core	calving	area	is	challenging	due	to	differences	in	levels	of	aggregation	of	caribou	

during	 each	 survey	 year.	 The	 weighted	 method	 used	 to	 infer	 trends	 in	 core	 area	 attempts	 to	

confront	this	issue	by	weighting	the	contribution	of	survey	stratum	to	the	overall	estimate	of	core	

area	by	the	proportion	of	adult	and	breeding	females	estimated	in	the	given	strata.	The	resulting	

area	estimates	are	best	used	to	infer	trends	rather	than	define	an	absolute	area.			

	

In	general,	the	Bluenose-East	herd	has	not	aggregated	substantially	as	the	herd	size	has	declined	

as	 indicated	 by	 similar	 trends	 in	 calving	 ground	 area	 and	 density	 (Figure	 6).	 Using	 breeding	

females	as	an	indicator,	the	breeding	female	weighted	core	area	decreased	annually	by	4	percent	

with	 densities	 decreasing	 by	 9	 percent.	 This	 general	 trend	 suggests	 that	 caribou	 are	 not	

aggregating	into	smaller	areas	to	maintain	higher	densities	as	observed	with	the	Bathurst	herd	in	

2012	(Boulanger	et	al.	2014c).					
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Alternative	methods	such	as	use	of	collared	caribou	locations	could	be	used	to	further	infer	core	

areas.	 This	 type	 of	 analysis	 could	 be	 useful	 for	 the	 2018	 survey	 year	 when	 the	 core	 area	was	

mainly	defined	in	a	single	small	area.	This	type	of	analysis	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	report	but	

could	be	pursued	in	the	future.		

	

Literature cited (see main survey report).	
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ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ . 

ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦ ᑕᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  

ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖕ ᓃᑉ ᐸᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᔫ ᓐ ᒥ  ᐊᐅᔭ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  

ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖕ ᓃᖏᒻ ᒥ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ . ᓄᕐ ᕋᖃᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᔪ ᓚᐃᒥ  

ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓵ ᓘᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ ᐆᒃ ᑐᕋᐃᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᓈᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᐳᑦ . ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑐᒍ ᑦ  ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ  ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ 

ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ 2010-ᒥ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑕ 

ᓴ ᓂᓕᕇᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯ ᒃ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖕ ᓃᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐱᒋ ᐊᓕᓵ ᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᔫ ᓐ ᒥ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᐃᓕᖓᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᓇᓴ ᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂ 51,757 ± ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐅᕝ ᕙᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖅᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  11,092 

(95% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᕐ ᓂᓖᑦ ) ᐱᑕᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓕᐊᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ . 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍ ᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓂᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂ 114,472 ± ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐅᕝ ᕙᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ  15,845 ≥ ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓕᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᑐᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  1 ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐅᑭ ᐅᓖᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕᑯ ᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᔫ ᓐ ᒥ  

ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᓕᕐ ᒪ ᑕ. ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓕᐊᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ   ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᐃᓕᖓᓇᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᕗᑦ  

ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦ ᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓃᓐ ᓂᖅ  105,326 ± ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᐅᕝ ᕙᓘᓂᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖅᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  40,984 ≥ ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓕᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᑐᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᖕ ᓂ 2 ᐅᑭ ᐅᓖᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᑉ ᓕᐊᓖᑦ ; 

ᐊᓯ ᖔᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇ 120,880 ± ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᐅᕝ ᕙᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  13,398  ≥ ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓕᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᑐᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᖕ ᓂ 2 

ᐅᑭ ᐅᓖᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓄᕐ ᕆᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  

ᐊᕐ ᓇᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖏᑦ . ᓈᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᒐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᔪ ᓚᐃᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ  ᓴ ᕿᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖃᕐ ᓂᖅ  92,481-ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᓃ  ≥ 

ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓕᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᑐᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  1 ᐅᑭ ᐅᓖᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ 39-ᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᑲ ᑎᖓᐅᖅᑐᓂ. ᓇᓚᐅᑦ ᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕈ ᓰ ᑦ  ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᓕᓐ ᑲ ᓐ -

ᐱᑐᓴ ᓐ ᒥ ᒃ -Lincoln-Petersen ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᓃᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  98,646 ± ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᐅᕝ ᕙᓘᓂᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖅᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  13,965  ≥ ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓕᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᑐᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  1 

ᐅᑭ ᐅᓖᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕈ ᑎᓂᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᓯ ᕆᔾ ᔪ ᑎᓂᒃ  

ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᕆᕕᐊᔅ ᑦ -Rivest ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᕋᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᑎᒋ  122,697 ± ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᐅᕝ ᕙᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  31,756-ᓂᒃ  ≥ ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓕᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᑐᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  

ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  1 ᐅᑭ ᐅᓖᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ . ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓈᓴ ᐅᓯ ᕆᔾ ᔪ ᑏᑦ  ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᕆᕕᐊᔅ ᑦ ᒥ ᒃ -Rivest ᐊᑐᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  

ᖃᓂᓛᖑᓇᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᕗᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᕆᔪ ᔮ ᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓱ ᓕᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  (ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ≥  ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᓇᓕᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᑐᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  1 ᐅᑭ ᐅᓕᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ). ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓴ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐃᓱ ᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓂᒡ ᓗ ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓ ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍ ᑦ  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ .  

 



  

 

 

A Comparison of Calving and Post-calving 

Photo-surveys of the Bluenose-East Herd of 

Barren-ground Caribou in Northern Canada in 

2010 
 

Jan ADAMCZEWSKI1, John BOULANGER2, Bruno CROFT3, Tracy DAVISON4, 
Heather SAYINE-CRAWFORD5, and Boyan TRACZ6 

1 Wildlife Division, Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, Northwest 
Territories, X1A 2L9, Canada. Email: jan_adamczewski@gov.nt.ca  
2 Integrated Ecological Research, Nelson, British Columbia, Canada. 
3 North Slave Region, Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, Northwest 
Territories, Canada. 
4 Inuvik Region, Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, Inuvik, Northwest Territories, 
Canada. 
5Wildlife Division, Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, Northwest 
Territories, Canada 
6 Sahtú Region, Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, Norman Wells, Northwest 
Territories, Canada.  Present address: Wek'èezhìɪ Renewable Resources Board, 102A, 4504 – 49 Avenue, Yellowknife, 
Northwest Territories, Canada.  
 

Abstract 

Two photographic survey methods have long been used in Canada’s Northwest Territories and Nunavut to estimate 

herd size in migratory barren-ground caribou herds (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus).  The calving photo-survey 
provides an estimate of the abundance of breeding females on the calving grounds in June and can be extrapolated to 
an estimate of herd size to account for caribou not on the calving grounds. The post-calving photo-survey is carried 
out in July when large dense groups of caribou formed in response to insects can be photographed and counted.  We 
carried out both surveys for the Bluenose-East caribou herd in 2010 in Nunavut to provide a side-by-side comparison.  
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The calving photo survey in early June produced an estimate of 51,757 ± 11,092 (95% Confidence Interval) breeding 
females on the calving grounds. We estimated 114,472 ± 15,845 ≥1-year-old caribou from the photographed and 
visually counted June survey strata. The estimate of breeding females was extrapolated to a herd size of 105,326 ± 
40,984 ≥2-year-old caribou using estimates of sex ratio and pregnancy rate; an alternate extrapolation of 120,880 ± 
13,398 ≥2-year-old caribou was derived from strata-based estimates of cows and an estimate of sex ratio.  Counts of 
photographed caribou aggregations in July resulted in a total of 92,481 ≥1-year-old caribou in 39 groups. An estimate 
of herd size using a Lincoln-Petersen formula was 98,646 ± 13,965 ≥1-year-old caribou and an estimate using the 
Rivest estimator was 122,697 ± 31,756 ≥1-year-old caribou. The Rivest-derived estimate was likely closest to true 
herd size (all ≥1-year-old caribou). We compared strengths and limitations of the 2 survey methods, and their 
applicability for management.  
 

Key Words: Barren-ground Caribou, Calving, Photo-survey, Population Estimate, Post-calving. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
   Estimating population size in migratory caribou (Rangifer 

tarandus) herds that may number more than half a million 
(Bergerud et al. 2008) remains challenging in the 21st  

century. Two photographic surveys have been used since the 
1980s in the Northwest Territories (NT) and Nunavut (NU) 
in northern Canada to estimate population size in migratory 
barren-ground caribou (R. t. groenlandicus) herds. Calving 
photo-surveys in June (Heard 1985) and post-calving photo-
surveys in July (Valkenburg et al. 1985) take advantage of 
caribou aggregating spatially at a time when there is good 
separation between herds.  Calving photo-surveys have been 
used more for eastern herds in NT and NU (Williams 1995; 
Nishi et al. 2007; Campbell et al. 2010).  Post-calving photo-
surveys have been used more for western herds in NT and 
NU (Patterson et al. 2004; Nagy and Johnson 2006), Alaska 
(Harper 2013), and Québec (V. Brodeur, 2016, Government 
of Québec, personal communication).  A side-by-side 
comparison of the 2 methods had not been previously carried 
out in NT and NU, and was recommended by an independent 
review of the Government of Northwest Territories (GNWT) 
barren-ground caribou program (Fisher et al. 2009).   
   Calving photo-surveys, the first of the 2 methods, are 
carried out near the peak of calving in June and provide 
estimates of the abundance of breeding females on the 
calving grounds (Heard 1985; Nishi et al. 2007; Campbell et 

al. 2010). Movement rates of cows with newborn calves are 
limited, reducing the likelihood of movements inside or 
outside the survey area (Gunn et al. 2005). The survey area 
is defined by previous knowledge of a herd’s calving 

grounds, recent locations of radio-collared cows, and 
extensive systematic reconnaissance flights that define the 
full distribution of breeding females. In the early years of 
calving photo surveys, surveys were completed without 
radio-collared caribou (e.g., Heard and Jackson 1990).    
However, calving may sometimes occur south of normally 

used calving grounds in years of late snowmelt (e.g., 
Porcupine herd in 2000 and 2001, Griffith et al. 2002), thus 
a sample of radio-collared cows in June is key confirmation 
that the bulk of the herd’s cows are within the survey area.   
   Survey strata are defined on the calving grounds based on 
patterns of spatial aggregation and relative densities and 
composition of caribou observed during systematic 
reconnaissance flights. A photo plane flies transects of 
continuous photos over the higher-density strata with 
breeding cows at ground coverage of at least 30-40% (Heard 
1985; Gunn et al. 2005; Nishi et al. 2007; Boulanger et al. 
2014) and caribou are counted on the photos. Lower-density 
strata are re-flown by visual strip-transect methods. A 
ground and helicopter-based composition survey in all strata 
provides a precise estimate of the proportion of breeding 
females and of other sex and age classes in the survey area. 
The counts and composition percentages from each stratum 
are combined to derive an estimate of the number of breeding 
females on the calving ground (Gunn et al. 2005; Nishi et al. 
2007; Boulanger et al. 2014). 
   Because most of the bulls and some of the yearlings and 
non-pregnant cows are not on the calving grounds in June, 
an extrapolation has been used to account for the missing 
caribou to derive an estimate of overall herd size (Heard 
1985; Heard and Williams 1990). An estimate of sex ratio 
from fall composition surveys is used to account for the bulls, 
and an estimate of pregnancy rate is used to account for non-
pregnant breeding-age cows (Heard 1985; Heard and 
Williams 1990; Nishi et al. 2007; Campbell et al. 2010). 
Since the 2010 Bluenose-East (BE) herd June survey 
described in this paper, a revised approach to accounting for  
breeding and non-breeding females on the calving ground 
survey area was first used by Campbell et al. (2016) for a 
2014 calving photo survey of the Qamanirjuaq herd and 
more recently for a  2015 survey for the BE herd (Boulanger  
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et al. 2016). This approach uses the estimated totals of 
breeding and non-breeding females on the June survey area 
directly, and a correction based on sex ratio is applied to 
account for bulls. We refer to the earlier extrapolation 
method as A, and the more recent one as B.  
   The large variance on early surveys of this type and the 
extrapolation calculations have led some biologists (Thomas 
1998; Rivest et al. 1998) to question the value of the calving 
photo-survey as a method of counting caribou. Over the 
years, however, careful attention to allocation of survey 
effort has reduced the variance on estimates of breeding 
females (Nishi et al. 2007; Campbell et al. 2010; Boulanger 
et al. 2014). Biologists using this survey have emphasized 
that the method is repeatable and provides a reliable and 
relatively precise way of monitoring size and trend in the 
abundance of breeding cows, which are key demographic 
variables for the herd (Boulanger et al. 2011). 
   Post-calving photo-surveys are the second of the 2 survey 
methods and are usually carried out in early to mid-July 
when warm weather may lead caribou to aggregate in large 
groups of hundreds or thousands in response to biting flies. 
These groups can be photographed from small fixed-wing 
aircraft or helicopters and the caribou counted on the photos 
(Valkenburg et al. 1985; Patterson et al. 2004; Nagy and 
Johnson 2006; Alaska Fish and Game 2011).  Groups of 
caribou without radio-collars are also photographed and 
counted.  This survey includes male and female caribou in 
the herd that are at least 1 year old.  In some surveys it is 
possible to count calves of the year (V. Brodeur, 2016, 
Government of Québec, personal communication). In the NT, 
the experience has been that some calves of the year are not 
always visible in tightly bunched groups of caribou, thus 
only ≥1-year-old caribou are counted (e.g., Nagy and 
Johnson 2006).  
   The post-calving survey depends on having adequate 
numbers of radio-collared caribou to find the groups 
(Valkenburg et al. 1985; Rivest et al. 1998; Rettie 2008), 
particularly because movement rates in July can be high due 
to biting flies and caribou may use large ranges during this 
season. The survey area is essentially defined by flying to the 
radio-collared caribou, with additional groups of caribou 
(without radio-collars) generally found incidentally near 
groups with radio-collars or en route flying to radio-collared 
caribou. Post-calving surveys appear capable of enumerating 
nearly the entire herd under the right field conditions with 
herd-wide   aggregation    and   with   adequate   radio-collar  
numbers (e.g., post-calving surveys of the Western Arctic 
Herd in Alaska with 90-100 radio-collars; Alaska Fish and 
Game 2011; Harper 2013).    
 

 
   Post-calving surveys, like calving photo-surveys, have 
their limitations. Caribou may not aggregate tightly if the 
July weather has cool, wet or windy conditions when biting 
flies are less active.  If the caribou are well dispersed, 
photography is not feasible and the survey fails.  Post-calving 
surveys were attempted for the Porcupine herd annually from 
2004 to 2010 and failed due to weather and insufficient 
caribou aggregation (Porcupine Caribou Management Board,  
www.taiga.net/pcmb/population.html).  A further limitation 
of this survey is that estimation of caribou groups missed 
during the survey is difficult. If there are many small groups 
of caribou during post-calving (e.g., BE herd in 2000, 
Patterson et al. 2004), then a large number of radio-collars 
may be needed to find a high proportion of the groups (Rettie 
2008). Under these conditions, there may also be multiple 
groups with no radio-collars, which may be less likely to be 
found than groups with radio-collars (Rivest et al. 1998).  
   Two methods have been used to estimate the proportion of 
the herd missed by the post-calving survey.  One method has 
relied on the simple proportion of available radio-collared 
caribou in the herd found in photographed groups (e.g., 
Russell et al. 1996; Nagy and Johnson 2006). Some authors 
have suggested that only counts of groups with radio-collars 
should be used with the Lincoln-Petersen estimator (Russell 
et al. 1996, Patterson et al. 2004) whereas other studies have 
included caribou from groups without radio-collars (Nagy 
and Johnson 2006). In the current paper, we have included 
the groups without radio-collars in the Lincoln-Petersen 
calculations. The Lincoln-Petersen mark-recapture estimator 
was questioned by Rivest et al. (1998), as both population 
estimates and variance estimates are likely to be negatively 
biased.  Rivest et al. (1998) proposed an alternate way of 
estimating missed caribou groups and an alternate way of 
estimating population size and variance from post-calving 
surveys.  These methods are statistically more complex but 
have been increasingly adopted in Alaska (Harper 2013) and 
Québec (V. Brodeur, 2016, Government of Québec, personal 
communication), where the Rivest methods were developed. 
   After an attempted post-calving survey of the Bluenose-
East (BE) herd in July 2009 failed due to poor weather and 
insufficient aggregation in portions of the herd, both calving 
and post-calving surveys of this herd were planned for 2010.  
Declines had been documented in this herd and neighbouring 
herds between 2000 and 2006 (Adamczewski et al. 2009). 
Attempting both surveys increased the likelihood of securing 
an up-to-date population estimate, and allowed for a side-by-
side comparison of the 2 survey methods. 
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In the past, calving ground surveys were used for the 

Bluenose herd in the 1980s (e.g., 1983, Latour et al. 1986), 
followed by post-calving surveys for this herd in 1986, 
198and 1992 (e.g., McLean and Russell 1992). Satellite 
radio-collaring studies initiated in the late 1990s then showed 
that the Bluenose herd was composed of 3 herds with 
individual calving grounds, one of them being the BE herd, 
and the other 2, the Bluenose-West and Cape Bathurst herds 
(Nagy et al. 2005). Dedicated post-calving surveys for the 
BE herd began in 2000 (Patterson et al. 2004). 
   A modified June calving photo-survey and a post-calving 
survey were carried out in 1993 on the George River herd in 
Québec/Labrador (Couturier et al. 1996) and produced 
similar population estimates. Our objectives in this paper are 
to compare results of the 2 BE 2010 surveys, to assess their 
strengths and limitations, and to assess their suitability for 
management. An earlier version of these results was 
documented in a government report (Adamczewski et al. 
2014). In this paper we consider all ≥1-year-old caribou in 
June or July to be adults; however we note that our re-
examination of the extrapolation  calculations of Heard 
(1985) and Heard and Williams (1990) indicates that those 
calculations omit the yearlings and these estimates are 
effectively for ≥2-year-old caribou. We used both the earlier 
(A) and the more recent (B) extrapolation calculations for the 
BE June 2010 survey data. 
Management context of calving and post-calving surveys 

in the NT 

   Although this paper is primarily focused on caribou survey 
methods, we provide some context on the management 
significance of the population estimates these surveys 
generate. Migratory barren-ground caribou herds have long 
been known to vary widely in abundance over time scales of 
decades (Zalatan et al. 2006; Bergerud et al. 2008; Beaulieu 
2012) and have been of enormous significance to Aboriginal 
cultures in the Canadian north for thousands of years 
(Gordon 2008; Beaulieu 2012). Management plans for herds 
like the BE recognize these long-term fluctuations and tie 
management strategies for harvest, predators and land use to 
herd size, trend and other indicators. A plan called “Taking 

Care of Caribou” finalized in 2014 (ACCWM 2014) includes 

the BE herd and defines 4 colour phases for this herd as red 
(low herd size, ≤20,000), green (high herd size, ≥60,000), 

yellow (intermediate herd size, 20,000–60,000, and 
increasing) and orange (intermediate herd size, 20,000-
60,000, and declining).  
   After the 2010 BE surveys described here, further calving 
photo surveys in 2013 and 2015 documented a rapid decline 
(Boulanger et al. 2014, 2016) with the extrapolated estimate  
 

 
of ≥2-year-old caribou in 2015 at 38,592 ± 4,733 (95% CI) 
and a near 50% loss of breeding females in just 2 years 
(Boulanger et al. 2016). These results, in combination with 
other indicators and Aboriginal Traditional Knowledge, have  
resulted in the herd being designated as in the orange 
declining phase, and led to a series of formal hearings in the 
NT and NU on management actions in 2016 for this herd, 
including severe reductions in harvest (e.g., WRRB 2016). 
Although many sources of knowledge are considered in 
management, the herd’s size and trend, as defined by photo 

surveys every 2-3 years, are key sources of information.  
   Because of the importance of population estimates for 
barren-ground caribou management, the GNWT has since 
2006 monitored 5 neighbouring herds (including the BE) 
every 3 years via photographic surveys to ensure that size 
and trend are adequately known. An assessment of preferable 
frequency of population surveys focused on trend and ability 
to detect change either by sequential t-tests or regression 
analysis, with an average Coefficient of Variation (CV) on 
breeding female estimates of 15%, and suggested that 
surveys every 3 years were appropriate for herds at low 
numbers (Boulanger 2011). Heard and Williams (1990) 
carried out an equivalent assessment and reached similar 
conclusions. Considerable effort has gone into increasing the 
precision of NT post-calving surveys through increased 
numbers of caribou radio-collars (e.g., Nagy and Johnson 
2006; Rettie 2008) and optimal allocation of survey efforts 
has been used to increase precision of calving photo survey 
methods (e.g., Boulanger et al. 2014, 2016). The comparison 
described here for the BE herd was carried out to assess the 
comparability of the 2 survey methods with respect to 
estimates of adult caribou and adequacy of precision, using 
as a benchmark a CV of 20% or less (Pollock et al. 1990). 
True herd size in 2010 was not known and thus the accuracy 
of both surveys cannot be assessed directly. However, 
similar herd estimates from 2 very different survey methods 
in which a high proportion of the counted caribou is from 
high-resolution photos should provide some assurance that 
the methods are basically sound and can be used for 
management as described in the ACCWM (2014) plan for 
this herd. 
 

MATERIAL AND METHODS 
Calving photo-survey in June 2010 

June reconnaissance survey and radio-collars 

   The study area was defined based on previous surveys of 
this herd’s calving ground, local knowledge, and locations of 

43 radio-collared cows and 4 radio-collared bulls in June 
2010 (Figure 1). All radio-collars had either satellite (Argos) 
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transmitters and VHF (Very High Frequency) transmitters or 
GPS (Global Positioning System) satellite and VHF 
transmitters, with the satellite or GPS radio-collars 
programmed to provide at least 1 daily location at this time  
of year. Radio-collars were a number of models from 
Telonics, Inc. (Mesa, Arizona). These sources showed that 
the main cow-calf concentrations were consistently found in 
the Rae and Richardson valleys west of Kugluktuk, bounded 
in the west by Bluenose Lake (Figure 1).    
   Reconnaissance flying by 2 Cessna Caravan fixed-wing 
aircraft based in Kugluktuk was carried out on June 3, 5, 6, 
and 7 over the calving ground and nearby areas of the BE 
herd.  The purpose of the initial flying was to map higher and 
lower densities of caribou, and to assess whether these areas 
had mostly breeding cows or non-breeding cows, yearlings 
and bulls.  Flight lines were spaced at 10-km intervals in a 
north-south direction; survey elevation averaged 120 m 
above ground, and  survey  speeds  averaged 150-160 
km/hour,  providing ground  coverage of  approximately 8%.  

Two observers and a recorder on each side of the aircraft 
recorded approximate abundance of caribou seen within a 
400-m strip on either side of the plane.   The presence of 
cows with calves, hard-antlered cows, bulls, yearlings, and 
non-breeding cows was recorded. Precise classification from 
fixed-wing aircraft was not practical, hence was estimated 
separately from a composition count later in the survey.  
   Observations from the reconnaissance flights were mapped 
in 10-km segments as densities of adult caribou: more than 
10/km2 was high; 1.0-9.9/km2 was medium; and 0.1-0.9/km2 

was low. In some segments no caribou were seen. 
Composition of caribou in 10-km segments was mapped 
using the following classes: 
(1)   Cows with calves — if at least 1 newborn calf was seen 
or if hard-antlered cows were seen. Hard-antlered cows were 
considered breeding cows that had either calved recently or 
were about to calve, and had not yet dropped their antlers; 
(2)  Non-antlered cows — if antlerless cows were seen, but 
no calves or hard-antlered cows;                               
 

Figure 1. Reconnaissance flying over the Bluenose-East herd’s calving ground and nearby areas at 10-km intervals on 
June 3, 5, 6, and 7, 2010. Radio-collar locations from 43 cows (yellow triangles) and 4 bulls (red triangles) for June 6 
were also used to define the survey area. 
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(3)  Non-breeding caribou — if cows without hard antlers 
and yearlings were seen; non-breeding cows may have small 
new antlers in velvet in June; 
(4)   Bulls — if bulls were seen; 
(5) Mixed non-breeders — if non-breeding cows, yearlings 
and bulls were seen. 
In the periphery of the study area, few caribou were seen and 
composition was sometimes recorded as unknown. 
   In addition to the 47 (43 cows and 4 bulls) known BE radio-
collared caribou during the June and July 2010 surveys, 
within the range of the BE herd, 1 radio-collared cow from 
the Bathurst herd (eastern neighbour of the BE herd) died in 
mid-June 2010 north of the main BE calving area. Two radio-
collared caribou from the Bluenose-West herd (western 
neighbour of the BE herd) were within the summer range of 
the BE herd in 2010. One of these was briefly east of 
Bluenose Lake in June and early July and then returned to 
spend the rest of the summer well west of Bluenose Lake in 
Bluenose-West summer range. A second radio-collared cow 
that calved on the Bluenose-West calving ground in 2009 
was within the BE summer range in June and July 2010, and 
in June 2011. Low rates of exchange of radio-collared cows 
between neighbouring herds in NT/NU and elsewhere have 
been known for many years (Adamczewski et al. 2009; 
Boulanger et al. 2011; Davison et al. 2014). These 3 radio-
collared caribou were considered as falling within this 
normal low rate of exchange and were not considered further 
in estimating population size. 
   The reconnaissance flights in early June 2010 confirmed 
previous information about the distribution of cows, calves 
and bulls in this herd , as we found very few cows with young 
calves or hard-antlered cows east of the Coppermine River. 
Bulls, yearlings and non-breeding cows were observed 
consistently in this area. A few lines were flown further east 
to ensure spatial separation from Bathurst caribou. 
June 2010 survey strata, photos, and strip transect counts 

   Reconnaissance flying was used to define 6 survey strata 
including 1 high-density stratum (Figure 2) and 1 medium-
density stratum with mostly cow-calf caribou, 2 visual low-
density strata with mostly cow-calf caribou (north and 
northwest), and 2 strata flown visually with low-medium 
densities and mostly bulls, yearlings and non-breeding cows 
(east and south). The south stratum was extended south by 
10 km further than the initial reconnaissance flight lines due 
to the densities of caribou seen at the southern ends of the 
lines during the reconnaissance flights.      
   An optimal-allocation algorithm was used to determine the 
number of transect lines and coverage for each of the 6 strata, 
depending on stratum size and densities of caribou               
seen    during    the    reconnaissance    flights.       Following  

 
recommendations by Gunn et al. (2005), a minimum of 10 
transect lines were used for each stratum to reduce variance. 
Consistent with previous surveys of this type, the high and 
medium strata were re-flown on June 8 and 9 with a 
Commander aircraft (Geographic Air Survey Ltd., 
Edmonton) at an elevation of approximately 610 m taking 
continuous photo-transects to provide ground coverage of 
31.3% and 16.8% in the high and medium strata (Figure 2). 
A total of 7,000 photos were taken. These 2 strata are referred 
to as photo strata in the remainder of the paper, and the other 
4 strata are referred to as visual strata. 
   The other 4 strata were re-flown on June 8 and 9 with strip-
transect methods with ground coverage varying from 14.2% 
to 28.2%. Survey lines were flown at an elevation of 120 m 
and an average survey speed of 150 km/hour, with 2 
observers and a recorder on each side of the aircraft. Wing 
struts were marked to define a strip of 400 m on the ground 
at 120 m above ground on either side of the aircraft, using 
methods originally described by Norton-Griffiths (1978), 
and followed by previous calving photo-surveys (e.g., Gunn 
et al. 2005; Nishi et al. 2007). 
   Caribou at least 1 year old were counted on the aerial 
photos by an experienced consultant (P. Roy) who had 
counted caribou on this type of aerial photo for several 
previous calving photo-surveys of the Bathurst herd (Gunn 
et al. 2005; Nishi et al. 2007) and the Qamanirjuaq herd 
(Campbell et al. 2010). The caribou counted on photos could 
not be classified as cows, yearlings or bulls, only as ≥1-year-
old caribou. Newborn calves were not counted as they could 
not always be seen if hidden by larger caribou or if bedded. 
In this paper, we use the term “adult” caribou for any ≥1-
year-old caribou in June or July. In the 4 visual strata, adult 
caribou seen by any of the 4 observers were recorded. 
June 2010 composition survey 

   A composition survey was carried out June 8-12 to sample 
multiple caribou groups in each of the survey strata (Figure 
3). The classification was carried out primarily from the 
ground with a telescope and tripod to minimize disturbance 
to caribou, with a helicopter used to fly from 1 group of 
caribou to the next. Caribou were classified as described by 
Gunn et al. (2005) and Nishi et al. (2007) as newborn calves, 
cows, yearlings, and bulls. Cows were further classified into 
the following categories: (1) antlered cows with a distended 
udder; (2) antlerless cows with a distended udder; (3) 
antlered cows without a distended  udder; and  (4)  antlerless  
cows without a distended udder. The first 2 categories of 
cows corresponded to breeding cows based on the distended 
udder, and the third, to breeding cows that likely had lost 
their calves. The fourth category consisted of non-breeding 
females  characterized  by the absence  of  a distended udder  
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and usually by the presence of new dark antler growth. 
Yearlings were distinguished based on their relatively small 
body size and short heads. Bulls were identified based on 
their reproductive organs, size and relatively large antlers in 
velvet. 
Fall 2009 composition survey 

   To extrapolate from the estimated number of breeding 
females on the calving grounds to overall herd size, an 
estimate of herd sex ratio has been used from the fall rut in 
late October, as it is the one time of year when all sex and 
age classes are mixed (Heard 1985; Gunn et al. 2005; Nishi 
et al. 2007). A composition survey was carried out on 
October 19 and 20, 2009 on the BE range. The survey area 
was defined primarily by the locations of 31 radio-collared 
BE caribou. In addition, a fixed-wing reconnaissance survey 
was flown on October 16, 2009 to verify that substantial 
densities of caribou were associated with the concentrations 
of radio-collared caribou.   Caribou were classified from the  

 
front seat of a helicopter as bulls, cows, and calves of the 
year.  A total of 4,531 caribou in 79 groups were classified. 
Post-calving photo-survey in July 2010 

Field methods and photo counts 

Reconnaissance flights over the BE summer range were 
carried out June 29 to July 4, to gain an overall sense of 
caribou distribution and composition of caribou groups 
(cows with calves, non-breeding cows, bulls and yearlings; 
Figure 4). The survey area was defined based on past July 
surveys of this herd and based on the locations of 47 radio-
radio-collared caribou at the beginning of July. One survey 
crew was in a Helio-Courier equipped with Telonics RA-
2AK dual antennae and an ATS receiver (Advanced 
Telemetry Systems Inc.) and the other survey crew was in a 
Cessna 185 equipped with Telonics RA-2AK dual antennae 
and  a  Telonics  TR-5  Scanning-Receiver   (Telonics, Inc.),  
 

Figure 2. Survey strata, flight lines and coverage for the Bluenose-East June 2010 calving photo-survey. The high-
density and medium-density strata were flown with the Commander photo-plane and the 4 strata outlined in purple 
were re-flown visually, with the area coverage as shown for each stratum. 
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with all flights based in Kugluktuk, Nunavut. After the initial 
reconnaissance flights, the 2 aircraft were used to check daily 
on radio-collared caribou and caribou associated with them, 
except during poor weather. Locations of all radio-collared 
caribou were received from a satellite link daily in the 
mornings and used to plan the day’s flying. Exact locations 

of radio-collared caribou were found by homing in on their 
VHF signals. 
   Overall, caribou groups made up mostly of cows with 
young calves were found west of Kugluktuk in the Rae and 
Richardson valleys and these areas had the largest abundance 
of caribou. Mostly cow-calf groups were also found in lower 
densities north to the mainland coast (Figure 4). Bulls, 
yearlings, and non-breeding cows were primarily east of the 
Coppermine River and south-southeast of Kugluktuk, with a 
substantial area separating these groups from the cow-calf 
groups. 

 

   When caribou were seen to be forming groups of hundreds 
or thousands suitable for photography, every effort was made 
to account for all radio-collared caribou and caribou 
associated with them in the area, independently of group size. 
Caribou groups found without radio-collars were also 
photographed, and GPS locations of all groups were 
recorded. Multiple passes of either single photos of entire 
groups or multiple series of overlapping photos to cover 
larger aggregations were taken.  Survey elevation was 
adjusted as needed. Photos were taken by 24 megapixel 
Nikon D3X cameras set for maximum resolution, through an 
open window of the Cessna 185 or through a “shooting 

window” on the left side of the Helio-Courier. VHF signals 
from the 47 radio-collars were monitored on all flights and 
the presence of individual radio-collared caribou was 
double-checked to properly identify them in the 
photographed groups. 

 

Figure 3: Locations (white triangles) and helicopter flight path (black lines) of caribou groups classified June 8 - 12, 
2010 on or near the calving grounds of the Bluenose-East caribou herd. 
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   At the end of each day when photos were taken, the photos 
were downloaded and reviewed on laptop computers, and the 
best images were chosen for each group of caribou. Digital 
images were imported into the desktop mapping program Ozi 
Explorer (© D & L Software Ltd.) and converted to map files. 
Caribou on these images were then marked one after the 
other by placing a waypoint for each adult caribou. This 
method was developed by biologist J. Nagy and described in 
his survey reports (e.g., Nagy and Johnson 2006). All ≥1-
year-old caribou were counted. Calves of the year were not 
counted as they could not be reliably identified under or 
behind larger caribou, particularly in more closely 
aggregated groups. 
   Caribou on each photo were counted at minimum by 2 of 
the authors independently (HS-C and JA). A third person 
independently counted a sub-set of the photos as a further 
check. On most photos, agreement among counters was close,  
 
 

 
with variation of totals well below 1 % (e.g., totals of 915 
caribou vs. 918 caribou for a single photo). On a few photos 
of larger, tightly aggregated groups taken from higher 
elevations, the 2 authors who previously counted all the 
photos together counted the photos again to arrive at a final 
total. 
Estimation of herd size and variance using Lincoln-

Petersen estimator  

   White and Garrott (1990) augmented the Lincoln-Peterson 
Index to apply to radio-collared animals, a method that has 
been used in other post-calving surveys (Russell et al. 1996; 
Patterson et al. 2004; Nagy and Johnson 2006) to estimate 
population size. The formula is: 
 

N = ((M+1)(C+1)/(R+1))-1 

Where:  
N = estimate of population size during the census; 
 
 

 

Figure 4: Initial reconnaissance flights at 10-km intervals at start of July 2010 Bluenose-East caribou post-calving 
survey June 29 – July 4, 2010. Radio-collar locations are from 43 cows and 4 bulls on July 1. 
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M = number of radio-collared caribou present in the herd 
(including all radio-collars known to be active during the 
survey); 
C = number of caribou in all aggregations observed during 
the survey; 
R = number of radio-collared caribou observed in these 
aggregations during the survey. 
The 95% confidence interval for the estimate is calculated as: 
 

N= 1.96√(Var(N)) 

Where:  
Var(N) = (M+1)(C+1)(M-R)(C-R)/((R+1)2 (R+2)) 

 
These calculations were applied to the results of the July 
2010 BE post-calving survey. 
Estimation of herd size and variance using Rivest 

estimator 

   This section provides a basic summary of the Rivest 
approach; readers who want a more detailed statistical 
treatment are encouraged to read Rivest et al. (1998). All 
calculations were conducted using the R-package (R 
Development Core Team 2009) entitled “caribou” (Crépeau 

et al. 2012). The Rivest estimator considers the sampling of 
post-calving aggregations as a 2-phase sampling process. 
The first phase involves the initial radio-collaring of caribou 
and how the radio-collared caribou are distributed within the 
herd during the post-calving period. For this estimator, it is 
assumed that n radio-collared caribou are randomly 
distributed into m groups during the post-calving period.  
Given that radio-collared caribou are used to estimate 
detectability of groups, the Rivest estimator does not use data 
for groups of caribou that do not contain radio-collared 
caribou. 
   The second phase of sampling involves the actual aerial 
search for groups. For this phase, various models are 
proposed as to how the radio-collared caribou represent the 
groups, and how the radio-collared caribou and associated 
groups are detected. Each model is summarized below. 
 (1) The homogeneity model — this model assumes that 
caribou groups (with radio-collared caribou in the groups) 
are missed as a completely random event that is independent 
of the number of radio-collared caribou in the group or other 
factors. Each group will have the same probability of being 
detected by the aerial survey. 
(2) The independence model — this model assumes that each 
radio-collared caribou in the group has the same independent 
probability of being detected and thus the overall probability  
 
 

 
of detecting a group increases as a function of the number of 
radio-collared caribou in the group. The assumption here is 
that the radio-collared caribou are independent so that a 
simple probability model can be applied to detection of the 
group. 
(3) The threshold model — this model assumes that all 
groups with more than a threshold level of radio-collared 
caribou (symbolized by B) have a detection probability of 1. 
For example, it might be that, once more than 3 radio-
collared caribou occur in a group, the group will always be 
detected whereas groups with 1 or 2 radio-collars are not 
always detected. For this model, all groups with 3 or more 
radio-collared caribou are assigned a detection probability of 
1, and detection probability is estimated for groups with 1 or 
2 radio-collars. 
   Each of these models can potentially describe detection 
probability variation in the data set. As part of the estimation 
procedure, a log-likelihood score is produced and the model 
with the highest log-likelihood is considered to best fit the 
data. 
   The estimate of herd size is then basically the summation 
of each group size divided by the probability of the observed 
group having at least 1 radio-collared animal included in it, 
and divided by the probability of the group being detected. 
The probability of having at least 1 radio-collared caribou is 
a function of the group size detection probabilities (which is 
associated with the underlying detection model described 
previously), the total group size of caribou counted relative 
to total herd size, and the overall number of radio-collars 
employed in sampling. It is through an iterative likelihood-
based optimization procedure that each of these parameters 
is estimated to produce estimates of herd size. 
   An assumption of this method is that the radio-collared 
caribou are randomly distributed among the separate caribou 
groups that are photographed. This assumption can be tested 
by assessing the number of radio-collared caribou relative to 
group sizes that are counted. It is possible to test this 
assumption using a test for over-dispersion of the Poisson 
probability distribution. Over-dispersion applies to a case 
when non-independence of radio-collared caribou produces 
a distribution of radio-collared caribou relative to group sizes 
that is different from that if the caribou were randomly 
distributed. If over-dispersion occurs then both estimates of 
population size and variance from the Rivest estimator will 
be negatively biased (Rivest et al. 1998). 
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RESULTS 

Calving photo-survey in June 2010 

Reconnaissance survey June 3-7 

   Caribou observations recorded during the reconnaissance 
flights of June 3, 5, 6 and 7, 2010 were mapped   as  squares 
along the flight lines, with each square representing a 10-km 
segment, and darker red squares representing higher 
densities (Figure 5a). High (>10/km2) and medium (1.0 - 
9.9/km2) adult caribou densities were generally west, 
southwest, south, and southeast of Kugluktuk, with lower 
densities in more peripheral areas. One high-density stratum, 
1 medium-density stratum, and 4 low-density strata were 
defined based on the reconnaissance flights (Table 1).  
    The composition of caribou groups seen in 10-km 
segments was similarly mapped (Figure 5b). Cows with 
calves and hard-antlered cows were largely clustered in an 
elongated area in the Rae and Richardson valleys west of 
Kugluktuk. Further south and east in the survey area, non-
breeding caribou predominated, with non-breeding cows and 
yearlings closer to the main cow-calf distribution and bulls 
in more peripheral areas south and southeast of Kugluktuk.   
Caribou counted on photos and in visual strata 

   Overall, the high and medium density strata were 
photographed and contained 77.3% of the 28,478 adult 
caribou counted in the 6 survey strata, and a similar 76.1% 
of the adult caribou estimated for the entire survey area 
(Table 2).  These 2 photographed strata also had the highest 
densities of adult caribou (10.5 and 8.2/km2). The east and 
south visual strata had somewhat lower densities (3.7 and 
3.9/km2) and added proportionately to the overall total of 
caribou. The north and northwest visual strata had relatively 
low caribou densities (0.9 and 1.5/km2).    
    

 
 
 
 

 
   
 Observations during the initial reconnaissance flights, along 
with composition recorded during June 8-12 indicated that 
the peak of calving likely occurred during June 6-9 with  
more than 50% of breeding cows observed after these dates 
having a calf at heel. 
Caribou composition in June 2010 survey strata 

   The proportion of breeding females among adult caribou 
was below 50% in the high stratum, indicating a high number 
of non-breeding cows and yearlings (Table 3). The medium 
stratum, by contrast, had a much higher proportion of 
breeding females (77.0%) and relatively few yearlings. The 
calf:cow ratios for breeding females were high in the high 
and  medium  strata  (86.0  and  81.2  calves:100 cows),  but  
because of the  large densities of non-breeding  cows in  the  
high stratum, the calf:cow ratio was much lower (49.6 
calves:100 cows) when all cows were included, and 
somewhat lower (66.2:100) in the medium stratum. The 
proportions of breeding cows and estimates of adult caribou 
in each stratum were used to derive an estimate of 51,757 (± 
11,092) breeding cows for the survey area. 
Fall 2009 Bluenose-East composition survey and sex ratio 

   A total of 79 caribou groups and 4,531 caribou, including 
calves of the year, were classified in October 19 - 20, 2009 
(Fig.  6, Table 4).   This resulted in   estimates   of 46 
calves:100 cows (± 3.5) and 42.9 bulls:100 cows (± 3.4). At 
the time of the survey, there were 31 active radio-collars in 
the BE herd, of which 30 were within or near the survey area. 
There were also 4 radio-collars from the neighbouring 
Bathurst herd to the north (Figure 6) but no caribou groups 
were classified among these radio-collared caribou.  

Table 1. Transect sampling and size of strata for Bluenose-East June 2010 calving photo-survey. 
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Figure 5a. Densities of adult caribou observed during June 2010 Bluenose-East caribou survey during reconnaissance 
flights, June 3, 5, 6 and 7. No caribou were seen in white squares and increasing densities are shown as lighter or darker 
pink squares, with the highest densities of >10 caribou /km2 in red. Squares represent 10-km segments along flight lines. 

 

 

Figure 5b. Composition of Bluenose-East caribou groups during reconnaissance flights, June 3, 5, 6 and 7, 2010. The 
main cow-calf concentrations were light green squares, bull only areas were dark green and other types of caribou are as 
shown in the legend.  Squares represent 10-km segments along flight lines. 
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Table 2.  Adult caribou estimates by stratum from Bluenose-East June 2010 calving photo-survey. SE = Standard Error; 
CV = Coefficient of Variation. 
 

Table 3. June composition survey results and calculated stratum totals, ratios and variance from Bluenose-East June 2010 
calving photo-survey. SE = Standard Error; CV = Coefficient of Variation. 
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Figure 6. Composition survey flown October 19 and 20, 2009 in the range of the Bluenose-East caribou herd.  Bluenose-
East radio-collar locations are black dots and Bathurst radio-collar locations are blue dots.  Composition of caribou groups 
near Bathurst radio-collars was not used for this survey. 

Table 4. Composition survey results from October 19 and 20, 2009 for the Bluenose-East caribou herd. Ratios are shown ± 
95% Confidence Interval.  
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Estimated population size and proportions of cows, bulls 

and yearlings from June survey 
   The direct estimate of adult caribou from the June 2010 BE 
calving photo-survey included the total estimated number of 
≥1-year-old caribou from the survey area of 114,472 ± 
15,845 (95% Confidence Interval). The estimated number of 
breeding females, 51,757 ± 11,092, was divided by the 
proportion of cows in the herd (0.70, from bull:cow ratio of 
42.9:100) from the fall 2009 composition survey and by 
0.702 as the pregnancy rate for ≥1-year-old cows in the 
breeding season, resulting in an extrapolated estimate of 
105,326 ± 40,984 ≥2-year-old caribou (Table 5, 
extrapolation A). The 0.702 pregnancy rate is based on an 
overall pregnancy rate of 285/406 from Dauphiné (1976, 
Table 14) for Qamanirjuaq ≥1-year-old cows in the breeding 
season in the 1960s. We note that Heard (1985) used a 
pregnancy rate of 0.72 based on the same source, which may 
have been a rounding error. We also used the more recent 
extrapolation method from Campbell et al. (2016), which 
included the estimated total of all ≥2-year-old cows in the 
survey area, divided by the same proportion of cows in the 
herd of 0.70 from the fall 2009 composition survey. This 
resulted in a second extrapolated estimate of 120,880 ± 
13,398 ≥2-year-old caribou (Table 5, extrapolation B).      
   We used the totals of adult caribou from Table 2 for each 
stratum multiplied by the proportions of cows, bulls, and 
yearlings in Table 3 to estimate the total numbers of these 3 
sex and age classes in the survey area in each stratum (Table 
6).  Cows made up 84,603 of the 114,472 adult caribou 
(73.9%) estimated for the survey area, and yearlings (13.2%) 
and bulls (12.9%) made up the remainder. If the yearlings are 
presumed to be divided equally among males and females 
(50:50 sex ratio), then the estimated totals overall of adult 
females and males were 92,174 (80.5%) and 22,298 (19.5%). 
This is equivalent to a ratio of 24.2 bulls:100 cows. 
Post-calving survey in July 2010 

Radio-collared caribou and photography of aggregated 

caribou 

   The movements of radio-collared caribou varied 
considerably in July. The main concentration of radio-
collared cows in cow-calf groups was initially just east of 
Bluenose Lake (Figure 4) and later was concentrated further 
east and south (Figure 7). Caribou were concentrated in 3 
sectors at the time photos were taken in July: bulls, yearlings 
and non-breeding cows were primarily in a southern sector 
east of the Coppermine River, most of the cow-calf groups 
and radio-collared cows were in a main sector west of 
Kugluktuk, and some smaller densities of cow-calf groups 
were in a northern sector. Aggregation of caribou suitable for 
photography generally did  not last more than a day,  and on  

some occasions changing weather meant that groups were 
tightly clustered for only a few hours. Caribou in the northern 
sector were the least likely to aggregate; caribou with and 
without radio-collars in this area tended to remain scattered 
except for the one day when photos were taken. Caribou in 
the southern sector were more likely to aggregate, which 
resulted in 2 separate sets of photos. 
Caribou counted on photos from July survey 

   A total of 40 groups of caribou and 92,481 adult caribou 
were counted on photos from the July 2010 BE post-calving 
survey (Table 7). Two-thirds of these were in the main sector 
that had 30 radio-collars, with the remainder found about 
equally in the southern and northern sectors. The number of 
radio-collared caribou varied substantially among groups. 
There were 22 groups with radio-collars and 18 without 
radio-collars. Groups without radio-collared caribou were 
mainly between 1,000 and 2,000, with one group of 3,870 
caribou. Groups with radio-collared caribou ranged from 
1,000 to 11,652. Photos were taken on July 6, 9 and 12; over 
this time we monitored collared caribou locations daily and 
found no mixing between the main, northern and southern 
sectors. 
   In the northern sector, the largest group photographed had 
3 radio-collars and 5,999 caribou, but there was also a group 
of nearly 3,870 with a single radio-collar. In the main sector, 
the larger groups generally had multiple radio-collars. In the 
southern sector on July 6, the largest group was 11,461 
caribou with just 1 radio-collar, and another group of 4,080 
also had only a single radio-collar.  Figure 8 shows a small 
group of cows and calves from the July 2010 survey.  
   The 2 sets of photos of the southern sector resulted in 2 
different counts. On July 6, 6 of 7 radio-collared caribou 
were found, 9 groups were photographed, and 16,917 adult 
caribou were counted on photos. On July 12, 7 of 7 radio-
collared caribou were found, 4 groups were photographed, 
and 11,342 adult caribou were counted. We used the higher 
July 6 caribou count in the calculations of herd size. We 
assumed that the second set of photos was lower because the 
caribou had in the meantime formed different groups that 
resulted in a few thousand caribou without radio-collars that 
were not found on July 12. 
   Of the 47 radio-collared BE caribou in the survey area in 
July 2010, 44 were accounted for at the time of photos taken 
on July 6, 9 and 12. The other 3 were active GPS-satellite or 
satellite radio-collars. We assumed that these 3 radio-
collared caribou and any caribou associated with them were 
in the survey area, given daily and changing GPS locations. 
However, although searched for when photos were taken in 
the area, they were not found at the time of taking photos due 
to erratic signals of VHF transmitters. 
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Table 5. Estimated number of breeding females and extrapolated population estimates (≥2-year-old caribou) for the 
Bluenose-East herd in June 2010.  Extrapolation A used the estimate of breeding females divided by a sex ratio (42.9 
bulls:100 cows, or proportion of females among adult population of 0.70) from an October 2009 Bluenose-East fall 
composition survey, and divided by 0.702 from an estimate of 70.2% pregnancy among ≥1-year-old cows in the breeding 
season in the herd (Dauphiné 1976). Extrapolation B used the total estimated number of cows on the June survey area divided 
by the proportion of females of 0.70. SE = Standard Error, CV = Coefficient of Variation, CI = 95% Confidence Interval. 
 

 

Table 6.  Estimated totals of cows, bulls and yearlings in each stratum, based on estimates of adult caribou in each stratum 
(from Table 2) and composition (from Table 3). 
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Figure 7. Locations of main, northern and southern sectors of caribou photographed during July 2010 post-calving survey 
of the Bluenose-East herd. Radio-collar locations are from July 10. 

Figure 8. Small group of caribou cows and calves photographed during July 2010 post-calving survey of the Bluenose-
East herd. Photo: B. Tracz, Environment and Natural Resources, Government of Northwest Territories. 
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Estimated herd size and variance with Lincoln-Petersen 

and Rivest estimators 

   An estimate of 98,646 ± 13,965 (95% CI) ≥1-year-old 
caribou in the BE herd in 2010 was derived using the 
Lincoln-Petersen estimator. For the Rivest estimator, only 
data for groups that had at least 1 radio-collared caribou were 
used. In general, numbers of radio-collared caribou increased 
with group size (Figure 9), although 3 groups greater than 
4,000 had just one radio-collar.  
  A suite of detection models was applied to the post-calving 
data set. As an initial step, a test for randomness of the 
distribution of radio-collars in each caribou group was 
conducted using the independence, homogeneity, and 
threshold models (Table 8). In all cases, the null hypothesis 
of randomness was not rejected, suggesting that this 
assumption was reasonable for the BE 2010 data set. 
   The independence, homogeneity, and threshold models 
with thresholds of radio-collared caribou ranging from 2 to 5 
were run and compared using log-likelihood scores. A 
threshold model that assumed that groups of caribou that had 
5 or more radio-collars (B=5) had a detection probability of 
1 had the highest likelihood score (2.415; Table 9). This 
model  indicated that  groups with a radio-collar sample size  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

of < 5 had a detection probability of 0.91. A homogeneity 
model had a very similar likelihood (2.412) and in this case 
each group had a probability of 0.94 of being detected. A 
threshold model with B=2 radio-collars also had a very 
similar likelihood (2.409). The estimates and confidence 
intervals from these 3 models were very similar (122,697 ± 
31,756; 120,495 ± 30,720; and 121,702 ± 31,231) with 
acceptable levels of precision (CV<14% for all estimates). 
The independence model had a lower likelihood but the 
estimate was only marginally higher at 127,101 ± 35,389. 
The probability of detection in this case corresponds to the 
individual radio-collared caribou and therefore the 
probability of detecting a group depended on the number of 
radio-collared caribou in the group. For this model the 
probability of detecting a group with one radio-collar was 
0.83 and the probabilities of detecting a group having 3 or 
more radio-collars were very close to 1 (0.99). 

DISCUSSION 
Population estimates for the Bluenose-East herd from 

June 2010 calving photo-survey 

   The BE June 2010 calving photo-survey resulted in 3 
estimates of herd size. An estimate of 114,472 ± 15,845 ≥1-
year-old caribou resulted from counts of the 6  survey strata,  

Table 7. Groups of caribou, radio-collars, and caribou counted on photos from July 2010 Bluenose-East post-calving survey. 
 
 



22 
 

ADAMCZEWSKI et al. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
including the photographed strata that accounted for about 
76% of all caribou counted. The first extrapolated estimate 
(A) of 105,326 ± 40,984 caribou was an estimate of ≥2-year- 
old caribou, based on further review detailed below, and was 
lower primarily because of the omission of yearlings in the 
extrapolation. The second extrapolated estimate (B) of 
120,880 ± 13,398 was also an estimate of ≥2-year-old 
caribou. We suspect that all 3 of these estimates slightly 
under-estimated true herd size (all ≥1-year-old caribou).   
   The calving photo-survey was designed to provide a 
precise estimate of the abundance of breeding females on a 
herd’s calving grounds (Heard 1985; Gunn et al. 2005; 
Boulanger et al. 2014). These surveys were initially carried 
out in the 1980s without radio-collared caribou (e.g., Beverly 
herd, Heard and Jackson 1990; Williams 1995), relying on 
the predictable return of pregnant cows to previous calving 
grounds. For the objective of assessing herd status, it could 
be argued that assessment of breeding female abundance is 
as valuable as an estimate of overall herd size. The use of a 
detailed composition survey in June allows for an in-depth 
assessment of herd demography (e.g., the proportion of 
breeding females on the calving ground and spatial or 
temporal variation in composition). The breeding female 
sector of the herd will generally be relatively stable over time 
and less influenced by annual variation in productivity; the 
annual increment of yearlings can vary widely from year to 
year (e.g., Boulanger et al. 2011).  For the BE June 2010 
survey, the first for this herd, the 43 radio-collared cows and 
4 radio-collared bulls and extensive reconnaissance flying 
allowed us to map and survey the breeding cows on the 
calving grounds as planned, with good precision (CV of 
9.3%).  
   The extrapolated estimate (A) of 105,326 ± 40,984 caribou 
should be considered a conservative herd estimate as it 
effectively is an estimate of ≥2-year-old adults. Yearlings are 
not included in the extrapolation because the pregnancy rate 
for yearlings (which would be 5-months-old during the 
previous fall breeding season) is effectively zero, as caribou  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
calves almost never breed in their first year and rarely as 
yearlings (Dauphiné 1976; Thomas and Kiliaan 1998). Mean 
pregnancy rate for extrapolated estimates of herd size has 
been estimated by the ratio of caribou that are pregnant 
divided by caribou that are capable of being pregnant (0.702, 
Dauphiné 1976), and yearlings are almost never pregnant. If 
the proportion of yearlings present in the population were 
known, then the extrapolated herd estimate could be adjusted 
to include yearlings. 
   Heard (1985) and Heard and Williams (1990) recognized 
that an estimate of herd size extrapolated from the estimate 
of breeding cows using sex ratio and pregnancy rate was a 
“rough estimate” of overall herd size. Our results confirm 
their assertion.  Some biologists  showed little confidence in 
this method as an overall estimator of herd size (Rivest et al. 
1998; Thomas 1998) because of the assumptions associated 
with the extrapolation of the breeding female estimate to 
total herd size, and the sometimes large variance of these 
estimates. The use of a fall sex ratio and an estimate of 
pregnancy rate in the extrapolation can lead to imprecise 
herd estimates and inflates variances around the extrapolated 
estimates when compared to the estimate of breeding females. 
As a percentage of the estimate, the 95% CI on the 
extrapolated estimate (A) of ≥2-year-old caribou was 38.9%, 
compared to 21.4% on the estimate of breeding females,   
17.8% on the estimate of 1-year-old or older caribou on the 
June survey area, and 25.9% on the best Rivest estimate from 
the post-calving survey. 
   The estimation of sex ratio from 1 or more recent fall 
composition counts is preferable in the extrapolation to using 
a fixed sex ratio of 66 bulls:100 cows as initially used by 
Heard and Williams (1990, 1991); the sex ratio clearly can 
vary and was much lower in the BE herd in 2009 (42.9:100) 
than in the increasing herds surveyed by Heard and Williams 
in the 1980s.  A further BE herd  fall  composition survey in 
October 2013 resulted in a similar bull:cow ratio of 42.6 
bulls:100 cows based on a sample of 117 groups and 5,369 
caribou  (Boulanger et al. 2014),  suggesting  the  2009-2013  
 

Table 8. Tests for randomness of radio-collared caribou relative to group sizes from Bluenose-East July 2010 post-
calving survey. 
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Table 9. Estimates of Bluenose-East adult caribou herd size in July 2010, based on detection models from Rivest estimation, 
ranked by log-likelihood. The Lincoln-Petersen estimate is given for comparison. 
 
 
 

Figure 9. Number of caribou counted in individual groups as a function of the number of radio-collared 
caribou in each group, for Bluenose-East July 2010 post-calving survey. 
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herd’s sex ratio was relatively constant over that period and 
that this ratio could be used reliably in the extrapolation. 
   The use of a fixed pregnancy rate in the extrapolation 
introduces potential error as pregnancy rates vary depending 
on cow condition (Gerhart et al. 1997; Russell et al. 1998). 
Pregnancy rates in hunter-killed Beverly caribou averaged 
75.7% in ≥1-year-old females (605 of 800) from 1981 to 
1987, a rate that can be compared directly to Dauphiné’s 

(1976) 70% (285 of 406) for ≥1-year-old cows.  Annual 
pregnancy rates in ≥4-year-old cows during this period in 
Beverly caribou ranged from 78 to 98% (Thomas and Kiliaan 
1998). Pregnancy rate in ≥2-year-old cows in the George 
River herd varied over a similar range from 90-91% during 
the herd’s increase to 78-80%  near peak herd size and 69-
77 % during its early decline (Bergerud et al. 2008). These 
estimates provide an index to the degree to which use of a 
constant pregnancy rate of 70% for ≥1-year-old cows based 
on Dauphiné (1976) might bias the extrapolation. A potential 
improvement in the extrapolation to account for non-
breeding females would be the use of an estimate of 
pregnancy rate in the surveyed herd’s females in the winter 

before  the June  survey,   either from  hunter-killed  caribou 
(e.g., Thomas and Kiliaan 1998) or from fecal samples 
assayed for progesterone (e.g., Joly et al. 2015).  
   The revised (B) extrapolation approach to accounting for 
breeding and non-breeding females on the calving ground 
survey area was first used by Campbell et al. (2016); it may 
be a preferable approach to extrapolation than the earlier 
method (A) that uses ratios  for both pregnancy rate  and sex  
ratio. This approach uses the estimated totals of breeding and 
non-breeding females on the June survey area directly, and 
there is no calculation based on pregnancy rate. A correction 
based on sex ratio is still applied, and this extrapolation still 
omits the yearlings. This approach assumes that all ≥2-year-
old cows (that are potential breeders) are within the June 
survey area; this assumption is more likely to be valid if there 
is an adequate number of radio-collared cows available and 
found within the survey area in June.  Therefore, the 
reliability of this estimate will depend on whether survey 
strata included all breeding as well as non-breeding cows.  In 
June 2010, 41 of 43 BE radio-collared cows were within the 
survey area, with the remaining 2 radio-collared cows found 
in peripheral areas with very low caribou densities.  
   The estimate of 114,472 ± 15,845 adults on the June survey 
area is based on sample counts of the full survey area, and 
76% of the estimated numbers of adults were from the 2 
photographed strata.  We believe that we defined and 
surveyed a high proportion  of the non-breeding  cows, bulls  
 
 

 
and yearlings in the herd, most of them in the south and east 
strata that had very few cows with calves.  The survey area 
included 45 of 47 radio-collared caribou in the herd, with the 
other 2 radio-collared caribou in areas with very low 
densities of caribou. However, the reconnaissance and 
composition survey results suggest that our survey area did 
not take in all the bulls, yearlings or non-breeding cows, 
particularly at the southern edge of the survey area. The 
bull:cow ratio calculated from June counts of strata and the 
composition survey was 24.2 bulls:100 cows, well below the 
42.9 bull:100 cows estimated in October 2009 for this herd. 
The strata-based estimate of 114,472 ≥1-year-old caribou 
should be viewed with caution as an unknown proportion of 
the bulls, particularly, was missed. 
   Our June 2010 survey outcome suggests that a modified 
June photo-survey for barren-ground caribou that includes 
all herd sectors may be feasible, provided that there are 
adequate numbers of radio-collared cows and bulls, and if 
both the calving grounds and areas with non-breeding 
caribou can be comprehensively defined and surveyed. This 
could, however, be logistically challenging as the “trailing 

edge” of bulls, yearlings and non-breeding cows in early 
June may cover a large area with low caribou densities that 
extends south of the tree-line. 
Population estimates for the Bluenose-East herd from 

July 2010 post-calving photo-survey 

   As with the June survey, the July 2010 BE caribou survey 
resulted in 2 population estimates: 122,697 ± 31,756 ≥1-
year-old caribou from the best model of the Rivest estimator 
and 98,646 ± 13,965 ≥1-year-old caribou from the Lincoln-
Petersen estimator. All the estimates from the Rivest models  
(Table 9) were similar (120,495-127,841) and had similar 
confidence intervals. 
   The estimate of 122,697 ± 31,756 from the Rivest 
estimator is the preferred population estimate of the 2 from 
the July 2010 BE post-calving survey, as the Lincoln-
Petersen estimate most likely under-estimates herd size  and 
produces an unrealistically low estimate of variance (Rivest 
et al. 1998). A fundamental assumption of the Lincoln-
Petersen estimator is that all radio-collared caribou have 
equal probability of detection, and that each radio-collared 
caribou will be a random representation of all caribou, so that 
the recapture rate of the radio-collared caribou will reflect 
the true proportion of the population sampled. This 
assumption is problematic given that the number of radio-
collared caribou is very small compared to herd size, and 
often larger groups have more radio-collars than smaller 
groups.   The   survey  is  built  around  flying  to  the  radio- 
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collared caribou, thus groups with no radio-collars are less 
likely to be found.  On the BE 2010 survey, all radio-collars   
were searched for when photos were being taken, but the 3 
radio-collars that were not found at the time of photography 
had erratic signals that did not allow us to home in on them. 
We had daily GPS or Argos locations for these 3 radio-
collars, which indicated that they were active and moving, 
thus were part of the sample of radio-collars available. We 
found that VHF transmitters, particularly on older radio-
collars, may sometimes be erratic. Thus some groups, 
particularly those with no radio-collars or a single radio-
collar, may have lower detection rates than others. Analysis 
of detection probabilities for the current post-calving survey 
suggested that groups with several radio-collars were more 
likely to be detected than groups with a single radio-collar.  
Some ad-hoc methods have been proposed to account for 
bias issues with the Lincoln-Petersen estimator (Russell et al. 
1996), however, these are subjective and often result in the 
loss of data from smaller group sizes (Rivest et al. 1998). 
   The homogeneity, independence and 5 threshold Rivest 
models produced similar estimates between 120,495 and 
127,841, similar log-likelihood scores and similar 95% CIs; 
thus, there is little clear rationale to select one model over the 
others. In practice, it is very likely that a group  with 2 or  
more radio-collars with  functioning GPS/Argos and VHF 
transmitters would be found during a post-calving survey 
with good conditions and herd-wide aggregation. In 
attempted post-calving surveys of this herd in 2009 and 2012, 
conditions did arise where a portion of the herd, with 
associated radio-collars, did not aggregate sufficiently for 
photos and prevented a viable herd estimate.   The results we 
obtained for caribou in the southern sector where the bulls, 
yearlings and non-breeding cows were also concentrated in 
July suggest that the number of radio-collars was somewhat 
low in this area, and that some caribou may have been missed. 
When photos were taken on July 6 in this area, 16,917 
caribou in 9 groups were photographed and 6 of 7 radio-
collars were found. Six days later, all 7 radio-collared 
caribou in this area were found but the total number of 
caribou counted (11,342) in 4 groups was more than 5,000 
caribou lower. The groups found on the 2 days were quite 
different in size and radio-collar distribution, thus it is 
possible that several thousand caribou on July 12 had no 
radio-collars and were not found. As we noted for the June 
survey, there were just 4 radio-collared bulls (all in the 
southern sector, along with 3 radio-collared cows) during the 
July survey of this herd, compared to 43 radio-collared cows.  
 
 
 

 
A larger number of radio-collared bulls in closer proportion 
to the herd’s bull:cow ratio would improve confidence in the  
population estimate from possible future post-calving 
surveys of this herd. 
   Post-calving survey methods with adequate cow and bull 
radio-collar numbers can result in estimates of overall herd 
size that include all the age classes (≥1-year-old) of the 
caribou population. The Rivest estimator can produce robust 
population estimates provided radio-collar sample sizes are 
adequate (Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2011; 
Harper 2013). Analysis of post-calving surveys of the 
Western Arctic Herd with 90-100 radio-collared caribou 
indicated that the Rivest estimates were generally very 
similar to the totals counted on photos, suggesting that the 
herd had effectively been censused or counted almost 
entirely (Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2011; Harper 
2013). The biggest challenge of the post-calving survey 
method remains the possibility of caribou not aggregating 
sufficiently for photos due to poor weather conditions. As 
has happened with other herds, issues with portions of the 
herd not aggregating resulted in unsuccessful post-calving 
surveys of the BE herd in 2001, 2009, and 2012, and created 
challenges in BE surveys flown in 2000, 2005, and 2006.  

MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 
   The preferred population estimate for the BE caribou herd 
in   2010   from   July of   122,697 ±   31,756    adults     had 
overlapping confidence intervals with the June strata-based 
survey estimate of 114,472 ± 15,845 adults, and differed by 
6.7% of the post-calving estimate. The alternate extrapolated 
estimate (B) of 120,880 ± 13,398 ≥2-year-old caribou 
basedon strata-based estimates of all cows divided by the sex 
ratio was very similar to the Rivest July estimate. Because 
we suspect that the June strata-based estimate of 114,472 ≥1-
year-old caribou slightly under-estimated the bulls, yearlings 
and non-breeding cows in the herd, we suggest that the July 
estimate of 122,697 adult caribou is likely closest to the true 
population size (≥1-year-old caribou) for the BE herd in  
2010. This estimate had a CV of 13.2%, an acceptable 
variance below Pollock et al.’s (1990) 20% benchmark, and 

the other Rivest models all generated very similar herd 
estimates. The biggest problem in using the post-calving 
survey for this herd has been the lack of herd-wide 
aggregation that has occurred in several attempted surveys of 
this herd; attempted surveys in 2001 (Patterson et al. 2004), 
and in 2009 and 2012 in the present authors’ experience 

resulted in failed surveys and no population estimate.    
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   The estimate of breeding females from the June survey had 
a CV of 9.3% and the estimate of ≥1-year-old caribou in the 
June survey area had a CV of 6.0%, both of which should be 
acceptable for management purposes. Heard and Williams 
(1990) and Boulanger et al. (2011) emphasized the 
importance of size and trend in the breeding female sector of 
the herd to its dynamics. The extrapolated estimates of ≥2-
year-old caribou remain rough estimates of herd size, as 
described by Heard (1985). The more recent approach to the 
extrapolation (B) developed by Campbell et al. (2016) uses 
only one ratio calculation and results in a lower variance than 
the earlier extrapolation (A) which uses 2 ratios. The BE 
2010 estimate from this method of 120,880 was within 1.5% 
of the post-calving estimate of 122,697 and this approach 
may be preferable for June surveys where there are adequate 
radio-collar numbers to define the full distribution of all 
cows.  
   The June and July 1993 surveys of the George River herd 
by Couturier et al. (1996) differed somewhat from the 
methods and calculations we used, but the June and July 
1993 George River population estimates showed good 
agreement. Statistically, this is a sample size of just 2 
comparisons, and true herd size was not known in either case. 
However, the correspondence of the 2 pairs of estimates 
suggests that both survey methods are fundamentally sound, 
if carried out with adequate radio-collar numbers, field 
techniques that emphasize high precision, and appropriate 
analyses. Management recommendations about harvest or 
other factors (e.g., WRRB 2016) are generally based on a 
range in herd sizes and take other factors like trend and key 
demographic indicators into account (PCMB 2010; 
ACCWM 2014). In the case of the BE herd in 2010, the 
management plan (ACCWM 2014) would have identified 
the herd as in the green “high numbers” phase based on all 

the estimates generated from the June and July 2010 surveys. 
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ABSTRACT 
 

Previous modeling of barren-ground caribou demographics and harvest for the Bathurst 

and Bluenose-East herds was carried out under a limited range of demographic scenarios 

to evaluate the likely consequences of varying levels and sex ratio of harvest. The modeling 

in this report was carried out to assess risk associated with harvest in a wider range of 

conditions, to generate more general results that could be applicable to multiple herds 

varying in size and trend. A deterministic model was used with a caribou herd of 100,000 

with low, moderate and high calf productivity and low, moderate and high levels of adult 

survival. Harvest levels modeled ranged from 0-8,000, and sex ratio of the harvest varied 

from 0-100% cows. Time-steps of three and six years were used to match the frequency of 

recent Government of the Northwest Territories population surveys of most caribou herds. 

With low adult survival, herd trend is likely to be negative and a substantial harvest would 

increase the risk of greater decline. Herds with high survival and high calf productivity can 

tolerate substantial harvest levels. Power to detect declines within three years was limited 

to larger scale (>31%) declines in herd size. Bull-cow ratios were sensitive to male and 

female harvest levels with increases in bull-cow ratios when female harvest was higher. 

Case studies of the Bathurst and Bluenose-East herds using the most recent demographic 

information suggest that harvest should be very conservative, given herd size, trend and 

relatively low cow survival in these herds. Recommended harvest should be re-assessed 

frequently because a herd’s productivity and survival rates can change quickly. Results of 

the harvest modeling were used to develop approaches to recommending harvest level and 

sex ratio based on herd risk status, including a simple rule of thumb approach. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

In the wake of declines in all barren-ground caribou herds monitored by the Government of 

the Northwest Territories (GNWT) in the early 2000s, harvest management was 

recommended by co-management boards and implemented for the Cape Bathurst, 

Bluenose-West and Bathurst herds (Adamczewski et al. 2009, Boulanger et al. 2011). 

Population modeling was carried out in 2009-2010 to assess acceptable hunter harvest 

(number and sex ratio) for the Bathurst herd compatible with providing the herd a strong 

opportunity to recover (see Boulanger and Adamczewski 2015 and Boulanger et al. 2011). 

 

Long-term management planning for these herds, the Bluenose-East herd (e.g. ACCWM 

2014), and for the Beverly and Qamanirijuaq herds is either completed or underway. 

Management recommendations for harvest for multiple herds at various population sizes 

and trends will be needed. The purpose of this paper is to demonstrate a modeling process 

that can be used to estimate the risk of harvest for a population based upon its relative size 

and trend. The modeling is intended to provide guidelines that could be used by co-

management boards or governments to complement harvest management strategies 

developed through co-management processes. The modeling does not address harvest 

allocation. We also recognize that harvest recommendations and herd-based plans will 

reflect other criteria, knowledge and views, in addition to biological considerations.  
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Figure 1. Relative levels of risk as a function of population trend and size. 
 

It is important to remember that other factors that influence caribou, such as weather in all 

seasons, predation, and cumulative effects of development, will continue to affect each 

herd. In addition, barren-ground caribou herds have long been known to fluctuate widely 

in numbers over time (Zalatan et al. 2006, Bergerud et al. 2008). Caribou harvest 

management will need to be flexible and adaptive to shifting conditions for each herd. 
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METHODS 
 

The underlying model used for simulations was similar to the demographic model used for 

the Bathurst and Bluenose-East herds (Boulanger and Adamczewski 2015, Boulanger et al. 

2011, Boulanger 2016 In Prep.). Because this was a deterministic model, no variation was 

simulated in model parameters.  

 

This model attempts to define the relative risk to a herd of various harvest strategies as 

evaluated at three and six years. This approach is meant to emulate the management 

process where harvest levels are initially set based upon herd size with usually less 

knowledge about population trend. Therefore, managers often are faced with only knowing 

one of the axes in Figure 1 when setting harvest levels. However, if surveys are conducted 

at three year intervals then it should be possible to re-evaluate trend and population size. 

Therefore, simulations are tailored to ask what risk category a herd would be at three years 

after a harvest regime is imposed. 

 

Selection of Input Parameters 
Parameters were selected to span the most commonly observed values in caribou herds. 

Model parameters were based upon ranges of adult survival (Figure 2) and levels of 

productivity (as indicated by calf-cow ratios) (Figure 3) observed for various caribou 

herds. Adult female survival is directly related to herd trend (Figure 2) so adult survival 

rates also dictated overall herd trend with smaller scale changes dictated by productivity 

levels. 
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Figure 2. Empirical relationship between caribou adult cow survival rates and population 
rate of change (courtesy of Don Russell, coordinator, CARMA Network, personal 
communication). 
 

 

Figure 3. Ranges of spring (March-April) calf-cow ratios for the Bathurst herd (1985-2012) 
and Bluenose-East (2007-12) caribou herds. 
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of adult females that gave birth to calves on the calving ground in the previous year. The 

actual measure that is available for productivity is calf-cow ratios recorded in late winter at 

about ten months of age and therefore an initial step of modeling was to calibrate 

productivity values so that they spanned the observed range of calf cow ratios. This was 

done by adjusting calf survival values (which vary more than fecundity) to produce calf-

cow ratios that ranged from 0.2-0.5 (Figure 3). We note that calf-cow ratios were relatively 

unaffected by adult female survival values (Figure 4), with a slight tendency for higher 

values if adult female survival was lower. 

 

 

Figure 4. Productivity values with corresponding calf-cow ratios. Various values of adult 
survival (Saf) are given. Other parameters are listed in Table 1. 
 

Other parameter values were based upon relationships from the OLS model analysis of the 

Bathurst herd (Boulanger et al. 2011) (Table 1). Namely, yearling survival was set equal to 
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survival. The initial bull-cow ratio was set at 0.43 which was the average value of estimated 
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re-considered for herds that have actual demographic parameter estimates since they 

assume demography that is similar to the Bathurst herd (a declining herd) and the 

Bluenose-East herd (the bull-cow ratio). 

 

One point that is important to note is that productivity is partially influenced by adult 

female survival given that higher survival of adult females means that more calves will be 

produced in a given year. For example, for simulations the initial number of adult females 

(out of the herd size of 100,000) was 69,930. The actual number that produced calves was 

determined by the product of adult survival and fecundity. Thus higher adult survival 

values resulted in higher numbers of breeding females (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Initial parameterization of simulations. Productivity was the product of calf 
survival and fecundity. Initial breeding females was the product of initial cows (69,930 
*adult survival* fecundity). Asymptotic λ values for females and calf cow ratios are also 
given.  

Survival 
Scenario 

Productivity 
 

Survival 
 

   Fecundity 
 

Initial Female Trend CC* 
ratios 

 

  Cow Bull Calf Yearling  Breed 
F N* 

λ Spring Fall 

Low 0.14 0.77 0.62 0.16 0.77 0.85 45,769 0.83 0.21 0.40 

  0.26 0.77 0.62 0.30 0.77 0.85 45,769 0.87 0.32 0.46 

  0.38 0.77 0.62 0.45 0.77 0.85 45,769 0.90 0.40 0.50 

  0.51 0.77 0.62 0.60 0.77 0.85 45,769 0.94 0.47 0.52 

Moderate 0.14 0.85 0.68 0.16 0.85 0.85 50,524 0.91 0.20 0.38 

  0.26 0.85 0.68 0.30 0.85 0.85 50,524 0.95 0.30 0.45 

  0.38 0.85 0.68 0.45 0.85 0.85 50,524 0.99 0.38 0.49 

  0.51 0.85 0.68 0.60 0.85 0.85 50,524 1.02 0.45 0.51 

High 0.14 0.90 0.73 0.16 0.90 0.85 53,496 0.96 0.19 0.38 

  0.26 0.90 0.73 0.30 0.90 0.85 53,496 1.00 0.29 0.44 

  0.38 0.90 0.73 0.45 0.90 0.85 53,496 1.04 0.37 0.48 

  0.51 0.90 0.73 0.60 0.90 0.85 53,496 1.08 0.43 0.51 

*Breed F N = Breeding Female Number; CC = Calf: Cow  

 

The combinations of productivity and adult survival resulted in asymptotic λ values for the 

female segment of the population ranging from 0.83-1.08 which corresponded to an annual 

17% decrease up to an 8% increase respectively (Figure 5). At low cow survival rates 

(0.77), the expected population trend was negative at all levels of productivity. 
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Figure 5. Trend in female population size as a function of productivity and adult female 
survival. 
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Table 2. Thresholds of risk as a function of trend and population size.  
 

  

Population Size (thousands) 

Lambda 
% 

change <30 30-60 60-90 
90-
120 >120 

>1.1 >10% 5 4 3 2 1 

1.02-1.09 2-9% 10 8 6 4 2 

0.98-1.02 
-2 to 
+2% 15 12 9 6 3 

0.9-0.98 -10 to -2 20 16 12 8 4 

<0.9 <-10% 25 20 15 10 5 

 

In the context of Table 2, risk levels associated with green and yellow were considered 

acceptable, risk zones of orange were considered to be of concern, and risk zones of red 

and black as not acceptable (warranting strong consideration of harvest restriction). 

 

Case Studies for Bluenose-East and Bathurst Herds 
The simulations conducted assumed a starting herd size of 100,000 caribou as a 

benchmark. We also ran a set of simulations that were tailored to the Bluenose-East and 

Bathurst herds to further illustrate the application of the generic harvest model across two 

different combinations of herd size and trend. 
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RESULTS 
 

The relative risk of various harvest strategies was evaluated graphically with harvest levels 

as the x-axis and percent cows as the y-axis at three years (Figure 6) and at six years 

(Figure 7). Figures 6 and 7 present a wide range of outcomes specific to combinations of 

cow survival rate, calf productivity, harvest levels and harvest sex ratio. These graphs can 

also be viewed in a simpler manner: graphs with substantial amounts of green and yellow 

represent situations with relatively little risk of significant decline, while graphs with 

substantial red or black represent situations with a high risk of serious decline. 

 

Included were results with zero harvest which corresponded to the farthest left cells on 

each plot. The relative amount of harvest pressure increased with increasing x-axis values 

but also with increasing y-axis values since the harvest would include more females. When 

evaluated at three years, it can be seen that the highest risk categories corresponded to the 

low survival and low productivity (0.14-0.25); herds with these conditions would be 

declining with zero harvest. In most other scenarios risk was moderate to low. However, 

this result was potentially misleading since a decreasing population would only have three 

years to decrease therefore the longer-term risks of various harvest strategies may not be 

as evident. If the same simulations are evaluated at six years then risk levels become higher 

for all of the low survival scenarios, for the medium survival scenarios if productivity 

<0.25, and for the high survival scenarios if productivity ≤0.14) (Figure 7). This result 

highlights the need for frequent re-evaluation of harvest strategies at three year intervals 

especially if the initial harvest strategy places a herd into a higher risk category.  

 

In general, the lowest risk situations were herds with high adult survival and high calf 

productivity; these herds could tolerate substantial harvest levels, including cow harvest. 

These conditions were last seen in the Northwest Territories caribou herds in the early 

1980s. In herds with low adult survival, a declining trend was expected with no harvest, 

thus any significant harvest would increase the risk of rapid decline. 
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One question that would be related to adaptive management is whether the effects of 

different harvest strategies could be detected within three years. Power analyses (Figure 8) 

were also evaluated graphically to explore this question. In Figure 8, red or green cells 

indicate that a negative or positive change would be detected in breeding female estimates. 

It can be seen that decreases would be detectable for the low survival scenario regardless 

of harvest when productivity was low (<0.25) and at higher harvest levels when 

productivity was higher. Declines would only be detectable at higher harvest levels in the 

medium and high survival scenarios when productivity was low.  
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Productivity Low survival Medium survival High survival 

0.14 
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CC=0.20 
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0.38 
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Figure 6. Relative risk of various harvest strategies when evaluated at three years. Risk 
categories are defined in Table 2. 

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

%
 C

ow
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

Harvest

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

  Risk: Extreme  
High 

Moderate  
Low   

Minimal 



 

13 

Productivity Low survival Medium survival High survival 

0.14 
Spring 
CC=0.20 

   
0.25 
Spring 
CC=0.30 

   
0.38 
Spring 
CC=0.38 

   
0.51 
Spring 
CC=0.44 

   

 
Figure 7. Relative risk of various harvest strategies when evaluated at six years. Risk 
categories are defined in Table 2. 
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Productivity Low survival Medium survival High survival 
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Figure 8. Power to detect change at three years based on various harvest levels. Red 
denotes that a negative trend was detected (at least 31% decline) whereas orange would 
be a non-detectable decline, yellow a non-detectable increase and green a detectable 
increase of at least 31%. 
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One important indicator of herd status is the bull-cow ratio which can signal a depletion of 

bulls when harvest is strongly bull-oriented. In general bull-cow ratios should remain high 

enough to ensure that breeding success is not reduced. However, naïve interpretation of 

bull-cow ratios can be misleading given that a ratio can also increase if the cow population 

size is decreasing relative to bulls (due to cow harvest or other factors). Figure 9 displays 

simulation results in terms of bull-cow ratios with higher risk indicated by red and black 

cells. Moderate and lower risks are indicated by orange and yellow whereas minimal risk 

(an increase in bull-cow ratio) is indicated by green. A grey cell indicates an increase in 

bull-cow ratio compared to the initial value that was partially due to a decrease in cow 

population size. In this case, an increasing bull-cow ratio would be misleading. From this it 

can be seen that higher bull harvest caused extreme risk (black cells) in scenarios where 

productivity is <=0.38. Grey areas (decreasing cows relative to males) could occur at higher 

harvest levels when the majority of the harvest is cows. In general, if productivity is above 

0.38 then moderate harvest of bulls results in acceptable risk in terms of bull-cow ratios. 
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Figure 9. Bull-cow ratios after three years. Grey areas indicate higher bull-cow ratios that 
are partially due to declining cows and therefore should be interpreted cautiously. A value 
of 0.43 means a bull:cow ratio of 43 bulls: 100 cows. 
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The results of these simulations can be used to gauge relative levels of risk associated with 

harvest levels assuming an initial population size of 100,000 adult caribou. A relevant 

question is how risk varies with population size and proportion of the population 

harvested. We plotted the proportion of the adult herd harvested as a function of herd size 

after three years of simulations (Figure 10). From this it can be seen that overall risk is 

related to herd size with larger proportions of harvest acceptable when herd size is larger. 

However, it can be also seen that factors such as overall trend, and the proportion of 

females harvested will also influence risk. In fact, in the case of the simulations, herd size 

and trend are correlated at year three since only simulations with negative trends would 

cause a reduced total herd size. Harvest rates greater than 5% are only likely to be 

acceptable when a herd is large and has high survival and productivity. A good knowledge 

of a herd’s demographics is essential in defining acceptable harvest recommendations. 

 

Figure 10. Proportion of herd harvested versus herd size at year three of simulations. 
Colors correspond to risk categories (Table 2). 
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(Boulanger and Adamczewski 2015, Boulanger 2016 In prep.). We therefore applied the 

results of recent studies for these herds to the harvest model to assess relative risk of herd 

at assumed harvest levels. We used estimates of demographic parameters from recent 

analyses conducted as part of the Bathurst 2012 survey (Boulanger et al. 2014a) and 

Bluenose East 2013 survey (Boulanger et al. 2014b). A summary of demographic estimates 

is given in Table 3. 

Table 3. Indicators for Bathurst and Bluenose-East herds from analyses conducted from 
the 2012 Bathurst and 2013 Bluenose-East calving ground surveys (Boulanger et al. 2014a, 
Boulanger et al. 2014b). 
Indicator Herd 

 Bathurst (2009-12) Bluenose-East (2010-13) 
Adult female survival 0.78 0.75 (harvest of 2,600 

assumed) 
Adult male survival  0.71 0.62 (harvest of 1,400 

assumed) 
Productivity 0.38 0.26 
Herd size 2012: 34,690 (CI=24,934-

44,445) 
2013: 68,295 (CI=40,655-

62,849) 
Population trend  0.99 (CI=0.86-1.08) 0.87 (CI=0.85-0.91) 
Last Bull-cow ratio 2012: 0.57 (CI=0.51-0.64) 2013: 0.426 (CI=0.39-0.46) 
Annual harvest  <1,000 2,800-4,000 
Proportion females 
harvested 

0-40% 65% 

Approximate proportion N 
harvested 

1%* 4-6% 

*Reported harvest for Bathurst has been <300/year but there is uncertainty as to true 
harvest due to overlap with Bluenose-East on winter range. A harvest of 300 is assumed 
here. Reported Bluenose-East harvest since 2010 has averaged 2,800/year but may be 
under-reported. A harvest of 2,800-4,000 is assumed here. 

 

The population size and trend for the Bathurst herd puts it in the orange “moderate risk” 

category (box 12 in Table 2) mainly because the overall trend appears to be stable. The 

Bluenose-East herd also is placed into the orange (box 12) mainly because of the steep rate 

of decline even though the population size is still substantially larger than in the Bathurst 

herd. In both herds it is likely that substantial harvest will increase risk of serious decline.  
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The low levels of survival for the Bathurst and Bluenose-East put them into the lower 

survival scenario simulations (Table 1) with productivity at 0.38 for the Bathurst and 

productivity close to 0.26 for the Bluenose-East. We re-ran the harvest model with starting 

population sizes, bull survival rates and bull-cow ratios that were based on the 2012 

(Bathurst) and 2013 (Bluenose-East) calving ground survey and evaluated the results 

based upon the low survival (0.77)-productivity=0.38 scenario for the Bathurst and low-

survival-productivity=0.26 scenario for the Bluenose-East. The boxes predicting herd 

status for each herd at three years, power to detect change in three years, and bull-cow 

ratios are shown in Figure 11. 

 

For both herds the majority of simulation outcomes result in a red risk category across 

most scenarios. If there is no harvest or harvest is low (<1,000) then the Bluenose-East 

remains in the orange category. This suggests that if lower survival levels continue the herd 

status will go into the red from the orange zone given likely harvest levels (Table 2). This is 

because of the low estimated survival values for both herds. For the Bathurst, levels of 

harvest of 2,000 or more result in the highest risk category (black) further demonstrating 

that this herd cannot tolerate significant harvest given its relatively low size. For Bluenose 

East, high harvest levels (>7,000) could also put the herd in the black zone given the 

relatively low level of productivity. In both cases power to detect decline in three years is 

high. For the Bluenose-East, bull-cow ratios will be reduced especially if bull harvest is 

high. If cow harvest is high (100%) and harvest is greater than 4,000 then bull-cow ratios 

could increase due to reduction in cow population size compared to bull population size 

(grey squares). 

 

Interpretation of bull-cow ratios is more challenging given that bull-cow ratios were high 

(0.57) in 2012 for the Bathurst herd which placed it in the green zone in Figure 9. In this 

case, reduction of bull-cow ratios would not cause a significant risk to the herd since this 

level suggests there are a high proportion of bulls in the herd relative to cows. However, 

simulation results suggest that given the estimated ratios of bull and cow survival rates it is 
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possible that the bull-cow ratio could increase (grey squares) under current levels of 

productivity (0.38) which would be partially due to female mortality. This is explained 

further in the Bathurst 2012 survey report (Boulanger et al. 2014b). Note that this effect 

becomes more pronounced if there is any female harvest mortality. Therefore, we suggest 

that any changes in bull-cow ratio for this herd be interpreted cautiously and in unison 

with other indicators. 
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Indicator Bathurst 
Low survival (0.77) 
Productivity=0.38 

Bluenose-East 
Low survival (0.77) 
Productivity=0.26 

Herd status in three years 
(Figure 7). 
Using initial N as starting point. 
 
Orange indicates moderate risk 
(Table 2)  
 
Red indicates a high risk  
 
Black indicates extreme risk.   
Power to detect change at three 
years (Figure 8) 
 
Red indicates that decline would 
be detectable. 

  
Bull-cow ratios after three years 
(Figure 9) 
 
Grey indicates cows declining.   
 
Green indicates high (>0.43) b/c 
ratio 
 
Red: bc=0.23-0.33 
 
Black: bc<0.23  

 

Figure 11. Herd indicators from harvest simulations as applied to the Bathurst and 
Bluenose-East herds with starting herd sizes and bull-cow ratios as listed in Table 3. 
Evaluations would occur at three years after population surveys assuming constant survival 
and productivity rates. Survival and productivity scenarios are detailed in Table 2. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

The results of these simulations illustrate how survival and productivity need to be 

considered when evaluating the risk of various harvest strategies. Demographic analyses of 

the Bathurst and Bluenose-East herds indicate lower natural survival rates suggesting that 

herds are declining even without harvest pressure (Boulanger et al. 2014a, b). Therefore, 

assessment of additional risk of decline due to harvest pressure is required given that a 

constant harvest on a declining population can accelerate population declines (Boulanger 

et al. 2011). 

 

Adult survival rates determine the relative robustness of the herd to harvest and other 

perturbations whereas productivity ensures replacement of caribou. Monitoring of 

survival, productivity, and population size are therefore essential elements in sound 

population management. Even if collar sample sizes are low, it is still possible to estimate 

relative survival rates using the OLS model as has been done with the Bathurst and 

Bluenose-East herds. If survival estimates are not available, then consideration of relative 

trend and levels of productivity may give an indication of survival. The following sequence 

of steps could be used to initially assess likely survival values. 

1. What is the trend of the herd? 
2. What was the level of productivity in the previous years? 
3. Given levels of productivity—is trend due to survival or productivity? 
a. If it is productivity then trend will most likely be less steep 
b. If it is survival then trend will be steeper 
4. Divide harvest/female N—what proportion is being harvested? 

  

These simulations are a simplification of herd dynamics in that they assume that 

demographic parameters are constant across individuals and time (White 2000). In reality, 

all demographic parameters vary and therefore the most appropriate way to view the 

future trajectory of a population as influenced by harvest is as a range of outcomes or 

probabilities of different target harvest levels (Boulanger and Adamczewski 2015, 

Boulanger et al. 2011, Boulanger 2013 In Prep.). The best use of the simulation results in 
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this paper is to define general areas of higher risk. For example, simulations show that if 

productivity is low then only low to moderate harvest is acceptable to ensure that longer-

term risk to the herd is minimized. 

 

The simulations in this report assume that initial bull-cow ratios were similar to the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-East herds in recent years. The eventual bull-cow ratios at three 

and six year intervals were then influenced by bull and cow survival and relative levels of 

recruitment into the bull and cow segments of the herd, which would be related to 

productivity level. If initial bull-cow ratios were higher then it would be expected that a 

higher level of bull harvest might be possible. We note certain cases where increasing bull-

cow ratios may be due to a decreasing cow population size and therefore naïve 

interpretation of ratios may be misleading. We suspect that a declining female segment of 

the population may be one reason for the increase of bull-cow ratios with the Bathurst herd 

(Boulanger et al. 2014a). 

 

The initial herd size of 100,000 was based upon an average level of herd size to allow 

generalization of model results. However, when possible, a more exact analysis specific to a 

herd under particular conditions that considers variation in demography may be needed to 

assess risk of harvest. Harvest levels should always be considered in relation to overall 

herd size given that a harvest level of 5,000 will impact a herd of 25,000 very differently 

than a herd of 100,000 or a herd of 350,000 (Bathurst herd in 1990s). If bull-cow ratios and 

related demographic parameters are available, then simulations that are more tailored to 

individual herds should be pursued, as detailed in the Bathurst and Bluenose-East case 

studies. Deterministic simulations such as those documented in this paper could be useful 

to assess risk of harvest levels. Unlike stochastic simulations, deterministic simulations can 

be run very quickly and the methods presented in this manuscript should provide an 

intuitive way to interpret results. Stochastic simulations would provide the best 

assessment of risk with focused harvest strategies given that variation in demographic 

parameters would be considered. Consideration of stochastic variation would be most 
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meaningful when herd size is smaller (<50,000 caribou) in which case temporal and 

demographic variation may have a larger impact on herd status compared to larger herd 

sizes. 

 

The case studies of the Bluenose-East and Bathurst highlight one of the most important 

messages of this exercise which is that caribou demographics are likely to be temporally 

dynamic and therefore assessment of risk due to harvest or due to estimated survival rates 

should be undertaken frequently. 
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APPENDIX A: HARVEST RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BARREN-GROUND CARIBOU 
BASED ON HERD RISK STATUS: A RULE OF THUMB APPROACH 

 

Background 
The Advisory Committee for the Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM)’s 

management plan for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West and Bluenose-East caribou herds 

(ACCWM 2014) identifies an approach to hunter harvest management that assumes each 

herd will cycle between high and low numbers. Four colored zones are defined for each 

herd as (a) low (red), (b) decreasing (orange), (c) increasing (yellow), or high (green). 

Thresholds for transitions between these zones are defined based on the range of 

estimated herd sizes for the three herds, and harvest recommendations are proposed 

based on which zone the herd is in. 

 

This approach is intuitive and pragmatic. However, there are two potential issues with this 

approach: (1) herds do not always cycle predictably, and (2) at best, reliable population 

estimates for the three herds only extend back to the late 1980s. Consequently, the basis 

for defining historic high and low levels and the associated thresholds between zones may 

sometimes be limited1. The Department of Environment and Natural Resources (ENR) has 

developed additional “rules of thumb” approach to help in defining harvest 

recommendations based on a herd’s risk status, particularly its size and trend. This 

approach should be complementary to the type of recommendations on harvest in the 

ACCWM plan (2014) or other management plans. Harvest recommendations are meant to 

be revisited as new information on a given herd’s risk status becomes available. The rule of 

thumb approach described here was based in large part of the general harvest modeling 

described in the main body of this report. 

                                                             
1 The Fortymile herd in Alaska/Yukon numbered an estimated 568,000 in 1920, then declined rapidly and between 1940 
and 1990 (50 years) remained between about 6,000 and 50,000 (Valkenburg et al. 1994). Bergerud et al. (2008) re-
constructed approximate numbers of the George River (GR) herd in Labrador/Quebec from various sources and 
concluded that the herd reached high numbers around 1800, 1890, and 1990. Between 1890 and 1950, the GR herd was 
thought to have had two smaller peaks in numbers in about 1910 and 1925, with successively lower low numbers around 
1900, 1920 and then 1940-1950. What constitutes a “high” and “low” herd size is less easily defined under these 
conditions. 
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Harvest Management Context in the Northwest Territories 
In the Northwest Territories (NWT), management of barren-ground caribou harvest is a 

shared responsibility between governments, co-management boards and communities. 

Recommendations and decisions about caribou harvest should in part reflect biological 

realities; that is, what the herd can tolerate. Management plans may also define varying 

priorities or goals for a herd; for example, recommended harvest for a herd might be 

different if the priority is maximizing hunting opportunities than if the priority is herd 

growth. The purpose of the approach described here is to help define a range of acceptable 

harvest options for a caribou herd based on its risk status. These options should be 

revisited in an adaptive manner when new information on the herd’s risk status becomes 

available. Recommendations and decisions on harvest management will ultimately reflect a 

range of considerations, in particular the requirements of land claims and treaties, and 

management priorities defined through co-management. 

 

Harvest Modeling for Caribou 
Population modeling was conducted to assess the likely effects of harvest varying in scale 

(% of herd) and sex ratio for herds varying in population size and trend. This work, along 

with earlier harvest/population modeling, was described in the main body of this report.  

Significance of Harvest to Barren-ground Caribou Herds 
How harvest affects a caribou herd depends on a number of factors. Key ones are:  

a) the herd’s trend (increasing, stable, declining);  
b) the rate (%) of the harvest in relation to herd size; and 
c) the sex ratio of the harvest (proportion of cows in the harvest). 
 

 
Herd trend: Increasing herds usually have high calf productivity and high adult survival 

rates; consequently, they are best able to withstand substantial hunter harvest. Modeling 

suggests that herds with high cow survival, sustained high calf productivity, and rapid rates 

of increase can tolerate annual harvest rates of up to 5-8% and continue to grow or be 

stable. These demographic conditions have not been observed in NWT's herds since the 

early 1980s. Conversely, herds with a declining natural trend usually have low calf 
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productivity and low adult survival; consequently, mortality rates already exceed the rate 

at which yearling caribou are added to the herd. Under these conditions, harvest rates as 

low as 1-2% may increase the rate of decline. 

 
For example, modeling of the Bluenose-East herd in 2012 suggested that if the herd’s 

increasing trend and good calf recruitment as observed in 2010 continued, a harvest of 

3,000 (2.5% of the 2010 herd size estimate of 122,000) was likely compatible with a stable 

herd. However, a decline in herd size was likely with a harvest of 5,000-6,000 (4-5% of 

estimated herd size in 2010).  

 
Harvest as % of herd size: A harvest of 5,000 cows from a large and stable herd of 350,000 

caribou is expected to have relatively little impact on the herd, since only a small fraction of 

the herd is harvested (just over 1%). However, a harvest of 5,000 cows from a herd of 

30,000 would be 16.7% of the herd. A caribou herd could never produce enough young to 

sustain this level of harvest. 

 
Harvest management plans or actions taken for a number of herds across Canada (e.g. 

Porcupine, George River, Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, Bluenose-East, and Bathurst) 

include possible harvest closure at very low numbers for conservation to allow the herd its 

greatest opportunity to recover. 

 
Harvest of cows and bulls: Harvest of cows affects herds more strongly than harvest of bulls. 

Removing a breeding cow takes out the cow, the calf she is carrying, and all future calves 

she may produce. Although over-harvesting bulls is also not desirable, a healthy bull can 

breed many cows, while each cow typically only carries one fetus. The effect of harvesting a 

high proportion of cows is strongest in declining herds and the least in increasing herds 

with high calf productivity. Emphasis on bull harvest over cow harvest should be greatest 

in declining herds and/or herds at low numbers, and least in herds increasing and/or at 

high numbers. 

 
Sustainable and acceptable harvest: Sustainable harvest from wildlife populations can be 

defined as harvest that does not cause a population to decline. By this definition, no harvest 
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is sustainable from a caribou herd that has a declining natural trend. A limited harvest may 

be still be considered acceptable for declining caribou herds, with the understanding that 

substantial harvest (particularly that of cows) from a declining herd increases the risk of 

more rapid and extensive decline. 

 

Rule of thumb approach to harvest based on herd risk status 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Assessment of risk status based on herd size and trend. 

Herd risk status based on size and trend: Figure 1 shows how risk status of a caribou herd 

could be defined based on its size and trend (red - high risk; yellow - medium risk; green - 

low risk). A herd at relatively high numbers and increasing rapidly is at low risk of 

significant decline (green), while a herd already at low numbers and declining rapidly is at 

high risk of further significant decline (red). Recommendations on harvest would begin 

with a risk assessment of the herd. 

 

Other measures of herd risk status: As described in the draft ACCWM caribou management 

plan, monitoring of caribou includes other indicators such as late-winter calf:cow ratios, 

fall bull:cow ratios, health and condition assessment, harvest, and information about 

predator numbers, herd accessibility, environmental indicators, and disturbance on the 

landscape. Information from people on the land is often the first indicator of change on the 
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caribou range. These indicators could serve as additional ways of assessing the herd’s risk 

status after herd size and trend are considered. Sustained low calf:cow ratios, caribou in 

consistently poor condition, high wolf numbers and increased levels of disturbance might 

be used to assess a herd as being at greater risk. 

 

Basing harvest level and sex ratio on herd risk status: Figure 2 (below) shows how the rate 

(% of herd) and sex ratio of harvest could be adjusted to the herd’s risk status. Acceptable 

harvest as a percentage of the herd should be limited in high-risk herds (1% or less of the 

herd) and increase to 2, 3 and 4% of the herd in lower-risk herds. In herds at very low risk 

and high numbers, harvest of 5% or greater would be acceptable. Emphasis on harvest of 

bulls-only or a high percentage of bulls in the harvest would be greatest in high-risk herds, 

while either-sex harvest would be acceptable in low-risk herds. A higher overall harvest 

rate could be considered in medium-high risk herds if it is predominantly a bull harvest; for 

example, this approach was used in harvest recommended for the Bluenose-West herd in 

2007 (harvest rate of 4% and a bull biased harvest (80% bulls)). 

 

Figure 2. Suggested approach to recommending rate and sex ratio of harvest depending on 
a herd's risk status. 

 

This approach could be used to define a range of options for harvest rate (% of herd) and 

harvest sex ratios appropriate to a herd of a particular size and trend, with consideration of 

other indicators. Additional indicators suggesting high risk might be low calf recruitment, 

poor condition assessed by hunters, accessibility of the herd’s range to hunters, and 

substantial disturbance on key parts of the herd's range. In addition, consideration should 
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be given to objectives for the herd: an emphasis on herd growth would be consistent with a 

lower harvest rate and a higher emphasis on bull harvest. An adaptive approach would 

include regular reviews of up-to-date information on herd status and reported harvest, and 

adjusting recommended harvest as needed. This approach would rely on on-going reliable 

reporting of harvest (numbers and sex ratio) by all hunters, whether the herds are large or 

small, and increasing, stable or declining. 

 

Examples of rule of thumb approach applied to harvest recommendations  
In 2009, the Cape Bathurst herd was at very low numbers compared to earlier estimates 

(less than 2,000), with a stable trend and improving recruitment. All harvest had been 

closed for this herd in 2007. The herd’s range is small and easily accessed by hunters. This 

herd’s status could be assessed as High Risk given its very low numbers or Very High Risk 

based on its very low numbers and continued high accessibility. Continued harvest closure 

would help maximize the herd’s opportunity to recover. If harvest was considered, it would 

likely be at a low rate (1% or less of the herd) with a high emphasis on a bull-only or 

predominantly bull harvest. 

 

In 2010, the Bluenose-East herd was estimated at about 122,000 with an increasing trend 

and good recruitment (Adamczewski et al. 2014). Based on the herd’s trend and relatively 

large size, it would likely be assessed as being at Low-Medium risk. If the management goal 

was to give priority to a stable trend and a strong chance of continued herd growth, a 

conservative approach to harvest would be 2-3% of herd size with strong promotion of bull 

harvest. A more liberal approach to harvest would be 4% of the herd with a sex ratio 

including a substantial percentage of cows. This approach would give priority to 

maximizing harvest opportunities but would carry a higher risk of population decline.  

 

Since 2010, the Bluenose-East herd was declined substantially to about 68,000 in 2013 and 

at a more rapid rate, to about 38,600 caribou in 2015 (see Boulanger et al. 2016 In Prep.). 
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Its large loss of numbers and rapid rate of decline would place it in a high risk category 

where any further harvest would need to be carefully considered and should include a high 

bull or all bull component. 

 

Table 1 (below) includes a summary of the rule of thumb approach that includes possible 

approaches to resident and commercial harvest of caribou. The underlying elements of the 

summary are borrowed from management plans or proposed harvest management for the 

Porcupine, George River, Bathurst, Beverly, Qamanirijuaq, Bluenose-West, Bluenose-East 

and Cape Bathurst herds, and harvest modeling carried out by ENR for the Bathurst and 

Bluenose-East herds. 

 

Table 1. Rule of thumb approach to recommending rate and sex ratio of harvest for barren-
ground caribou based on risk status, with possible approaches to Aboriginal, resident and 
commercial harvest.  
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ᓯ ᕗᓂᐊᒍ ᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᕿᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ ᓗ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ  ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐃᓚᐃᓇᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᒦ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕈ ᓯ ᖃᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᑦ ᑑᑎᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐊᑐᖅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᖑᔅ ᓴ ᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᒪ ᓕᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ . ᑕᒡ ᕙᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᓕᐊᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᔪ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐ ᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴ ᐅᔪ ᑎᒍ ᑦ  ᑕᑯ ᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ , ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᓴ ᕿᑎᕆᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑐᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐊᖏᓂᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦ ᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᒋ ᐊᕐ ᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᓈᓴ ᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᒥ ᒃ  100,000-ᖏᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐋᕿᐅᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑑᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᑯ ᓂᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒦ ᑐᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ , ᐊᑯ ᓂᖏᓃᑦ ᑐᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒦ ᑐᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ . ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᓇᔭ ᕈ ᑎᒃ  ᑕᒫᖓᑦ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ  0--ᒥ ᒃ  

8,000-ᓄᑦ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᕐ ᓇᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓈᓴ ᐅᑎᓕᖕ ᓂᒃ  0-ᒥ ᒃ  100% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓕᖕ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᕐ ᕋᖃᖅᑐᑦ . 

ᓯ ᕗᕙᕆᐊᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱ ᓂᒃ  3 ᐱᖓᓲ ᔪ ᖅᑐᓄᑦ  6-ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓈᒻ ᒪ ᓈᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᑎᒋ ᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᓵ ᖅ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑲ ᓴ ᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕖᑦ . ᐊᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒦ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓇᔭ ᖏᒃ ᑦ ᑐᒃ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕈᑎᒃ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕈᑕᐅᒋ ᐊᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕆᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ . ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᒃ  

ᓄᕐ ᕆᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᕝ ᕕᐅᖃᑕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕋ ᔭ ᖅᐳᑦ . ᐊᔪ ᖏᓂᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ  

ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᖓᓱ ᑕᒫ ᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱ ᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ , 

ᐊᖏᔫ ᑎᐅᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  >31% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᒃ ) ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ . ᐸᖕ ᓃᓪ ᓗ 

ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᓄᕐ ᕋᖃᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴ ᕋᐃᑦ ᑑᕗᑦ  ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅᔭ ᕌᖓᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᐃᓪ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᕿᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ ᓗ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ  ᑲ ᓇᖕ ᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᓇᓃᔅ ᓲ ᖑᓂᖏᑦ  ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᓴ ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓗᐊᕆᐊᖃᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ , ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ , ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 

ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓗᐊᖅᐸᖏᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗᐃᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᓲ ᖑᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓇᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ . ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᒍ ᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᑲ ᓐ ᓂᖃᑕᐃᓐ ᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  

ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐆᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᓲ ᖑᓂᖏᑦ  ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᓕᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ . 

ᓴ ᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᑭ ᓕᐅᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᒃ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᓇᐃᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᖑᓴ ᓪ ᓗᐃᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒦ ᓐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ , 

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐅᔾ ᔨ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᐊᖁᔨ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᖃᖁᔨ ᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ .  
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ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓯ ᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐ ᒥᐅᑦ  

ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  [ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᔪ ᑦ ] (ᔪᓚᐃ 2019) 

 ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥᔅ ᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  (ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ) ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑏᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓰ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᓪ ᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  
ᑭᖑᓕᕇᒃ ᑐᑦ  2019 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨᓄᑦ  ᑐᕌᖓᔪ ᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᓕᐊᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪᔪ ᑦ  

ᐃᓅᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᐃᓕᖅᑯ ᓯ ᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᐃᓅᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᓪ ᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᐊᒃ ᓱ ᐊᓗᒃ  ᓴ ᖏᔫ ᕗᑦ ; ᐊᑕᖕ ᒪ ᑕ 
ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᐅᓴ ᒐ ᓴ ᖏᖕᓃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ ᐊᓂᒍ ᖅᑐᓂ. ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᕐ ᓄᑦ  
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᖏᑦ ᑐᓄᓪ ᓗ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᑉ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᓴ ᓂᓕᕆᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐅᖏᓯ ᒃ ᑐᓂ ᐊᑭ ᓂᐊᓂᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐅᔪ ᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ  ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  
(ᓄᓇᕗᒥ , ᓴ ᔅ ᑳ ᑦ ᓱ ᐋᓐ , ᒫ ᓂᑑᐸ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᓪ ᐴᑕᒥ ).  

ᖁᓕᖏᓗᐊᖅᑑᑦ  9-ᖑᕗᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 1 ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᑕᒫᓃᖃᑕᐃᓐ ᓇᓲ ᖑᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐃᓚᐃᓐ ᓇᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑕᒫᓃᓱ ᖑᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ . ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 
ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓂᑭᑖᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᐃᕕᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ 
ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᕈᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᓗ. ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᓵ ᖑᓕᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  
ᐊᒃ ᓱ ᐊᓗᒃ  ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒫ ᓃᓕᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ  98 ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᖏᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᖅᐹᕆᔭ ᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ . 
ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒥ  2018-ᒥ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᐊᕝ ᕙᖅᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓗᐊᖅᑑᔮ ᖃᑦ ᑕᓚᐅᖏᑦ ᑑᒐ ᓗᐊᑦ  ᑭ ᓯ ᐊᓂ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓴ ᓂᐊᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓕᒫ ᖅ  
ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕐ ᓂᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᓂᖅᐹᖑᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ . ᑐᒃ ᑐᔭ ᖅᑑᑉ  ᓄᕗᐊᓂ, ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑑᑉ -
ᑲ ᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᒻ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᖅᓯ ᒪ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊᓗᖕ ᒥ ᒃ . 
ᑎᑉ ᔭ ᓕᖕ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᐃᓂᖅᓴ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊᓗ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑦ ᑐᐊᑉ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᔅ ᓱ ᑎᒃ  ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᐃᑦ ᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ . ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ 
ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓗᐊᖃᑦ ᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᑐᖃᐅᒐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᓵ ᖓᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯ ᒪᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᒃ ᓱ ᕈ ᕐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂᒃ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖏᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .  

ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓰ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  
ᓴ ᓇᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᕗᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐱᔪ ᓐ ᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ, ᐋᕿᐅᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐊᖑᒪ ᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  
ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓯ ᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᖏᓗᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  (ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ) 
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᕐ ᓂᒃ . ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓯ ᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓗᐊᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
ᑲ ᑐᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎᒌ ᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᒐ ᓴ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  
ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᑲ ᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᐅᑭ ᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯ ᖓᑕ 
ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ/ᑲ ᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᓂᒋ ᐊᓂ ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ/ᑲ ᓇᑕᐅᓪ ᓗ ᒐ ᕙᒪᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ .  

ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᕌᒐ ᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , 
ᐱᔭ ᕇᖅᑕᐅᒋ ᐊᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭ ᐃᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  
ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖁᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ . ᐊᑯ ᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧ ᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒐ ᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓇᓂ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨ ᓂᖅ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐃᑦ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐅᔾ ᔨ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᐊᕈᒪ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  

                                                      
1
 ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᓯ ᓗᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓ 
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᖕ ᒥ ᒍᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᒋ ᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ . ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔨ ᑕᕆᔭ ᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᓪ ᓗ 
ᓄᓇᖏᑦ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒋᖏᑦ ᑑᑎᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᓲ ᖑᕗᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᕋᐃᓂᕐ ᒥ ᓂᒃ : ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  
ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓗᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯ ᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  (ᓇᒧᖓᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᓇᐅᑰ ᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , 
ᑕᖅᓴ ᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ /ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ /ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓂᖀᑦ  ᑎᐱᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ), ᐊᓯ ᖏᓪ ᓗ 
ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᓲ ᖑᒐ ᑎᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᒋ ᔭ ᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐃᖕ ᒥ ᒎᖓᕙᒃ ᑐᓄᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ , 
ᑲ ᑎᖓᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᓄᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ .  



3 
 

ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐ ᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯ ᓯ ᑐᖃᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓄᓪ ᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ , 
ᐊᕙᑎᒥ ᐅᑕᓄᓪ ᓗ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ . ᑕᐅᑐᒐ ᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᒪ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐃᓚᖃᕆᕗᑦ  
ᐅᔾ ᔨ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖅ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓇᒧᑐᐃᓐ ᓈᕈᓐ ᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ , 
ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᑐᖃᕆᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑕᐃᒫ ᒃ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᑐᖃᕐ ᒥ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕈᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᓅᑦ ᑐᓐ ᓇᖃᑦ ᑕᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓅᕝ ᕕᒋ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᑕᑐᖃᕆᔭ ᒥ ᓄᑦ . ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᕋᒐ ᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᒪ ᑯ ᓂᖓ 
ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓯ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ: 

1. ᐋᕿᐅᒪ ᑎᑦ ᑎᓂᖅ  ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᔪ ᕈ ᓐ ᓂᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᓂᖅ  ᐃᖕ ᒥ ᓂᒃ  
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦ ᑐᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᖄᖏᐅᑎᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ , ᑕᐃᒫ ᒃ  ᔭ ᒐ ᐃᔭ ᐅᓂᐊᖏᒻ ᒪ ᑕ 
ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ . 

2. ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅᓱ ᐃᓂᖅ  ᐊᒡ ᕕᐊᖁᑕᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᒧᖓᐅᕕᖃᕈᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᐅᖓᓯ ᒃ ᑐᒧ ᑦ  ᓅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᖃᑦ ᑕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  
ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᑐᖃᕇᓐ ᓇᖅᑕᖏᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂᒃ . 

3. ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖅ  ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌ ᒃ ᑐᓂ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯ ᓯ ᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᐃᓅᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ 
ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᕗᑦ  ᓇᓪ ᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ  ᑐᕌᖓᓗᑐᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓂᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  
ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖃᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ . ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᒋ ᕗᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᑲ ᑐᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎᒌ ᒡ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔩ ᑦ , ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯᖏᑦ  
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᖏᑦ , ᑲ ᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᐅᑭ ᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯ ᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ/ᑲ ᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᓂᒋ ᐊᓂ 
ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ/ᑲ ᓇᑕᐅᓪ ᓗ ᒐ ᕙᒪᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᖅ  
ᑕᐃᔅ ᓱ ᒪ ᓂᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᑐᖃᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  
ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓂᖃᐃᓐ ᓇᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐃᓄᖃᑎᒌ ᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ , ᐃᓕᖅᑯ ᓯ ᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᐅᒃ ᐱᕆᔭ ᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᓅᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ . 

ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨ ᕗᑦ  ᒪ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᐱᔭ ᕇᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ :  

ᐱᔭᕆᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪᔪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  1: ᐃᓚᒋᒡ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑲᑐᔾ ᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᓴ ᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔾ ᔪᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ , ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᐃᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔾ ᔪᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ , 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔨᐅᔪ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ , ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓄᓪ ᓗ ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  1.1:  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᓗᑎᑦ  ᓇᓪ ᓕᐊᖕᓄᓪ ᓗᑐᖅ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ   
  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕙᖅᒥ , ᖁᓗᖅᑑᑉ -ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ,   
 ᖁᕐ ᓗᖅᑐᑉ -ᑲ ᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᑎᑉ ᔭ ᓕᖕ ᒥ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᒪᓂᑦ ᑐᐊᑉ     
 ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓯ ᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ   
 ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᖏᑦ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  1.2:  ᐱᔭ ᕇᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡ ᓗ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ  ᑐᕌᖓᓪ ᑐᖅᑐᑦ   
  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᔭ ᖅᑑᑉ  ᓄᕗᐊᓂ 
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ   ᕿᓐ ᖓᐅᑉ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓯ ᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ   
   ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᖏᑦ . 
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  1.3:  ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᐅᓂᒃ    
   ᐃᓚᒋ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ    
   ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᕼᐃᐊᑉ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  1.4: ᕿᒥ ᕐ ᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ ᓇᓪ ᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ    
  ᑐᕌᖓᓪ ᓗᑐᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑏᑦ    
  ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  1.5: ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅᓱ ᐃᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓄᑦ -ᓴ ᓇᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ    
   ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ,  
   ᒥ ᐊᓂᕆᔨ ᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ   
    ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  1.6: ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓈᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ    
  ᑮ ᓇᐅᔭ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅᓱ ᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ   
   ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓄᓪ ᓗ ᐃᓚᒋ ᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ   
   (ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓇᖓᓪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᒥ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ ,   
  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᓪ ᓗᑐᕐ ᓂᒃ    
   ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ ,   ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐅᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ   
   ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ ) ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ   
 ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ    ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓰ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒡ ᓗ,     ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ , 
ᒥ ᐊᓂᕆᔨ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ    
 ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ    
 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ   ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᓈᔅ ᓴ ᐅᑎᓖᑦ  1.1-ᒥ ᒃ  
1.5-   ᒧ ᑦ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  1.7: ᐊᖏᒡ ᓕᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᔪ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖃᕈᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ   
  ᐃᓚᒋ ᔭ ᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ , ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓇᓕᒧ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ    ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ    ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  1.8: ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᓗ ᑲ ᓇᑕᓕᒫ ᒥ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  
ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈᖅᓯ ᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ , ᐃᓚᖃᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻ ᒪ ᕆᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᔭ ᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ , 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᓇᓃᑐᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ . 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  2: ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖏᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ , 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃ ᑕᖏᓪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᐱᒻ ᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᔾ ᔪᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ  
ᐊᒃ ᑐᐃᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖁᔭᐅᖏᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  2.1: ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖏᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ , 
 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ , ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂ ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  
 ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  2.2: ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖏᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ  
ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , 
ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑕᖃᑎᒌ ᓲ ᖑᓂᖏᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ  
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ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᓂᕿᒃ ᓴ ᒥ ᓄᑦ -ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᓪ ᓗ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓ.  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  2.3: ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  
ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᓇᔪ ᖅᐸᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂᒃ , ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᓂᖓ ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ ᐆᒃ ᑑᑎᒋ ᓗᒋ ᑦ , 
ᖃᓂᒪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ , ᑯ ᒪ ᖃᓕᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᖏᑦ , 
ᖁᐱᕐ ᕈ ᒐ ᓴ ᐃᑦ , ᐊᓇᖕ ᒌ ᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ , ᕿᒃ ᑐᕆᐊᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᓯ ᓚᐅᑉ  ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖓ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  2.4: ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂ 
ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᑕ ᐱᐅᔫ ᓂᖏᑦ , ᐱᑕᖃᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᑐᖃᕐ ᒥ ᒍ ᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  
ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  2.5: ᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᑕᖃᑎᒌ ᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᓪ ᓗ 
ᐊᓪ ᓚᐃᓪ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᓪ ᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯ ᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ . 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  3: ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪᔭᐅᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᔭᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ , ᐊᑐᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ /ᐊᓪ ᓚᐃᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᓄᓇᓕᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪᔭᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑎᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪᔭᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , 
ᐱᐅᓯ ᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑲ ᒪ ᔨᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒃ ᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱ ᖕᓂᖏᑦ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  3.1: ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ  
ᓴ ᓇᔭ ᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᒃ ᑕᑲ ᓂᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒥ ᔅ ᓲ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᐃᔾ ᔪ ᐊᖅᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑏᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᖅ  
ᖃᐅᔨ ᔭ ᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᑦ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  3.2: ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖁᔨ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᖅᓱ ᐃᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑐᓂᓯ ᖃᑦ ᑕᐅᑎᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 
ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᒥ  
ᐱᑕᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᑐᓂᓯ ᖃᑕᐅᑎᔪ ᓐ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  3.3: ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖁᔨ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑎᖅᓱ ᐃᕝ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑐᓂᓯ ᖃᑕᐅᑎᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 
ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᓱ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᑕᖃᓲ ᖑᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ  ᓂᒃ ᓴ ᖅᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᕙᓗᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  3.4: ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖏᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᑐᖃᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔩ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .   

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  4: ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᕐ ᓗᒃ ᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓪ ᓗ 
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥᓲ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ . 
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  4.1: ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᐅᔭ ᒃ ᑐᑦ , ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᓪ ᓗ, 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᓪ ᓗᑐᕐ ᓂᒃ  
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᓕᕆᔩ ᑦ  ᓴ ᓇᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᓗ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐊᒃ ᑐᑕᐅᓗᐊᕇᒃ ᑯ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ  
ᐊᑐᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᑯ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  4.2: ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅᓯ ᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒡ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᑲ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᓂᕿᒃ ᓴ ᖃᓲ ᑦ  ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒫ ᒃ  ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᕐ ᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  4.3: ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᒻ ᒪ ᖅᑕᖅᓯ ᒪᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑭ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  
ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᖁᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᐱᔭ ᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᓯ ᒪᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐋᓐ ᓂᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  
ᐃᑭ ᓪ ᓚᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  4.4: ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᓂᖅ  ᐃᒃ ᐱᒍ ᑦ ᑎᐊᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐸᖕᓂᖅ , 
ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᖃᑕᖁᔨ ᓂᖅ  ᐃᒃ ᐱᒍ ᓱ ᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᓯ ᑐᖃᕐ ᒥ ᒍ ᑦ  
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᑦ ᑎᐊᖃᑦ ᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  4.5: ᓴ ᕿᑎᑦ ᑎᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖏᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ  
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓇᔪ ᖅᐸᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᖏᑦ  
ᐱᐅᓯ ᑐᖃᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᒦᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔩ ᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᖃᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  4.6: ᐱᕋᔭ ᒍ ᑕᐅᑦ ᑕᐃᓕᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑕᓄᑦ  
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᕙᑎᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ , 
ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐊᒃ ᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .   

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  4.7: ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻ ᒪ ᕆᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᔪ ᓪ ᓗ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ ᓄᕐ ᕆᕕᒋ ᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ , 
ᓄᕐ ᕆᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᖅᐸᒃ ᑕᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ  
ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐃᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐃᑳ ᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐ ᕕᒋ ᕙᑕᖏᑦ .   

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  4.8: ᐅᔾ ᔨ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᑲ ᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓂᖅ  ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᕐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᐃᓚᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  
ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᐅᑕᐅᔪ ᓂ 



7 
 

ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ  ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒡ ᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᕕᐅᔪ ᓂ 
ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᒃ ᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .  

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ  5: ᐃᓕᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᐃᒃ ᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᖃᑦ ᑕᖁᔨᓗᑎᒃ  
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱ ᖕᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  5.1:  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᑎᑦ ᑎᓗᒃ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓗᑎᒡ ᓗ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᑦ ᑎᐅᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐃᓕᓐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  
ᑐᓂᓯ ᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᑐᖃᑦ ᑕᖁᔨ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐱᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᑦ ᑎᐊᕈᓯ ᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ .  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  5.2:  ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅᓱ ᐃᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑐᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , ᑲ ᑎᑐᓐ ᓇᐅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐃᓐ ᓇᑐᖃᕐ ᓄᓪ ᓗ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᒃ ᑐᓄᓪ ᓗ ᐃᓕᓐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ 
ᓄᓇᒧᖓᐅᖃᑕᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ . 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  5.3:  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓕᓐ ᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌᖏᑦ ᑑᑎᐅᔪ ᓂᑦ  
ᐃᓕᑦ ᑎᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᓄᑦ  
ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᐅᒪ ᔭ ᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᓴ ᐳᓐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ . 
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http://www.srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=download&alias=1287-2016-009-deline-caribou-plan-approved-16-01-08-edition&category_slug=proposal-for-decision-and-supporting-documentation&Itemid=697
http://www.srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=download&alias=1287-2016-009-deline-caribou-plan-approved-16-01-08-edition&category_slug=proposal-for-decision-and-supporting-documentation&Itemid=697
http://www.srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=download&alias=1287-2016-009-deline-caribou-plan-approved-16-01-08-edition&category_slug=proposal-for-decision-and-supporting-documentation&Itemid=697
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/strategies/2011-2015_barren-ground_caribou_management_strategy.pdf
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/strategies/2011-2015_barren-ground_caribou_management_strategy.pdf
https://www.nwtspeciesatrisk.ca/sites/default/files/bgc_and_pch_status_report_and_assessment_final_apr1117_0.pdf
https://www.nwtspeciesatrisk.ca/sites/default/files/bgc_and_pch_status_report_and_assessment_final_apr1117_0.pdf
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/strategies/caribou_forever_our_heritage_our_responsibility.pdf
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/strategies/caribou_forever_our_heritage_our_responsibility.pdf
http://www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=en&n=24F7211B-1
http://www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=en&n=24F7211B-1
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/rev_bluenose_caribou_herds_draft_management_plan_v10_final_signed_-_nov_4_2014_0.pdf
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/rev_bluenose_caribou_herds_draft_management_plan_v10_final_signed_-_nov_4_2014_0.pdf
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/resources/draft_bathurst_caribou_range_plan.pdf
https://arctic-caribou.com/resources/#_management-plan
http://pcmb.ca/
https://pcmb.ca/PDF/researchers/Habitat/Sensitive%20Habitats%20of%20the%20Porcupine%20Caribou%20Herd%20booklet.pdf
https://pcmb.ca/PDF/researchers/Habitat/Sensitive%20Habitats%20of%20the%20Porcupine%20Caribou%20Herd%20booklet.pdf
http://arctic-caribou.com/pdf/Position_Paper.pdf
http://arctic-caribou.com/pdf/Position_Paper.pdf
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https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/en/nwt-state-environment-report
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/en/nwt-state-environment-report
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/resources/128-climate_change_strategic_framework_web.pdf
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/resources/128-climate_change_strategic_framework_web.pdf
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/resources/faq_chronic_wasting_disease_march_2019_en.pdf
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/resources/faq_chronic_wasting_disease_march_2019_en.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/FINAL%20Wolf%20Feasibility%20Assessment%20-%2010nov17.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/FINAL%20Wolf%20Feasibility%20Assessment%20-%2010nov17.pdf
https://www.nwtspeciesatrisk.ca/sites/default/files/bgc_and_pch_status_report_and_assessment_final_apr1117_0.pdf
https://www.nwtspeciesatrisk.ca/sites/default/files/bgc_and_pch_status_report_and_assessment_final_apr1117_0.pdf
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APPENDIX A – SPECIES STATUS AND ASSESSMENTS 
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http://explorer.natureserve.org/
http://www.natureserve.org/conservation-tools/conservation-status-assessment
http://www.nwtspeciesatrisk.ca/SARC
http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/
http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/
http://www.iucnredlist.org/
http://www.nwtspeciesatrisk.ca/
http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/
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APPENDIX B – PLANNING PARTNERS 
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APPENDIX C – GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
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Follow the links below to view the How we count caribou, calving ground photo survey video submitted 
by the Government of Northwest territories. 

 

English 

https://buff.ly/2wsN9Ad 

 

Inuinnaqtun 

https://buff.ly/2SYREdr 

 

Inuktitut 

https://buff.ly/2T0ffuf 



 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ – ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑦ 1 | ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᒫᑦᓯ 2-3, 2020 
 

 

 
 
ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 14, 2020 
 
ᑖᓐᓂᐅᓪ ᓯᐅᓴᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦᑯᕕᖓ 1379 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  X0A 0H0 
ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ: receptionist@nwmb.com 
 
ᐱᓪᓗᒍ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓪᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ 340 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 
107 ᐊᖅᒪ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐊᖑᑎᑐᐊᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᑰᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ 
 
ᑐᕌᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᔅᑕ ᓯᐅᓴᒃ: 
 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑐᒋᑦ Wek’èezhìı (ᕗᐃᑭᔩ) 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ Sahtì ekwǫ̀ (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ [ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ]) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᐊᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 2-3, 2020 
ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ “ᑎᒥᐅᔪᖅ” ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖓᓂᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎ, ᑭᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐃᓚᓕᒫᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 
 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᐃᑭᔩᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓂᕐᒥᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᖏᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ, ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ “ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2019 ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓ 
ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ”, ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦ 
ᐱ−ᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ 
(NWT), ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ. 
 
ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒻᒪᓂᓂᑦ 2006−ᒥᑦ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ 
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓵᑎ ᑕᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ 
2010, 2016, ᐊᒻᒪ 2019 ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 2009−ᒥᓂᑦ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 2010 ᐊᒻᒪ 2016 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪ łı̨chǫ (ᑎᓖᓱ) ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ.  
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ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ – ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑦ 2 | ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᒫᑦᓯ 2-3, 2020 
 

ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᒥ 2019, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦᒃ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 2019-2021 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ 
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒥ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 
ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓪᓗᑎ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓪᓕ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐊᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒦᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 300 
ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑐᐊᖅ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑰᑕᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
(TAH).  ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ 12.3.10 ᑎᓖᓱ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓲᑰᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐄᐳᓗ 9-11, 2019.  
 
ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 12.5.5(a)(i) Tłı̨chǫ (ᑎᓖᓱ) ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᑦ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᓗᑎ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᒻᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒥᑦ. ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ f 193 ᐊᖑᑎᑐᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᓵᑐ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 2019/2020 ᐊᒻᒪ 2020/2021 ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᕆᔭᖓ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 2019/2020 ᐊᒻᒪ 2020/2021 
ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ – 39.29%, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕋᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ) – 60.71%. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ.  
 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᒧᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᑦ 
ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ:  

• ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 2019 ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ, ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
“ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 9-11 ᐄᐳᓗ 2019 ᐱᐅᓲᑰ, 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
(ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ” 

• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 2019 ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ  

• ᑭᐅᔪᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 2019 ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ  

• ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 2019 ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ 
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᒧᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ 
ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ACCWM). ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ACCWM) ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᑎ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᑳᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓃᑐᑦ ᓴᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
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ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ – ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑦ 3 | ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᒫᑦᓯ 2-3, 2020 
 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ: ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWT), ᒍᐃᕕᑦ ᓴᓐ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᓵᑑ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ACCWM) ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᐅᓇ “ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ: ᑲᐃᑉ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ, ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᐱᖓᓇ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ” ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ 
ᑐᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖏᖏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂ, ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᖑᓴᐃᖏᓪᓗᑎ. ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓄᓇᕗᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓅᕕᐱᕆ 2014, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᓂᑦ, ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ACCWM ᖃᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ. ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓐᓄᒍ 2020 ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐸᒥ 
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2020.  
 
ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓂᖓ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓴᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ 2009−ᒥᓂᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐅᑉᐱᕈᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ 
ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓵᓂ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. 

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖃᕈᕕᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᒍᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᒃ 
ᐅᕙᓂ (867) 873-5740 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ jpellissey@wrrb.ca. 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ, 

 
ᔫᓴᑉ ᔫᑕᔅ 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
 
ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
 
ᐅᕗᖓᓗ ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᑎᖅᔪᐊᖅ ᓴᐃᓐ ᑖᒻᓴᓐ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 
ᐃᐅᕆᓐ ᑭᐊᓕ, ᐃᓇᖏᖅᓯᓯᒪᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖓᓕᖓᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 

mailto:jpellissey@wrrb.ca


 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ – ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑦ 4 | ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᒫᑦᓯ 2-3, 2020 
 

 
ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᑲᓛᒃ, ᐃᓇᖏᖅᓯᓯᒪᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 
ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᔨᐊᔾ ᒪᑭᐊᓐᓯ 
ᑎᓖᓱ, ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 
ᓗᐊᕋ ᑕᓐᑲᓐ, ᑎᓖᓱ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ 
ᑎᓖᓱ, ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 
ᑕᒥ ᓯᑕᐃᓐᕚᓐ-ᑎᐊᔅᓵᒻᐴᕐᑦ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ, ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 

 



Wek’èezhìı (ᕗᐃᑭᔩ) ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2019 ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ
ᒥᔅᑕ ᔫᓯᕝ ᔫᑕᔅ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᐅᑎ ᐱᓪᓕᔅᓯ, ᐊᓪᓚᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᖅ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ

ᒫᑦᓯ 2-3, 2020



• ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ Tłįchǫ
(ᑎᓖᓱ) ᐊᖏᕈᑦ

• ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ; ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ





ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓖᑦ, 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒥ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ

ɂełexè ɂegha ̀laı̀dè dıı tıc̨h'aa ̀dı̀ı, dèk'eè ɂası̀ı
dehshe, ɂeyıgots'ǫ dııdzęę̀ ts'ǫ ɂıd̨aa ̀ ghà

Wek'èezhı̀ı k'èè gogha ̀ wek'èhodı̀



• ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
• ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ
• ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᓛᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ
o Tłįcho ̨ (ᑎᓖᓱ) ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ 
o ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ
o ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑕᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ

“ᓴᖏᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᓐᓂᒃ”

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

S. ᐴᕐᒫᓐᑦ, 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ



2019 ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ

B. ᑐᕋᐃᓯ, 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

J. ᓇᐃᒋ, 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓈᒃᓱᑎ ᑲᐃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ

• ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ Ɂekwǫ̀ (ᐃᐊᒃᕗ) (ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ) ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 
2019-2021 

• ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ, ᑐᑦᑐᓂ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 



ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 
ᐱᔪᒪᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 193 ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧ 
2019-2021. 



ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ
•ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑎᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᐊᒪᕈᖏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ

• ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᕉᔭᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ

• ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ



ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ  ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ

• ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᖏᕋᒧᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ

• ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ Ekwǫ̀ Na ̀xoe ̀de K’e ̀
(ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ [ᑲᒫᓘᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ]) 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᑎᑭᑉᐸᑦᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ



• ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ−ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ

• ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ



ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ



ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ, 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ



ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ:
102A, 4504-49th Ave, Yellowknife
jpellissey@wrrb.ca, 867-873-5740 

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ



 

 
 
Mr. Joseph Judas, Chair (ᒥᔅᑕ ᔫᓯᕝ ᔫᑕᔅ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) 
Wek’eezhii Renewable Resources Board  
(ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ) 
4504 49TH AVENUE  
YELLOWKNIFE NT  X1A 1A7 

 

 

ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᑕ ᔫᓯᕝ ᔫᑕᔅᒧᑦ:  

 

ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 21, 2019 

 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ – Sahtì Ekwǫ (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ [ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑕ])  
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

 
Tłı̨chǫ (ᑎᓖᓱ) ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ (ENR) 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐱᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ Wek’èezhìi (ᕗᐃᑭᔩ) ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) 
“ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᓵᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐄᐳᓗ 
9-11, 2019 ᐱᐊᓲᑰ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ”. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᔫᓂ 16, 2019-ᒥ.  

 

 

ᐊᑏ ᕿᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᖅᓱᑕ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂ. ᓂᕆᐅᓐᓂᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑕ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ.  

 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ,  
 

 
 

 
 
ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᔪᐊᔾ ᒪᑭᓐᔨ  
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG)  
ᐱᐊᓲᑰ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  

ᕌᐳᑦ ᓰ. ᒪᒃᓚᐅᑦ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  
ᔭᓗᓇᐃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  



ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
 

 

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓂᒃ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᒋᐊᕆ ᐴᓂᐊᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎ 
ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᒃ ᐊᐅᒫᓐᑦ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎ/ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖓᓕᖓ 
ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᓴᐃᓖᓐ ᕗᑦᕗᐊᕐᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑐᖓᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ  
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
 

ᓘᑦᑖᖅ. ᔫᐅ ᑐᕋᐃᒐᓐ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖓᓕᖓ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᕇᑕ ᒨᓗᕐ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖓᓕᖓᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖓ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᓘᑦᑖᖅ. ᐳᕆᑦ ᐃᐊᓪᑭᓐ, ᐃᓱᒪᑕᖅ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᐳᕉᓄ ᑯᕌᕝᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᑕᖅ, ᓄᐊᔅ ᓴᓚᐃᕝ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᑭᓕᕗᕐᑦ ᑖᓂᐅᓪᔅ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐊᓲᑰ 
Tłı̨chǫ (ᑎᓖᓱ) ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 

ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᕕᐊᑕᕕᓐ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᒐᒥᐊᑏ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 

ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᓵᕐᓕ ᕗᑦᐹᓪ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 

ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᐃᐊᓪᕚᓐᔾ ᓂᑦᓯᔭ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᕗᐊᑏ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᓗᐊᕋ ᑕᓐᑲᓐ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 

  



 

ᒥᔅ ᑖᒥ ᓯᑕᐃᓐᕚᓐᑦ-ᑎᐊᔅᓵᒻᐴᕐᑦ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᑯᓪ ᐴᕐᓕ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 
ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᒧᐊᕇᔅ ᓲᓯᔅ 
ᐱᐸᑦᔩᐊ ᑮ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ 
 

ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᐃᐊᑦᕗᑦ ᓴᐃᖕᕆᔅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᒥ ᑎᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖅᑭᓕᖏᑦ (ᑎᐊᑕ) 
 

ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᐆᕐᓂᔅᑦ ᐱᐊᓯᓇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᒥ ᑎᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖅᑭᓕᖏᑦ (ᐃᓐ’ᑎᓪᓗ) 
 

ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᑎᐊᕈᓪ ᒫᕐᓘ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᓗᑦᓯᐊᓪ’ᐄ ᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᖅᑭᓕᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᐃᓱᓪ ᓕᔅᒃ, ADFN-ᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔨ 
ᐊᑲᐃᑦᓲ ᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᖅᑭᓕᖏᑦ 
 

ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᒐᓛᑎᔅ ᓄᐊᕐᕖᔨᓐ 
ᑎᐊᓲ ᐃᖅᑭᓕᖏᑦ 
 

ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᒍᐃᓕᐊᒻ (ᐱᐅᓪ) ᐃᖕ 
ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᖓᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
 

ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᒋᐊᕆ ᐸᐃᓕ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑭᓕᖏᑦ 
 

ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑭᓕᒻ ᐹᓪ 
ᒪᐅᓐᑎᓐ ᓚᐃᐊᓐᒥ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᖓᔪᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᔫᐅᑎ ᐱᓪᓕᔅᓯ, ᐊᓪᓚᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᖅ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᑯᓪ ᓇᐃᔨᐊᓪ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᓵᑑ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᑎᑉᐳᕋ ᓯᒥᓐᔅ, ᐊᓪᓚᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᖅ 
ᓵᑑ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

  



ᒥᔅᑕ ᔫᔨᕝ ᑳᕐᓄᒎᕐᔅᑭ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᑯᐃᑦᓯᓐ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᐊᐃᒥ ᐄᒨᔅ, ᐊᓪᓚᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᖅ 
ᑯᐃᑦᓯᓐ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᓕᐊᕆ ᑳᐱᓐᑐᕐ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ-ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᔫᐅᑎ ᐱᓪᓕᔅᓯ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᕘᕐᓇᓐ ᐊᐃᒨᔅ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᔫᐅᑎ ᒥᐊᕆᖕ, ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔨᖓᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ (ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ) 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᑖᓂᐅᓪ ᓯᐅᑦᓴᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅ ᐊᓗᑭ ᑰᑦᑎᖅ, ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᓕᐊᕆ ᐋᑦᔪᓐ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᓯᑖᓐᓕ ᐊᓇᑉᓚᒃ, ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖅ 
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᔨᒥ ᓅᐳᓪ ᓄᑲᕐᖠᖅ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖓᓕᖓ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᑐᕇᑲᔅ ᔨᓯᖕ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

5  

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᒥᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑐᕌᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 

(ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ) ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ #1-2019: ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ 193-ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, 
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᓯᒥᒃ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓵᓂ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᑭᐅᖏᓄᑦ 2019/2020 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2020/2021 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᕗᐃᑭᔩᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᖁᔭᓕᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖖᒋᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐸᐸᑦᓯᓂᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖖᒐᑦ ᓄᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ (ENR) ᐋᖅᑮᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑮᒋᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᓕᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ. 

 
 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ #2-2019: ᐃᓚᑐᐃᓐᓇᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᐅᕙᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ 2019/2020 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2020/2021 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦᑑᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ: 

ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ: 39.29%-ᑎᖓᓂᒃ (76 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ) 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒥᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ (ᐃᓚᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ): 
60.71%-ᑎᖓᓂᒃ (117 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ) 

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖖᒐᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓯᒪᕗᑦ. ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 12.9-ᒥ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᒋᔭᖏᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᓂᖃᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ. 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #1-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᓯᐊᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐋᒃᑮᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓯᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 2019/2020 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2020/2021 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

  



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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• ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ, ᒥᑭᓂᖅᐸᐅᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓂ 
ᐱᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖖᒋᒻᒪᖔᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔫᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ; 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖅᑕᒫᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐊᖑᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 30 ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᔪᓂ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

• ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᓂᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓴᖅᑮᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖅᑕᒫᑦ 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #1-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #1-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᖅ:  
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᖏᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐋᒃᑮᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓯᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 2019/2020 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
2020/2021 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ: 
• ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ, ᒥᑭᓂᖅᐸᐅᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖖᒋᒻᒪᖔᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ; 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐊᖑᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 30 ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᔪᓂ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

• ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᓂᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒧᑦ, 
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓴᖅᑮᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫᑦ. 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐋᖅᑮᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓯᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(TG) ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᕋᓱᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᓐᓃᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖅᑕᒫᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᓕᖅᓱᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᖠᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᖔᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓄᑦ. ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ, ᒥᑭᓂᖅᐸᐅᒐᓗᐊ ᕈᑎᒃ, 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃᓘᓐᓃᑦ, 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖖᒋᒻᒪᖔᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓇᓱᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᐊᓂᒃᑳᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᐹᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

  



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #2-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ (ᐊᒪᕈᖅ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ: ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑦᓯᐊᕐᑎᒋᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᒥ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ 
ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ 
ᑎᒐ ᐱᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 26, 2019. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᕌᓂᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓄᑦ 2018-2019-ᒥ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ. 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᕐᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᔪᓚᐃ 
15, 2019-ᒥ. ᐊᔾᔨᕐᓚᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT). 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #3-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ: 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒐᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᖏᑕ 
ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30, 2019. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #3-2019”-ᒧᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓂ:  
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #3-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ: ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒐᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 10, 2020. 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒐ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᐅᕙᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ #9-2019-ᒧᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᖖᒋᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒐᕝᕕᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #3-2019-ᒥ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30, 2019, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓄᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 10, 2020-ᒥ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑭᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕐᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐅᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂ. 
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐋᖅᑮᔾᔪᑎᐅᓯᒪᓕᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᓄᑦ-ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ-ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

 

  



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #4-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓈᒡᕼᐊ (ᖃᕝᕖᑦ): ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒡ ᕼᐋ (ᖃᕝᕖᑦ) ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒥ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐄᐳᓗ 1, 2020. ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑏ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
(WRRB) ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕌᖓᑕ. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
#4-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #4-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓈᒡᕼᐊ (ᖃᕝᕖᑦ): ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᒥ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᓕᐊᓂᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᒐᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕌᖓᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᐄᐳᓗ 1, 2020. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ. ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᑦ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥ 
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᒡᕼᐊ (ᖃᕝᕖᑦ). ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᖃᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ 
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᖠᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᒋᐊᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 2019-ᒥ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᐊᖑᖅᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖔᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). 

 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᕝᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 
ᖃᕝᕖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᖁᖓᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔫᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᒧᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᕝᕖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᑭᖖᒑᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑎᒍᑦ-ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᔅᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᐊᕆᖕ ᓖᒃ 
ᑕᓯᐊᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑎᓂᖅᐹᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᕐᓚᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓱᑎᒃ 
ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᒥᓐᓂ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ (ENR) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ 
ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ, ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 
 
 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #5-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓂᕿᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ: ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖅᑖᖑᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᖕᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂ ᑎᒐ, ᓵᐊᓲ, ᑎᐊᑦ’ᐅᔅᓲ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒡᕼᐊᓂᑦ. 
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 2020 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ, ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒋᐊᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᖓᓂ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 
 

  



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
 

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
#5-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #5-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓂᕿᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ: ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᖓᖑᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂ, 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕆᔭᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᖕᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᑎᒐ, ᓵᐊᓲ, ᑎᐊᑦ’ᐅᔅᓲ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᕼᐊᓂᑦ. ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᖓᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᕐᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖏᓂᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᐅᕼᐃ ᒍᒡᕼᐊ ᑎ ᓃᑦᓖ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᕕᒋᔭᖏᑕ. 

 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #5-2019”-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᓱᒃᐳᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖃᓕᕆᐊᒥᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᖓᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᓕᕈᓐᓇᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ 2020-ᒥ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᕕᖓᑕ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂᒃ. 

 
ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒋᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ, 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ (GN), ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ (GN). 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #6-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ: ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖖᒋᑦᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ, ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᑕᑖ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓄᑐᖃᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖖᒐᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᔭᓗᓇᐃᒥ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᐅᓯᖃᖃᑎᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ, 
ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᑯᐊᓛᓕᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ (ᓄᓇᖖᒍᐊᑦ); ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ (GNWT) ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑮᓯᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓛᓕᕐᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᒥᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 1, 2019. 

 
  



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #7-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(GNWT) ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑏᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 
(NWT). ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ, ᐅᐊᔭᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2020. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
#7-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #7-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ 
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑏᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ (NWT). ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(GNWT) ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐊᔭᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᑐᑦ. 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᐃᓛᓗ ᓄᑖᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑏᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᓄᑦ, 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ. 

 
ᐅᐊᔭᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕝᕕᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ 
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓕᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᔭᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ, 
ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓄᑦ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑦᓯᕝᕕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖖᒐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᓕᒫᒥ (NWT). 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #8-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ: ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᓯᐊᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑏᐃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕋᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒃᓖᑦᓱ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᒥᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2019-ᒥ. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᓴᖅᑮᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2019, ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ (TG) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᒥᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ 
ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᐳᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓚᑦᑖᕈᓐᓇᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ #1-2019”, ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

11  

ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓕᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᕐᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ. 

 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᓐᓂᕐᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕋᑎᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᕙᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᑎᒡᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᒪᑦᑎᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃᓗ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ENR) ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑐᖃᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ, 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᓯᔨᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ, 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃᓗ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᕙᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᖁᕕᐊᓱᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖖᒐᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᒃᓴᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐅᑭᐅᖓ 2019 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ. 

 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #9-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ: ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ 
ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2020. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
#9-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #9-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ: 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2020, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐅᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᖃᑎᒌᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᓕᓪᓚᑦᑖᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ (TG), ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ. 

 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᖓᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᓈᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᑕᐅᓂᖅᐸᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᑖᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 
ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᓂᖏᑕ 
ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
(ACCWM) ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᖕᒪᓂᖃᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᓱᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᖓᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᖕᒪᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑕ. 

 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᖃᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᕐᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕐᕕᒃᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 30, 2019. 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #10-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓃᑦ: ᑭᖑᕙᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᓇᒍ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT), ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑕ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓈᓯᒪᓕᑐᐊᕌᖓᑕ. ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ 2020-ᒥ. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᖅᐳᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓈᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ. 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #11-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑕᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2020. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
#11-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #11-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑕᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᒫᑦᓯ 2020 ᐅᑭᐅᑐᖃᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᓕᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ. 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖖᒋᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓪᓚᑦᑖᕆᐊᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᒪᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᕙᖖᒋᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᔾᔪᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᐳᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓇᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᖖᒋᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᑕᕝᕙᑐᐊᖑᓗᓂ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᓯᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑐᖃᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ, ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ, Ekwò Nàxoède K’è (ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ 
ᑲ’ᐄ [ᑲᒫᓘᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ]) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᖓᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖃᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᑭᐅᑐᖃᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᒫᑦᓯ 2020, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔪᓐᓇᓕᕋᔭᖅᐸᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᐅᕙᒃᑐᑎᒍᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑐᖃᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #12-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅ: ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐸᕝᕕᓵᖅᑕᐅᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᓂᒃᓕᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑳᖓᒥᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔭᖅᑐᕐᐸᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ 
ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ – ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᕆᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᕋᖓ 61-ᒥ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ. ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔾᔪᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕈᑎᖃᖖᒋᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕝᕕᓵᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᓴᖑᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖔᕐᒪᑕ. 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #13-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑏᑦ 
ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕙᓪᓕᐊᕙᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓕᑐᕋᐅᑉᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
50-ᓂᑦ 70-ᓄᑦ. ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᑎᒃ ᒪᑯᓄᖓ: 

 

1) ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖖᒐᓂᑐᖃᒥᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ; 
2) ᖃᖓᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖖᒐᓂᑐᖃᒥᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓄᑦ; 
3) ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ: ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, 
4) ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑏᑦ ᑭᐳᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓕᐊᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓂ. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ENR) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
“ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #13-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #13-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑏᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕙᓪᓕᐊᕙᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓄᑦ 
ᓄᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓕᑐᕋᐅᑉᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 50-ᓂᑦ 70-ᓄᑦ (50-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
20-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ). ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ (ENR) 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
(WRRB) ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ. 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᐅᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᕙᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓚᕿᑎᑦᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ. ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᔪᓚᐃᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᒡᒌᓯᒥ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ: 
 
• ᔫᓂ 2018-ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐴᓛᓐᔪᕐ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓪᓗ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ (2019) ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖖᒍᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓃᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒋᑦ 2018-ᒧᑦ. ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ, ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖖᒐᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖏᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᕝᕕᒻᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑎᒋᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐸᐅᓕᕐᕕᖃᕐᐸᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᕐᓯᒪᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂ, ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ-ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒌᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂ, ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᔫᓂᒥ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ 
(ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᒥᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᓕᖅᑕᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐅᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

• ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᐅᓕᕈᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑎᒍ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᖃᑎᖃᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ. 

• ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᓂ 
ᓇᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᕙᒃᓱᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᕗᑦ. ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᔫᓂ, ᐅᑐᐱᕆ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᑦᓯ/ᐄᐳᓗ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖖᒍᐊᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᕗᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). 

 
ᐴᓛᓐᔪᕐ, ᔩ. ᔩ. ᐋᑕᒻᓯᐅᔅᑭ, ᔩ. ᓂᓯ, ᑏ. ᑲᓚᕝ, ᔩ. ᒍᐃᓕᐊᒻᔅ, ᕼ. ᓴᐃᔩᓐ-ᑯᕌᕗᕐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᐊᓪ. ᐃᒻ. ᓚᒃᓘᒃ. 2019−ᒥ. 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖖᒍᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᓂ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ: 2018 ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT), ᔭᓗᓇᐃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᓇᑕ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 278-ᖓ. 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #14-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ: ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᓂᑦ 
ᐃᓄᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᓴᖅᑮᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 

  



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ENR) 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #14-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #14-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ: ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᓂᑦ 
ᐃᓄᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 
ᓴᖅᑮᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ 
ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB).  

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
(WRRB) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖁᒻᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᒃᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ (ᐋᑕᒻᓯᐅᔅᑭ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐴᓛᓐᔪᕐ, 2016). 
ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 65-ᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᖁᔨᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 2015-ᒥ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(TG) ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 30-ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20-ᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓄᑦ (50-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2019-ᒥ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒋᑦ 70-ᓄᑦ 
ᓈᒪᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ (50-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᑐᓂ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂ. 70-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (50 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20) ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐋᑕᒻᓯᐅᔅᑭᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐴᓛᓐᔪᕐᒥᑦ, (2016) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᑕ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖏᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖖᒐᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖖᒋᓂᖏᑕ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕙᑦᓯᐊᕈᖖᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃᐸᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒫᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ 
ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ (“ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ #9-2019”). 

 
ᐋᑕᒻᓯᐅᔅᑭ, ᔩ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔩ. ᐴᓛᓐᔪᒥ. 2016. ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒎᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(GNWT), ᔭᓗᓇᐃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᓇᑕ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 254-ᖓ. 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #15-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ: ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ (TG) ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓄᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑦ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 1, 2019. ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕈᑎᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᓂᒃ. 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #15-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᖓᓂ, 2020. 

  



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᖅᐳᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) 
ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ (TG) ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ (ᑲᒫᓘᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᓐᓂᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᑎᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᕕᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᒥᒃ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥᒃ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᖖᒋᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᐅᑭᐅᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ. ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ, 2020. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(TG) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᔾᔪᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᑲᓪᓚᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᓈᒻᒪᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ. ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑦᓯᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕝᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖖᒋᑦᓯᐊᖅᑑᓂᖓ ᑳᓐᑦᕗᐃᑐ ᓚᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᐊᒍᑦ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᒧᑦ. 

 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᑐᖃᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕙᓪᓕᐊᕙᓐᓂᖏᓂᑦ (ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒥ/ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒥᓗ) ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓕᕆᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕝᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᕝᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 

 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ (WRRB) 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖖᒋᓐᓇᔭᕆᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ. 

 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #16-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ: ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᔅᓯᓪᓚᑦᑖᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ (TRMP) ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG), ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2019 
(ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖏᑦ I). 

 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #16-2019”-
ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #16-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ: ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᐊᒃᕗᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓚᕆᒃᐸᓐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓯᒪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 2007-ᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐄ. ᓕᒑᑦᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ “ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ” ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: “ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑦ” ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑦ 2010-ᒥᑦ 2012-ᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ (TRTI) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ. ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᔭᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒥᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᓯᒪᔭᑐᖃᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᔨᓂᐊᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᓱᒋᑦ ᓱᓇᖁᑎᒃᓴᒥᓐᓂᒃ/ᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᒧᑦ. ᐊᑎᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ 



ᕗᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ –  
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
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ᑎᒍᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔾᔪᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᓱᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ 
(TRTI) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᖁᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐱᑖᕐᕕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᓚᐅᖅᓱᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ (ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ) ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ “ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᓂᒃ”. ᒥᔅ ᓘᑦᑖᖅ ᓕᒑᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ (TRTI), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ. ᑕᐃᒪᓗ, 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓱᒪᓂᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᐊᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ “ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ” ᐃᓗᐃᒃᑲᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ, ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᐊᓂᓐᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ. 

 
https://research.tlicho.ca/ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ 
(TG), ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ 
(TRTI) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒥᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ 
ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᖓᑎᒍᑦ. 

 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓯᒪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
“ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ” ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 



ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ (Sahtì Ekwǫ [ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ])
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ

ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
(WRRB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ #1-
2019-ᒧᑦ (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ 193-ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, 
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᓯᒥᒃ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓵᓂ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ Wek’èezhìı (ᕗᐃᑭᔩ) 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ Tłıch̨ǫ (ᑎᓖᓱ) 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐅᑭᐅᖏᓄᑦ 2019/2020 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
2020/2021 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᔭᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖖᒋᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖖᒐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕋᓚᓴᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ (ENR) ᐋᖅᑮᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑮᒋᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᓕᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 2019-2020/2020-2021 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
(WRRB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
#2-2019-ᒧᑦ (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᐃᓚᑐᐃᓐᓇᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᐅᕙᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ 2019/2020 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
2020/2021 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦᑑᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ: 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ: 39.29%-ᑎᖓᓂᒃ 
(76 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ (ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓂᒃ): 60.71%-ᑎᖓᓂᒃ (117 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ) 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ 
ᐱᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖖᒐᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ.

ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓯᒪᕗᑦ. ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 12.9-ᒥ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᒋᔭᖏᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᓂᖃᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 2019-2020/2020-2021 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅ

ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓯᒪᓂᖅ



ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ #1-
2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #1-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) 
ᐋᖅᑮᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓯᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ
2019/2020 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2020/2021 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ:
• ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃᓘᓐᓃᑦ, 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖖᒋᒻᒪᖔᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ;
• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖅᑕᒫᑦ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐊᖑᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ 
ᔫᓂ 30 ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᔪᓂ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
• ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 
ᖃᓂᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓴᖅᑮᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖅᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑮᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓯᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᕋᓱᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᓐᓃᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖅᑕᒫᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᓕᖅᓱᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᓂᕈᐊᖅᖠᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᖔᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓄᑦ. ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ, ᒥᑭᓂᖅᐸᐅᒐᓗᐊ ᕈᑎᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖖᒋᒻᒪᖔᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓇᓱᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ 
ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᐊᓂᒃᑳᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᐹᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓗᓕᕆᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 2019-2020/2020-2021 ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᖅ

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᒪᓕᑦᓯᐊᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᐋᒃᑮᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓯᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 2019/2020 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2020/2021 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 
• ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ, 
ᒥᑭᓂᖅᐸᐅᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖖᒋᒻᒪᖔᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒥᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ; 
• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖅᑕᒫᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐊᖑᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ 
ᔫᓂ 30 ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᔪᓂ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
• ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ 
ekwǫ̀ (ᐃᐊᒃᕗ) ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᓂᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒧᑦ, 
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓴᖅᑮᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖅᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫ.



ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #2-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑦᓯᐊᕐᑎᒋᒻᒪᖔᑦ 
ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᒥ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ 
ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᑎᒐ 
ᐱᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 26, 2019.

ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᕌᓂᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓄᑦ 2018-
2019-ᒥ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ.    ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᕐᓯᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᔪᓚᐃ 15, 2019-
ᒥ.  ᐊᔾᔨᕐᓚᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT).

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᔪᓚᐃ 15, 2019 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #3-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒐᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 
30, 2019.

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #3-2019”-ᒧᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ:
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #3-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ 
ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ: ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒐᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(TG) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 10, 2020.  

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒐ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᐅᕙᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #9-2019-ᒧᑦ.   ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᖖᒋᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒐᕝᕕᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #3-2019-ᒥ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ 
ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30, 2019, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓄᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 10, 2020-
ᒥ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑭᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕐᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 
ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐅᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂ. ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐋᖅᑮᔾᔪᑎᐅᓯᒪᓕᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᓄᑦ-ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ-ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 10, 2020 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ

ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ 



ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #4-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒡᕼᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒥ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐄᐳᓗ 1, 2020. ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑏ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕌᖓᑕ.

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #4-2019”-ᒧᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ:
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #4-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓈᒡᕼᐊ (ᖃᕝᕖᑦ): 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᓕᐊᓂᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᒐᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕌᖓᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᐄᐳᓗ 1, 2020. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ 
ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ. ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐅᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). 

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔾᔪᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓂ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᒡᕼᐊ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᖃᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᐅᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᖃᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 2019-ᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
(WRRB). ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖔᕈᒪᓂᕐᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᓯᕗᒻᒧᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ 
ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᕝᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ 
ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᖃᕝᕖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᖁᖓᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔫᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᒧᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂ 
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᕝᕖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᑭᖖᒑᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑎᒍᑦ-ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᐊᕆᖕ ᓖᒃ ᑕᓯᐊᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑎᓂᖅᐹᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᕐᓚᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᒥᓐᓂ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ (ENR) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ, ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐄᐳᓗ 1, 2020 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ

ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #5-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖅᑖᖑᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᖕᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 
ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂ ᑎᒐ, ᓵᐊᓲ, ᑎᐊᑦ’ᐅᔅᓲ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓈᒡᕼᐊᓂᑦ. ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 2020 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ, 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒋᐊᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᖓᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ.

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #5-2019”-ᒧᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ:
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #5-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓂᕿᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ: ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᖓᖑᓵᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂ, 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕆᔭᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᖕᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᑎᒐ, ᓵᐊᓲ, ᑎᐊᑦ’ᐅᔅᓲ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒡᕼᐊ. ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᖓᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᕐᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖏᓂᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Mǫwhì Gogha Dè Nıı̨t̨łèè 
(ᒪᐅᕼᐃ ᒍᒡᕼᐊ ᑎ ᓃᑦᓖ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᕕᒋᔭᖏᑕ.   ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #5-2019”-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᓱᒃᐳᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖃᓕᕆᐊᒥᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᖓᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ.    ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ.    ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᓕᕈᓐᓇᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ 2020-ᒥ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᕕᖓᑕ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂᒃ. ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒋᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑕᐅᕙᓂ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ (GN), ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ (GN). 

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓂᕿᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ

Nǫ̀gha (ᓈᒡᕼᐊ [ᖃᕝᕖᑦ])



ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #6-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᖏᑕ 
ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(TG) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᒥ 
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖖᒋᑦᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ, ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB).

ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᑕᑖ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᑳᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓄᑐᖃᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖖᒐᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᔭᓗᓇᐃᒥ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᐅᓯᖃᖃᑎᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ, 
ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᑯᐊᓛᓕᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ (ᓄᓇᖖᒍᐊᑦ); ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᐊᒥᖅᑲᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ (GNWT) ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑮᓯᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓛᓕᕐᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᒥᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 1, 
2019.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 1, 2020 ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #7-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑏᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ (NWT). ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ, ᐅᐊᔭᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2020.

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #7-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ:  
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #7-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ: 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) 
ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑏᑦ 
ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ (NWT).
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐊᔭᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ.

ᐃᓛᓗ ᓄᑖᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑏᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᓄᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓂ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ.   
ᐅᐊᔭᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕝᕕᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ 
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓕᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᔭᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ, 
ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓄᑦ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑦᓯᕝᕕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖖᒐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᓕᒫᒥ (NWT).

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ

ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ

ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ



ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #8 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᓯᐊᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᑏᐃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕋᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒃᓖᑦᓱ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᒥᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 
2019-ᒥ.

ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᓴᖅᑮᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 
2019, ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ (TG) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᒥᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᐳᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓚᑦᑖᕈᓐᓇᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ #1-2019”, ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓕᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᕐᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ (TG) 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᓐᓂᕐᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕋᑎᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᕙᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᑎᒡᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᒪᑦᑎᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃᓗ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ENR) ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑐᖃᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ, 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᓯᔨᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ, 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃᓗ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᕙᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᖁᕕᐊᓱᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖖᒐᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᒃᓴᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐅᑭᐅᖓ 2019 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᓖᓱ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2019 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ

ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #9-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2020.

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #9-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ: ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB), ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ 
ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2020, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ.
 ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG), ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓗᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᖓᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᓕᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᓈᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓂᑦ.    ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᑕᐅᓂᖅᐸᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᑖᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 
ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᓂᖏᑕ 
ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
(ACCWM) ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᖕᒪᓂᖃᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᓱᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᖓᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᖕᒪᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑕ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᖃᖓ 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᕐᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕐᕕᒃᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 30, 
2019. 

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2020 ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᐊᓯᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ



ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #10-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᑭᖑᕙᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᓇᒍ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT), 
ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓈᓯᒪᓕᑐᐊᕌᖓᑕ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ 
2020-ᒥ.

ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᖅᐳᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
(WRRB) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓈᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ. 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᔫᓂ 2020 ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #11-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2020. 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #11-2019”-ᒧᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ:

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #11-2019 (ᑰᑮᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑕᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᑦᓯ 2020 ᐅᑭᐅᑐᖃᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᒥᓱᐃᓕᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ.
 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖖᒋᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓪᓚᑦᑖᕆᐊᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᒪᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔨᐅᕙᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᕙᖖᒋᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᔾᔪᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᐳᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓇᔭᕐᒪᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᖖᒋᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᑐᐊᖑᓗᓂ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑕᐅᑦᓯᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑐᖃᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ, ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ, Ekwò ̨Nàxoède 
K’è (ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ [ᑲᒫᓘᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ]) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᖓᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖃᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᒥ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ.   ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑐᖃᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᑦᓯ 2020, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔪᓐᓇᓕᕋᔭᖅᐸᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᐅᕙᒃᑐᑎᒍᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖑᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑐᖃᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᑦᓯ 2020 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ

ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #12-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐸᕝᕕᓵᖅᑕᐅᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᖃᓂᒃᓕᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑳᖓᒥᒃ, 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔭᖅᑐᕐᐸᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ. ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ – ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᕆᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᕋᖓ 61-ᒥ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ. ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔾᔪᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕈᑎᖃᖖᒋᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐸᕝᕕᓵᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑏᑦ ᓴᖑᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖔᕐᒪᑕ.

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑮᓯᒪᓕᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓃᑦ

ᓄᕐᕋᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑕᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅ

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅ



ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #13-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑏᑦ 
ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕙᓪᓕᐊᕙᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓕᑐᕋᐅᑉᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 50-ᓂᑦ 70-ᓄᑦ. ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᓂᖅ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᑎᒃ ᒪᑯᓄᖓ: 1) ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖖᒐᓂᑐᖃᒥᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ; 2) ᖃᖓᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖖᒐᓂᑐᖃᒥᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓄᑦ; 3) ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ: ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ; 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, 4) ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑏᑦ ᑭᐳᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓕᐊᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓂ.

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #-13-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑏᑦ 
ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕙᓪᓕᐊᕙᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓄᑦ 
ᓄᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓕᑐᕋᐅᑉᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 
ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᓵᑎ 
ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 50-ᓂᑦ 70-ᓄᑦ (50-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20-
ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ). ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ (ENR) ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
(WRRB) ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ.

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 2019 ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᐅᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᕙᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓚᕿᑎᑦᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ. ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᔪᓚᐃᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐋᒡᒌᓯᒥ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ: 
• ᔫᓂ 2018-ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐴᓛᓐᔪᕐ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ (2019) ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖖᒍᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓃᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒋᑦ 2018-ᒧᑦ. ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ, ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖖᒐᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖏᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᕝᕕᒻᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑎᒋᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐸᐅᓕᕐᕕᖃᕐᐸᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᓕᕐᓯᒪᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂ, ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ-ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒌᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂ, ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᔫᓂᒥ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᒥᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᓕᖅᑕᒥᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓂ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 
• ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᐅᓕᕈᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑎᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᖅᑲᖃᑎᖃᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ. 
• ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB).  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᓂ 
ᓇᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᕙᒃᓱᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᕗᑦ. ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᔫᓂ, ᐅᑐᐱᕆ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᑦᓯ/ᐄᐳᓗ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖖᒍᐊᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᕗᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). 
ᐴᓛᓐᔪᕐ, ᔩ. ᔩ. ᐋᑕᒻᓯᐅᔅᑭ, ᔩ. ᓂᓯ, ᑏ. ᑲᓚᕝ, ᔩ. ᒍᐃᓕᐊᒻᔅ, ᕼ. ᓴᐃᔩᓐ-ᑯᕌᕗᕐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᐊᓪ. ᐃᒻ. ᓚᒃᓘᒃ. 2019−ᒥ. 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖖᒍᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᓂ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ: 2018 ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT), ᔭᓗᓇᐃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᓇᑕ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 278-ᖓ.

ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ



ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #14-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓇᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᓴᖅᑮᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ 
ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ENR) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #14-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ:
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #14-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ: 
ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᓴᖅᑮᕙᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB). 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖁᒻᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᒃᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ (ᐋᑕᒻᓯᐅᔅᑭ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐴᓛᓐᔪᕐ, 2016). 
ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 65-ᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᖁᔨᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 2015-ᒥ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 30-ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20-ᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓄᑦ (50-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2019-ᒥ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (GNWT) ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒋᑦ 70-ᓄᑦ 
ᓈᒪᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ (50-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᑐᓂ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂ. 70-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (50 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20) ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐋᑕᒻᓯᐅᔅᑭᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐴᓛᓐᔪᕐᒥᑦ, (2016) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᑕ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᕙᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖏᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖖᒐᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(GNWT) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖖᒋᓂᖏᑕ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕙᑦᓯᐊᕈᖖᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃᐸᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒫᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ 
ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ (“ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ #9-2019”). 
ᐋᑕᒻᓯᐅᔅᑭ, ᔩ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔩ. ᐴᓛᓐᔪᒥ. 2016. ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᖖᒍᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒎᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(GNWT), ᔭᓗᓇᐃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᓇᑕ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 254-ᖓ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) 2019 ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ



ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #15-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ (TG) ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓄᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑦ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ 
ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 1, 2019. ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕈᑎᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᓂᒃ.

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ (TG) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ “ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ #15-2019” ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ, 2020.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ 2020 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᖅᐳᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ (TG) ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ (ᑲᒫᓘᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᓐᓂᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᑎᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᕕᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᒥᒃ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥᒃ 
ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᖖᒋᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᐅᑭᐅᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ.  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ, 2020.  ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
(TG) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᔾᔪᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᑲᓪᓚᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᓈᒻᒪᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ.  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑦᓯᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕝᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖖᒋᑦᓯᐊᖅᑑᓂᖓ ᑳᓐᑦᕗᐃᑐ ᓚᐃᑦ 
ᑕᓯᐊᒍᑦ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᒧᑦ.    
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᑐᖃᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 
ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕙᓪᓕᐊᕙᓐᓂᖏᓂᑦ (ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒥ/ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒥᓗ) ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓕᕆᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕝᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᕝᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖖᒋᓐᓇᔭᕆᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ.

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ



ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #16-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ)

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒥᕐᕋᖁᑎᖏᑕ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᒐᐅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᔅᓯᓪᓚᑦᑖᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ (TRMP) 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ (TG), 
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2019 (ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖏᑦ I).

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᒋᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ – ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖖᒋᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
“ᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #16-2019”-ᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ:
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ #16-2019 (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ): ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ (TRMP): ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᐊᒃᕗᑦ 
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓚᕆᒃᐸᓐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓯᒪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 2007-ᒥ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐄ. ᓕᒑᑦᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ “ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ” ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᑦ“ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑦ” ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ 
(TG) ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑦ 2010-ᒥᑦ 2012-ᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ (TRTI) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ. Dedats'eetsaa (ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔭᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒥᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᓯᒪᔭᑐᖃᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᔨᓂᐊᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᓱᒋᑦ ᓱᓇᖁᑎᒃᓴᒥᓐᓂᒃ/ᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᒧᑦ.  ᐊᑎᖓ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔾᔪᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᓱᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ (TRTI) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᖁᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐱᑖᕐᕕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᓚᐅᖅᓱᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ (ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ) ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ “ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᓂᒃ”.   ᒥᔅ ᓘᑦᑖᖅ ᓕᒑᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ (TRTI), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓗ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐃᓱᒪᓂᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᐊᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ “ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ” 
ᐃᓗᐃᒃᑲᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᖖᒋᒻᒪᑕ, ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᐊᓂᓐᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ. https://research.tlicho.ca/ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ (TG), ᑎᑖᔅᐄᑦᓴᐋ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ (TRTI) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒥᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ 
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ 
ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓕᕆᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥ, 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᑎᓖᓱ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᖖᒐᕝᕕᖁᑎᖓᑎᒍᑦ. ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓯᒪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 
“ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥᒃ” ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑐᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖖᒋᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ.

ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ
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Figure 3. Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd population estimates, (± 95% CI) (2010-2015). ................... 25 
Figure 4. Movement of collared animals in and out of the Sahtì ekwo herd 2010-2015 
and 2016-2018. ............................................................................................................. 28 
Figure 5. Suggested approach to recommending rate (% of herd) and sex ratio of 
harvest depending on a herd's risk status. .................................................................... 35 
Figure 6. Comparison of Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ and Sahtì ekwǫ̀ estimates. .............................. 36 
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ɂekwǫ̀    barren-ground caribou 

Kǫk’èetı ̀ Contwoyto Lake 
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1.0. Executive Summary  

 

The Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) is responsible for wildlife 
management in Wek’èezhìı and shares responsibility for managing and monitoring the 
Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East Caribou) herd. In November 2018, the Department of 

Environment and Natural Resources (ENR), Government of the Northwest Territories 

(GNWT) reported that, in their view, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had continued to decline 

significantly and that further management actions were required.   

 

In January 2019, the Tłı̨chǫ Government (TG) and GNWT submitted the Joint Proposal 
on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd 
2019-2021 to the Board, outlining proposed management actions for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

herd in Wek’èezhìı. The management actions proposed by TG and GNWT in the Joint 

Proposal were grouped under the five categories: harvest, predators, habitat and land 

use, and education as well as research and monitoring. More specifically, TG and ENR 

proposed implementing a herd-wide total allowable harvest of 300 bulls only for the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. The WRRB has determined that any specific numerical restriction of a 

harvest or a component of harvest constitutes a total allowable harvest (TAH). A 

proposal for a TAH requires a public hearing under Section 12.3.10 of the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement. The WRRB held a public hearing in Behchokǫ̀, NT on April 9-11, 2019. 

 

The WRRB concluded, based on all available Indigenous and scientific evidence, that a 

serious conservation concern exists for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd and that additional 

management actions are vital for herd recovery. In making its decision about harvest 

limitations, the WRRB considered the risks to the herd from a recent high rate of 

decline, uncertainties about the underlying mechanisms for the decline and the 

importance of ʔekwǫ̀ (barren-ground caribou) for Tłı̨chǫ citizens to thrive – physically, 

spiritually, and culturally.   

 

The WRRB determined that a TAH of 193 bulls only shall be implemented for all users 

of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd within Wek’èezhìı for the 2019/20 and 2020/21 harvest seasons.  

Further, the Board determined that that the proportional allocation of the TAH of the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd for the 2019/20 and 20/2021 harvest seasons shall be as follows: 

Tłı̨chǫ Citizens – 39.29%, and Members of an Indigenous people who traditionally 

harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ (including Nunavut) – 60.71%. 

 

As monitoring of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ harvest is crucial for management decisions, the Board 

recommended that TG and ENR revise their approach to harvest monitoring for the 

2019/20 and 2020/21 harvest seasons, including collecting demographic and health 

information and hiring additional community monitors. 
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The WRRB recommended 0that GNWT provide harvest information from its Enhanced 

North Slave Dìga (wolf) Harvest Incentive Program to allow the Board to determine the 

success of the program. Further, the Board recommended that GNWT and TG develop 

a framework to evaluate the effectiveness of the Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest 

Incentive Program in achieving ɂekwǫ̀ conservation goals. The WRRB also 

recommended that GNWT and TG monitor Nǫ̀gha (wolverine) populations in Wek’èezhìı 
and work cooperatively with the Government of Nunavut to protect the calving grounds 

of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ from predators. 

 

The WRRB recommended that high priority habitat for protection of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd 

should be identified and legal protection measures should be implemented. In the 

interim, Mobile Caribou Conservation Measures should be implemented. Additionally, 

the Board recommended that TG and GNWT encourage Tłı̨chǫ citizens to harvest 

alternative country foods. 

 

The Board recommended that TG and GNWT collaborate with the WRRB to develop a 

herd-specific adaptive management framework with thresholds linked to specific 

management actions. The WRRB also recommended the following monitoring actions 

for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd: conduct population surveys every two years; implement 

pregnancy monitoring through fecal pellet collection in the winter months; cease annual 

reconnaissance surveys; and increase the number of collars from 50 to 70. 

Furthermore, the Board recommended that a detail rationale for the collar increase be 

provided. 

 

The WRRB recommended that TG’s Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è program should be expanded 

to the post-calving and summer ranges of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ to collect on-the-ground climate 

change observations. Finally, the Board recommended the Tłı̨chǫ Research and 

Monitoring Program should be implemented to ensure that both ɂekwǫ̀ and ɂekwǫ̀ 

habitat monitoring and realistic harvesting numbers are recorded in a culturally 

appropriate manner. 

 

2.0. Introduction 

 

The Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd has declined at approximately 21% per year since 2010. This 

means the herd is shrinking by about 50% every 3 years and has declined from 103,000 

in 2010 to about 19,300 in June 2018. In the WRRB’s public hearing in Behchokǫ̀ on 

April 9-11, 2019, Chief Daniels called this a “serious situation” and a “critical issue”.1 

During the closing session, Grand Chief Mackenzie called the situation a “crisis”.2 

                                            
1 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p 8. 
2 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p. 
136. 
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Superintendent Bruno Croft noted that “the Bluenose-East herd is in a serious 
predicament” and “continues to decline at alarming rates”.3 

The extent of the decline, as of June 2018, is reported in the 2019 Joint Proposal, 

entitled “Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-
ground caribou) Herd 2019-2021” (the “Joint Proposal”) (Appendix A). TG and GNWT 

submitted the Joint Proposal on January 14, 2019 and the WRRB implemented its 

review procedures, which lead to a public hearing in early April 2019.  

 

The short-term goal of the Joint Proposal’s proposed management actions is to slow the 

herd’s decline and promote recovery over the period of 2019 to 2021. The recovery of 

the herd to a level where sustainable harvesting is once again possible within Mǫwhì 
Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè and meets community needs is the long-term goal of the Joint 

Proposal. 

 

In Board proceedings during 2010 and 2016, the WRRB made decisions about harvest 

and, then, subsequently a TAH, as well as recommendations to urge government 

actions to halt the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd’s decline.4 The 2010 and 2016 determinations and 

recommendations that were implemented were focused on harvest reductions to 

increase survival of adult ɂekwǫ̀ as well as predator and habitat management. 

Unfortunately, the herd’s decline has continued. Restrictions on harvest have not been 

enough despite the hardships borne by harvesters. The WRRB is both conscious of and 

troubled by the rate of the herd’s decline and finds that there is a clear need for an 

urgent response to this decline. Each year’s delay in effective management action is 

predicted to result in a further 20% decline.    

 

This report describes the WRRB’s assessment of the evidence on the record. This 

assessment is the basis for the Board’s determinations and recommendations. The 

specific management actions proposed by the TG and GNWT will, by the words in the 

Joint Proposal itself, not halt the decline.5 This puts the herd in a perilous position. The 

WRRB notes that the governments acceptance and implementation of previous Board 

recommendations has been limited. Additionally, the WRRB is troubled by the time it 

has taken governments to implement approved Board recommendations given that the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd has been declining by half every 3 years since 2010.  

 

                                            
3 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p. 
176. 
4 PR (BNE 2019): 073 – Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board, 22-26 
March & 5-6 August 2010, Behchoko, NT; and PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint 
Proposal for the Management of the Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
5 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 

caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
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Based on a review of past proceedings by the Board, 60 recommendations were 

submitted in 2010 to TG and GNWT.6 In 2016, the WRRB submitted 24 

recommendations and two determinations to the two governments.7 It appears to the 

Board that to date only the determinations and 20 of the recommendations have been 

fully implemented. Consequently, the WRRB is of the view that an adaptive 

management framework is required to fully capitalize on the collective efforts of the 

Board and governments. Adaptive approaches are common in other resource 

management settings, such as in land and water management. Given the urgency of 

decisive management action for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, it is the Board’s opinion that 

adaptive management would lead to more timely and effective management actions, 

which will be essential to address the herd’s decline. 

 

3.0. The Board and Its Authorities 

 

The WRRB is responsible for the wildlife management functions set out in the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement in Wek’èezhìı 8 and shares responsibility for the management and 

monitoring of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. The WRRB is a co-management tribunal established 

by the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement to exercise advisory and decision-making responsibilities 

related to wildlife, forest, plant and protected areas management in Wek’èezhìı (Figure 
1). The Board’s legal authorities came into effect at the time the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement was 

ratified by Parliament.9 The WRRB’s major authorities and responsibilities in relation to 

wildlife are set out in Chapter 12 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement.  

 

                                            
6 PR (BNE 2019): 073 – Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board, 22-26 

March & 5-6 August 2010, Behchoko, NT. 
7 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the Bluenose-

East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
8 Section 12.1.2 of the Land Claims and Self-Government Agreement Among the Tłįchǫ and the Government of the 
Northwest Territories and the Government of Canada, Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Ottawa, 2003 
(hereinafter the “Tłįchǫ Agreement”). 
9 Tłı̨chǫ Land Claims and Self-Government Act, S.C. 2005, c.1. Royal assent February 15, 2005. See s.12.1.2 of the 
Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
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Figure 1. Wek’èezhìı Management Area.10 
 

As required by Sections 12.5.1 and 12.5.4 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, any Party11  

proposing a wildlife management action in Wek’èezhìı must submit a management 
proposal to the WRRB for review. This includes the establishment or adjustment of a 

total allowable harvest (TAH). Prior to making a determination or recommendation, the 

WRRB must consult with any body that has authority over that wildlife species both 

inside and outside of Wek’èezhìı. Under Section 12.5.5 of the Agreement, the WRRB 
has sole responsibility for making a final determination with respect to a total allowable 

harvest for Wek’èezhìı.  
 

12.5.5 The Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board shall  
 

(a) make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation 
to a proposal  

 (i) regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìı, except 
for fish, 

                                            
10 Department of Culture & Lands Protection, Tłı̨chǫ Government. 2014. 
11 As defined in the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, “Parties” mean the Parties to the Agreement, namely the Tłı̨chǫ, as 
represented by the Tłı̨chǫ Government, the Government of the Northwest Territories and the Government of Canada. 
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(ii) regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest 
levels for Wek’èezhìı to groups of persons or for specified 
purposes, or 
(iii) submitted under 12.11.2 for the management of the Bathurst 
caribou herd with respect to its application in Wek’èezhìı; and 

(b) in relation to any other proposal, including a proposal for a total 
allowable harvest level for a population or stock of fish, with respect to its 
application in Wek’èezhìı recommend implementation of the proposal as 
submitted or recommend revisions to it, or recommend it not be 
implemented. 

 

The WRRB acts in the public interest. It is an institution of public government, which 

makes its decisions on the basis of consensus. The WRRB works closely with Tłı̨chǫ 

communities, TG, and GNWT. The Board also collaborates with other territorial 

government departments, such as Lands and Industry, Tourism and Investment, and 

federal government departments, such as Environment and Climate Change Canada, 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs 

Canada (CIRNAC). In addition, the WRRB works with other wildlife management 

authorities, Indigenous organizations and stakeholders. 

 

Wildlife management is a central and vital component of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement.12 The 

rights of Tłı̨chǫ citizens to use wildlife for sustenance, cultural, and spiritual purposes 

are protected by the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement and the Constitution13, subject to the 

management framework set out in Chapter 12. The most important provisions in relation 

to the WRRB’s role in the limitation of Tłı̨chǫ citizens harvesting are set out in the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement as follows: 

 

12.6.1 Subject to chapters 15 and 16, a total allowable harvest level for 
Wek’èezhìı or Mǫwhì Gogha Dè Nįįtłèè (NWT) shall be determined for 
conservation purposes only and only to the extent required for such purposes. 
 
12.6.2 Subject to 12.6.1 and chapters 15 and 16, limits may not be prescribed 
under legislation  
 
(a) on the exercise of rights under 10.1.1 or 10.2.1 except for the purposes of 
conservation, public health or public safety; or 
(b) on the right of access under 10.5.1 except for the purposes of safety. 
 
12.6.3 Any limits referred to in 12.6.2 shall be no greater than necessary to 
achieve the objective for which they are prescribed, and may not be prescribed 

                                            
12 See Section.12.1.1 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
13 Constitution Act. 1982. Section 35. 
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where there is any other measure by which that objective could reasonably be 
achieved if that other measure would involve a lesser limitation on the exercise of 
the rights. 

 
12.6.5 In exercising its powers in relation to limits on harvesting, the Wek’èezhìı 
Renewable Resources Board shall give priority to 
 
(a) non-commercial harvesting over commercial harvesting; and 
(b) with respect to non-commercial harvesting, 

(i) Tłı̨chǫ Citizens and members of an Aboriginal people, with rights to 
harvest wildlife in Wek’èezhìı, over other persons, and 
(ii) residents of the Northwest Territories over non-residents of the 
Northwest Territories other than persons described in (i). 

 

The WRRB is bound by the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement if it is contemplating any limitation to 

Tłı̨chǫ citizens’ harvesting, including any limitation to the harvesting of Sahtì ekwǫ̀. More 

specifically, Section 12.6.1 (see above) specifies that a total allowable harvest level 

shall be determined for conservation purposes only and only to the extent required for 

such purposes. The Tłı̨chǫ Agreement defines conservation as follows: 

 

“conservation” means 
(a) the maintenance of the integrity of ecosystems by measures such as 
the protection and reclamation of wildlife habitat and, where necessary, 
restoration of wildlife habitat; and 
(b) the maintenance of vital, healthy wildlife populations capable of 
sustaining harvesting under the Agreement. 

 

In addition to the substantive legal protection for Tłı̨chǫ citizens’ harvesting rights set out 

in the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the WRRB is also bound by the requirements of fairness. 

Section 12.3.10 gives the Board the authority to order a hearing on a wildlife 

management proposal and makes it mandatory for the WRRB to hold a public hearing 

when it intends to consider establishing a TAH in respect of a species or a population 

such as the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd.  

 

3.1. Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management 

 

ʔekwǫ̀, including the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, cross jurisdictional boundaries during their 

seasonal migrations. This inter-jurisdictional distribution is well-recognized and the 

Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM) was 

established in 2008 to exchange information, help develop cooperation and consensus, 

and make recommendations regarding wildlife and wildlife habitat issues that cross land 

claim and treaty boundaries. The committee is made up of the Chairpersons of the 
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Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT), Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board, 

Ɂehdzo Got’ı̨nę Gots’ę́ Nákedı/Sahtú Renewable Resources Board, WRRB, Kitikmeot 

Regional Wildlife Board, and Tuktut Nogait National Park Management Board. 

 

These wildlife management boards have authority through their land claims or 

legislation to make recommendations and decisions on wildlife management issues. 

The ACCWM can make consensus-based recommendations to governments, land use 

regulators, and respective Boards on wildlife management actions. ACCWM 

recommendations are not binding on individual boards and do not prevent them from 

providing additional recommendations to governments. 

 

The ACCWM developed a management plan for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, 

and Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herds, entitled “Taking Care of Caribou – The Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-
West, and Bluenose-East Barren Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan”.14 While 

the immediate need for the management plan was in response to reported declines in 

the herds, the intent is to address ɂekwǫ̀ management and stewardship over the long 

term. The management goals are to maintain herds within the known natural range of 

variation, conserve and manage ɂekwǫ̀ habitat, and ensure that harvesting is respectful 

and sustainable. The plan provides a framework for monitoring the herds, making 

decisions, and taking action. Five different categories of management actions are 

outlined in the plan, including Education, Habitat, Land Use Activities, Predators, and 

Harvest Management. The WRRB determinations and recommendations in this report 

are consistent with the ACCWM plan and follows the same categories of management 

actions. 

 

4.0. Previous WRRB Ɂekwǫ̀ Determinations & Recommendations  

 

Part 12.1 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement requires the coordination of the functions of 

governments (authorities whose responsibilities include wildlife management among 

other functions).15 Section 12.1.5 of the Agreement also requires the Parties16 to 

manage wildlife based on the principles of conservation, on an ecosystemic basis and in 

an adaptive fashion.17 Chapter 12 of the Agreement sets out a comprehensive 

framework for wildlife management. WRRB determinations are final but 

recommendations made by the Board may be accepted, rejected or varied by the Party 

with the jurisdiction affected by the recommendation. However, once a recommendation 

is accepted, that Party doing so must implement it “to the extent of its power under 

                                            
14 PR (BNE 2019): 069 - Taking Care of Caribou: the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East Barren-
Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan. ACCWM. 2014. 
15 See Section.12.1.4 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
16 This includes the Tłı̨chǫ Government, the Government of the Northwest Territories and the Government of Canada. 
17 See Section 12.1.5 paragraphs (a) and (d) of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
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legislation”.18  This framework and these relationships are central to effective wildlife 

management in Wek’èezhìı.  
 

4.1. 2010 Proceeding  

 

In June 2009, GNWT conducted a calving ground photographic survey and estimated 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd size was about 103,000 ɂekwǫ̀. On November 5, 2009, TG and 

GNWT submitted a Joint Proposal on Caribou Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı, 
which proposed nine management actions and eleven monitoring actions, including 

harvest limitations, for the Kǫ̀k’èetı,̀ Sahtì and Beverly/Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herds. While TG 

and GNWT agreed on the majority of actions set out in the proposal, there was no 

agreement reached on the proposed levels of Indigenous harvesting.  

 

Upon review of the proposal, the WRRB held that any restriction of harvest or 

component of harvest to a specific number of animals would constitute a TAH. Thus, the 

Board ruled that it was required to hold a public hearing. Registered Parties were 

notified on November 30, 2009 of the Board’s decision to limit the scope of the public 

hearing to Actions 1 through 5 of the Joint Proposal, which prescribed limitations on 

harvest. All other proposed actions were addressed through written submissions to the 

Board. Originally scheduled for January 11-13, 2010, the public hearing took place 

March 22-26, 2010 in Behchokǫ̀, NT. Once the evidentiary phase of the proceeding was 

completed, TG requested the WRRB adjourn the hearing in order to give TG and 

GNWT time to work collaboratively to complete the joint management proposal.  

 

On May 31, 2010, TG and GNWT submitted the Revised Joint Proposal on Caribou 
Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı. This revised proposal changed the original 

management and monitoring actions and incorporated an adaptive co-management 

framework and rules-based approach to harvesting. TG and GNWT were able to reach 

an agreement on Indigenous harvesting. Therefore, the WRRB reconvened its public 

hearing on August 5-6, 2010 in Behchokǫ̀, NT, where final presentations, questions and 

closing arguments were made. 

 

On October 8, 2010, the WRRB submitted its final recommendations and reasons for 

decision report to TG and GNWT.19 Many of the recommendations were related to the 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herd and relevant management actions vital for herd recovery, including 

harvest restrictions. The Board also made harvest recommendations for the 

Beverly/Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herd. 

 

                                            
18 See Sections 12.5.11 and 12.5.12 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
19 PR (BNE 2019): 073 - Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 22-26 
March 2010 & 5-6 August 2010 Behchokǫ̀, NT. 
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The Board recommended a harvest target of 2800 (+ 10%) Sahtì ekwǫ̀ per year for 

harvest seasons 2010/11, 2011/12, and 2012/13 in Wek’èezhìı. Further, the Board 
recommended that the ratio of bulls harvested to cows should be 85:15. Although the 

evidence suggested that the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had not continued to decline, the Board 

concluded that a limited harvest of 2520-3080 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ with 420 or fewer cows was a 

cautious management approach based on the herd size and trend at the time. 

Additionally, the WRRB recommended that all commercial, outfitted and resident 

harvesting of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı be set to zero.  
 

The WRRB made additional ɂekwǫ̀ management and monitoring recommendations to 

TG and GNWT, specifically implementation of detailed scientific and Tłı̨chǫ knowledge 

monitoring actions and implementation of an adaptive co-management framework. 

  

The WRRB also recommended to the Minister of CIRNAC (formerly Indian and Northern 

Affairs Canada) and GNWT to collaboratively develop best practices for mitigating 

effects on ɂekwǫ̀ during calving and post-calving, including the consideration of 

implementing mobile ɂekwǫ̀ protection measures, and for monitoring landscape 

changes, including fires, industrial exploration, and development, to assess potential 

impacts to ɂekwǫ̀ habitat. 

 

The Board recommended that the harvest of dìga should be increased through 

incentives but that focused dìga control not be implemented. The Board understood if 

TG and GNWT were to plan for focused dìga control in the future, a management 

proposal would be required for WRRB consideration.  

 

Of the 57 recommendations made in 2010 and accepted or varied by TG and GNWT, 

the Board has evidence that only 18 have been fully implemented. Specifically, the 

closure of commercial, outfitted and resident harvesting for the Kǫ̀k’èetı,̀ Sahtì and 

Beverly/Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herds; the establishment and allocation of a harvest target for the 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herd; the implementation of monitoring the density of cows on the calving 

grounds; the development and implementation of a scientific conservation education 

program; the establishment of the Barren-ground Caribou Technical Working Group; the 

ongoing discussions with the Government of Nunavut to identify opportunities for 

calving ground protection; the collaborative work to meet the obligations of Section 

12.11 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement; the hiring of a TG Wildlife Coordinator to increase 

capacity to ensure full participation in monitoring and management of caribou; the 

removal of GNWT’s Emergency Interim Measures following the implementation of 

recommendations by January 1, 2011; the consultation with Tlicho communities about 

Board recommendations prior to January 1, 2011; the development of a detailed 

implementation and consultation plan; and the development and implementation of an 

effective enforcement and compliance program. 
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Implementation of the remaining accepted recommendations appears to the WRRB to 

be incomplete, including the development of a government position regarding 

reinstatement of outfitting and resident harvesting in Wek’èezhìı; the negotiation of 

harvesting overlap agreements with the Sahtú and Nunavut; the implementation of the 

Special Project, Using Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge to Monitor Barren Ground Caribou of the 

overall Tłı̨chǫ Research and Monitoring Program; the implementation of TK and 

scientific caribou monitoring actions; the development of criteria to evaluate when 

management actions are to be revised; and the development of a land use plan for 

Wek’èezhìı.  
 

Additional details of the 2010 proceeding can be found in Appendix B and a review of 

the 2010 WRRB Recommendations is found in Appendix C.  

 

4.2. 2016 Proceeding 

 

In June 2015, GNWT conducted a calving ground photographic survey and estimated 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had declined to 38,600 ɂekwǫ̀. On December 15, 2015, TG and 

GNWT submitted the “Joint Proposal on Management Actions for Bluenose-East 
Caribou 2016-2019” to the Board outlining proposed management actions for the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı, including new restrictions on hunter harvest, predator 
management, and ongoing monitoring. More specifically, TG and GNWT proposed 

implementing a herd-wide total allowable harvest of 950 bulls only, allocation for the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, and conducting a feasibility assessment of a full range of dìga 

management actions. The WRRB considered the proposed restriction of harvest as the 

establishment of a TAH and, therefore, was required to hold a public hearing. The public 

hearing took place April 6-8, 2016 in Behchokǫ̀, NT.  

 

In anticipation of the proposal, the Ɂehdzo Got’ı̨nę Gots’ę́ Nákedı/Sahtú Renewable 

Resources Board (SRRB) and the WRRB signed a “Memorandum of Understanding 
Regarding Collaborative Efforts for the Management of the Bluenose-East Caribou 
Herd” in October 2015 to ensure management of proceedings related to the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

herd would be as effective as possible.  Each Board conducted its own proceeding, 

including public hearings in both the Sahtú and Wek’èezhìı areas.  Each Board 
submitted its own Reasons for Decision report. 

 

In order to allow careful consideration of all the evidence on the record and to meet 

legislated timelines, the WRRB decided to prepare two separate reports to respond to 

the proposed management actions in the joint management proposal. The first report, 

Part A, dealt with the proposed harvest management actions that required regulation 

changes in order for new regulations to be in place for the start of the 2016/17 harvest 

season, as well as the proposed dìga feasibility assessment. The second report, Part B, 
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dealt with additional predator management actions, biological and environmental 

monitoring, and cumulative effects. 

   

On June 10, 2016, the WRRB submitted its final determinations and recommendations 

and Part A Reasons for Decision Report to TG and GNWT.20 The WRRB determined 

that a TAH of 750 bulls only should be implemented for all users of the Bluenose-East 

ɂekwǫ̀ herd within Wek’èezhìı for the 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19 harvest seasons. 
Further, the Board determined that the proportional allocation of the TAH of the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd for the 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19 harvest seasons should be as follows: 

Tłı̨chǫ Citizens – 39.29%, and Members of an Indigenous people who traditionally 

harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ (including Nunavut) – 60.71%. 

 

The Board recommended that TG and GNWT agree on an approach for designating 

zones for aerial and ground-based surveillance throughout the fall and winter harvest 

seasons from 2016 to 2019. Additionally, the WRRB recommended weekly 

communication updates, timely implementation of hunter education programs for all 

harvesters of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, and development of harvesting overlap agreements 

with the Sahtú and Nunavut. 

 

The WRRB recommended that the dìga feasibility assessment set out in the proposal 

be led by the Board with input and support from TG and ENR. As well, if deemed 

successful, the Community-based Dìga Harvesting Project would be extended in 2016-

2017 to the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd and incorporated into an adaptive wolf management 

approach. 

 

On October 3, 2016, the WRRB submitted its final recommendations and Part B 

Reasons for Decision Report to TG and GNWT.21 The WRRB recommended 

consultations with Tłı̨chǫ communities to determine a path forward for implementation of 

Tłı̨chǫ laws to continue the Tłı̨chǫ way of life and maintain their cultural and spiritual 

connection with ɂekwǫ̀. 

 
In addition, the WRRB recommended several Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge (TK) research and 
monitoring programs focusing on dìga, Sahcho (grizzly bear), stress and other impacts 
on ɂekwǫ̀ from collars and aircraft over-flights, and an assessment of quality and 
quantity of both summer and winter forage. 
 
The Board recommended a biological assessment of sahcho as well as requesting that 
the Barren-ground Caribou Technical Working Group (BGCTWG) prioritize biological 
monitoring indicators and develop thresholds under which management actions can be 

                                            
20 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the 
Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
21 PR (BNE 2019): 075 - Reasons for Decisions Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the Bluenose- 
East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd - Part B. 2016. 



________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
WRRB Proceeding Report & Reasons for Decision – Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East Caribou) Herd           19 
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taken and evaluated. All scientific and TK monitoring data will be provided to BGCTWG 
annually to ensure ongoing adaptive management. 
 
The WRRB recommended the implementation of Tłı̨chǫ Land Use Plan Directives as 

well as completing a Land Use Plan for the remainder of Wek’èezhìı. The Board also 
recommended the development of criteria to protect key ɂekwǫ̀ habitat, including 

Nǫɂokè (water crossings) and Tataa (corridors between bodies of water), using the 

Conservation Area approach in the NWT’s Wildlife Act, offsets and value-at risks in a 

fire management plan.  Additionally, the WRRB recommended the development of 

monitoring thresholds for climate indicators. 

 

Of the two determinations made by the Board and 24 recommendations accepted or 

varied by TG and GNWT, only the determinations and five recommendations have been 

fully implemented. Specifically, the establishment and allocation of a harvest target for 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd; the establishment and implementation of the Mobile Core Bathurst 

Caribou Conservation Area; the regular provision of updates on aerial and ground-

based compliance surveillance of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd; the implementation of the 

GNWT’s Hunter Education Program; and the completion of a collaborative feasibility 

assessment of options for dìga management. 

 

The remaining accepted recommendations appear to the Board to be incomplete, 

including providing regular harvest updates; negotiating harvesting overlap agreements 

with the Sahtú and Nunavut; conducting TK research on sahcho predation on ɂekwǫ̀, 

and their relationship with ɂekwǫ̀, other wildlife and people; conducting a collaborative 

sahcho biological assessment; conducting TK research about stress and impacts on 

ɂekwǫ̀ and people related to collars and aircraft over-flights; prioritizing biological 

monitoring indicators in order of need for effective management and developing 

thresholds under which management actions can be taken and evaluated; developing a 

land use plan for Wek’èezhìı; investigating the potential use of offsets for ɂekwǫ̀ 

recovery; conducting a TK monitoring project with elders to document how climate 

conditions have affected preferred summer forage and impacted ɂekwǫ́ fitness; and 

developing monitoring thresholds for climate indicators. 

 

Additional details of the 2016 proceeding can be found in Appendix D and a review of 

the 2010 WRRB Recommendations are in Appendix E.  

 

5.0. Summary of 2019 Wildlife Management Proposal and Board Process 

 

5.1. Receipt of 2019 Joint Proposal  

 

On January 14, 2019, the TG and GNWT submitted the “Joint Proposal on Management 
Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd 2019-2021” to the 
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Board outlining proposed management actions for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı. 
The management actions proposed by TG and GNWT in the Joint Proposal were 

grouped under the five categories defined in the ACCWM’s Taking Care of Caribou 
Management Plan: harvest, predators, habitat and land use, and education as well as 

research and monitoring.22 

 

More specifically, TG and GNWT proposed the following: 

 

• Harvest: implementing a reduced herd-wide total allowable harvest of 300 bulls 

only and allocation for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd; exploring ways of supporting 

harvesting of other wildlife; increasing on-the-land activities and cultural 

practices; 

• Predators: increasing incentives for dìga harvesters in an area centered on the 

collar locations of wintering Sahtì ekwǫ̀; continuing to develop a program to train 

dìga harvesters using culturally acceptable methods on the winter range; 

submitting a separate TG-GNWT joint management proposal on reduction of 

dìga numbers on the Sahtì and Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herd ranges; 

• Habitat & Land Use: promoting the protection of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd’s calving 

grounds in Nunavut; participating in any environmental assessment and land use 

planning in the NWT and Nunavut; supporting ongoing TK and scientific research 

focused on identifying key ɂekwǫ̀ habitats, minimizing disturbance to key ɂekwǫ̀ 

habitats, and ensuring conservation of these habitats; supporting research on 

climate factors that may affect herd trend and studies of how a changing climate 

may be affecting vegetation and foraging conditions for ɂekwǫ̀;  

• Education: continuing education initiatives such as sight-in-your-rifle, minimizing 

waste, and respecting traditional ways of harvesting; continuing annual visits to 

the four Tłı̨chǫ communities; and, 

• Research & Monitoring: increasing biological monitoring of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, 

including conducting population surveys carried out at two-year intervals, 

increasing radio collars to 70, suspending June calving reconnaissance surveys 

in years between photo survey years, conducting annual composition surveys in 

June, October and March/April to assess productivity and mortality rates; 

continuing accurate harvest reporting and improving body condition assessment 

of harvested ɂekwǫ̀; supporting the expansion of the Tłı̨chǫ Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è 

(formerly the Boots on the Ground) program onto the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ range; 

supporting continued research into factors contributing to ɂekwǫ̀ declines. 

 

The WRRB considered the proposed restriction of harvest as a proposal for the 

establishment of a TAH and, therefore, was required to hold a public hearing.   

                                            
22 PR (BNE 2019): 069 - Taking Care of Caribou: the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East Barren-
Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan. ACCWM. 2014. 
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The Board initiated its 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Proceeding on January 30, 

2019 and established an online public registry: http://www.wrrb.ca/public-

information/public-registry. On February 4, 2019, public notice of the WRRB decision to 

open a proceeding and conduct a public hearing concerning the possible setting of a 

reduced TAH for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd was provided to potentially interested 

organizations in and out of Wek’èezhìı via email, WRRB website, social media and 
radio. Notifications of the revised proceeding schedules were posted publicly on 

February 12, March 4, 11 and 19, 2019.  

 

The proceeding and hearing were conducted in accordance with the WRRB’s Rules of 
Procedures, June 14, 2017.23 

 

5.2. Registered Intervenors 

 

Interested organizations or individuals were required to register as intervenors via the 

Board’s website or to notify the WRRB in writing via email by February 15, 2019. Four 

organizations registered by the deadline date:  the Canadian Arctic Resources 

Committee (CARC), the Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Government (DGG), the North Slave Métis 

Alliance (NSMA) and the Yellowknives Dene First Nation (YKDFN). Full intervenor 

status was granted to CARC, DGG, NSMA and YKDFN on February 15, 2019.   

 

5.3. Information Requests 

 

In order to obtain the information necessary for the WRRB to consider as part of the 

record of this proceeding, a series of Information Requests (IRs) were issued to the 

registered Parties. The IRs and responses are all available on the online public registry. 

  

The first round of IRs was issued February 8, 2019, requesting that TG and GNWT 

provide additional Tłı̨chǫ knowledge and scientific information and rationale on the 

proposed management and monitoring actions. GNWT and TG provided their 

responses on February 18, 2019. On March 6, 2019, the Board requested consent from 

all Parties to post supporting documentation referenced by TG and GNWT in their 

management proposal and IR No.1 responses to the public registry. No concerns were 

raised, and documents were posted on March 12, 2019.   

 

The second round of IRs was issued February 25, 2019, requesting all Registered 

Parties provide additional information related to range planning and bull harvest. 

Additionally, NSMA submitted five IRs for response by GNWT related to harvest, 

predator management, and habitat and land use. All Parties provided their responses 

on March 6, 2019.  

                                            
23 https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/WRRB%20Rules%20of%20Procedure%2014jun2017_1.pdf 

http://www.wrrb.ca/public-information/public-registry
http://www.wrrb.ca/public-information/public-registry
https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/WRRB%20Rules%20of%20Procedure%2014jun2017_1.pdf
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5.4. WRRB Public Hearing, April 9-11, 2019 

 

To ensure that procedural, legal and administrative items were addressed prior to the 

public hearing, the Board held a pre-hearing conference on March 18, 2019 in 

Yellowknife, NT. The WRRB issued public hearing instructions to the registered Parties 

as required and, further to recommendations made by Parties during the pre-hearing 

conference, a revised set of instructions was issued on March 19, 2019. The 

instructions also included the requirements for Party closing statements and final written 

arguments. 

 

Hearing presentations from intervenors were requested for March 29, 2019; 

presentations from TG and GNWT were requested for April 1, 2019. All written 

submissions, hearing presentations and speaking notes were posted to the public 

registry.  

 

During the April 9-11, 2019 hearing in Behchokǫ̀, NT, the registered Parties gave oral 

presentations and asked questions of the other Parties. The registered general public 

were also given a daily opportunity to address the WRRB in the hearing. A list of 

registered Parties and general public is in Appendix F. A full written transcript of each 

day’s session was produced and is available on the public registry.24 Recommendations 

provided by the Intervenors were summarized by Board staff (Appendix G). 

 

The WRRB adjourned the hearing on April 11, 2019. Final written arguments were 

submitted by registered intervenors on April 24, 2019, and by TG and GNWT on April 

26, 2019. It should be noted that CARC did not provide any written submissions or 

presentations nor did they attend the public hearing. 

 

The public record was closed on April 26, 2019 and the WRRB’s deliberations followed.  

 

6.0. Is there a Conservation Concern for the Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ Herd?  

 

Based on the WRRB’s review of Sections 12.6.1 and 12.6.2 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, 

the first question which must be answered is whether there is a conservation concern 

with respect to the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. If the WRRB is not convinced that there is a Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ management problem, it does not have the authority to recommend harvest 

limitations on Tłı̨chǫ citizens. 

 

 

 

                                            
24 http://wrrb.ca/public-information/public-registry  

http://wrrb.ca/public-information/public-registry
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6.1. Evidence Presented 

 

6.1.1. Evidence from Indigenous Parties 
 

In his opening remarks, Chief Clifford Daniels highlighted the severity of the decline of 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd:  

  

“The decline of the herd is a serious situation. You will hear about the impacts of the 
herd on our well-being, our way of life, and land-based economy” and “This decline has 
separated us from the caribou. We want to be part of the caribou again”.25  
 

In their closing remarks, NSMA stated that they “remain deeply concerned that the rate 
of decline of the BNE herd has not slowed down since the implementation of the last 
management proposal (2016-2018)”.26 YKDFN acknowledged the “dire reality of the 
caribou decline”.27 

 

A main message from harvesters and elders was the need to sustain – care for and 

protect – ɂekwǫ̀, and to be careful how much you talk about them, especially in a 

negative way, which is disrespectful. Elder Alfred Taniton emphasized this: 

 

 “And so, when we speak of it [ɂeksǫ̀], we -- and the Elders used to say, And all 
the animals on this land is to be used by the people. It is not to be talked about. 
…Treat it well. Do not talk about it”.28 

 

Elder Taniton went on to say the situation may worsen unless better solutions are 

found,  

 

“And so, to this day -- to this day, the caribou still do exactly what it [story] says. It 
goes in its migration -- migratory route to the calving grounds, and this is the 
importance of what we are talking about today. He [prophet] said that when it 
disappear, it's going to be very -- very difficult for all of us. That may be true, but 
as an Elder from Délı̨nę, from a prophet Ayha who spoke -- and who spoke about 
the future, and he spoke about what was going to take place in the future. So, 
there's some people in here that probably know about the -- the words of our -- 
our prophet Ayha. And in the future, this is what is going to take place, he said. 
There is going to become a time when famine is going to be on this land. And 
what we are walking towards is really, really drastic -- will be very, very drastic.  
And -- and grandpa, this is how he showed the importance of what he was 

                                            
25 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p 8. 
26 PR (BNE 2019): 186 - North Slave Métis Alliance Final Written Argument. 
27 PR (BNE 2019): 189 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
28 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.144. 
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saying. And he said that when -- no food -- there is going to be no food on our 
land. It's going to become really, really drastic. The water will also disappear. … I 
wanted to -- I wanted to tell you about my comments about what I thought about 
the comment -- the presentations this morning. And our Elders killed as many 
caribou as they needed to survive. And -- and since -- and so we are the ones 
that are -- live on the -- on the people that live in the cold land, that decision 
should be up to us”.29 

 

Elders and harvesters know the rules associated with caring for the ɂekwǫ̀ and 

maintaining their relatedness with the animals. As is the Dene way, the most 

knowledgeable are listened to as well as listen to others. The most knowledgeable find 

solutions when ɂekwǫ̀ become scarce.30 Elder Phillip Dryneck exemplifies this in his 

statement: 

 

“That's the reason why we, as Elders, always make a strong statement regarding 
the -- how we should protect our animals at the -- but as an Elder, I feel that 
maybe we are the ones that we should be the -- the people that most -- people -- 
main spokesperson for regarding those wildlife such as caribou but nonetheless 
to date I guess we pretty well have to depend only on our leaders [who have 

chosen to limit our harvest]”.31 

 

6.1.2. Scientific Evidence 
 

Herd Estimates and Vital Rates 

 

A June 2018 calving ground photographic survey of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, conducted by 

the GNWT, resulted in a total estimate of 11,675 breeding cows (95% CI = 9971 – 

13,670), which indicated that abundance of breeding females had decreased by about 

32.9 %  since the June 2015 estimate of 17,396 (95% CI = 12,780-22,012) (Figure 2).32  

The estimate of adult females in the survey area was 13,988 (95% CI=12,042-16,249). 

The proportion of adult females classified as breeding was higher in 2018 (83%) than in 

2015 (63%).33 The overall decline between 2015 and 2018 is 50% based on the total 

population estimate, which fell from 38,592 (95% CI = 33,859-43,325) in 2015 to 19,294 

(95% CI = 16,527- 22,524 ) in 2018 (Figure 3).34 

 

 

                                            
29 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.147-148. 
30 PR (BNE 2019): 061 - Caribou migration and the state of their habitat. Legat et al. 2001. 
31 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.180. 
32 PR (BNE 2019): 201 – Undertaking #1, Part B, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing 
33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid. 
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Figure 2. Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd breeding cow estimates (± 95% CI), 2010-2018.35 
 

 
 
Figure 3. Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd population estimates, (± 95% CI) (2010-2015).36 
 

                                            
35 PR (BNE 2019): 001 – Joint Management Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ekwǫ̀ (Barren-
ground caribou) Herd: 2019-2021. 
36 PR (BNE 2019): 164 - ENR Public Hearing Presentation. 
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“A rapid and continuing decline”37 is how TG and GNWT characterized the 2019 Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd’s status. Based on the survey results, the herd has declined annually by 

about 20% from about 103,000 in 2010 to 19,300 in 2018. This equates to a total 

decline of 81%.38  

 

The herd may be declining due to the low annual survival of cows (averaging 79%, 

2010-2018, based on Table 1) and calves (averaging 36%, 2010-2018, based on Table 

2).39The survival rate for adult cows needs to be at least 84-92% for a stable herd.40 

Calf survival rates, the ratio of calves to 100 cows, should be about 35-45 calves: 100 

cows in a stable herd in October. In October 2018, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had a ratio of 25 

calves: 100 cows.41 

 

Table 1. Collar-based annual survival estimates of Sahtì ekwǫ̨̨̨̀̀̀ cows from 2010-
2011 to 2017-2018. A caribou year begins in June and ends at the end of May.42 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
37 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
38 PR (BNE 2019): 201 – Undertaking #1, Part B, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
39 Ibid. 
40 Ibid. 
41 PR (BNE 2019): 165 - ENR Public Hearing Presentation Speaking Notes. 
42 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
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Table 2. Annual Survival Estimates of Sahtì ekwǫ̨̨̨̀̀̀ calves from 2009-2018.43 
 

Caribou Year Survival Standard 
Error 

Lower 95% 
Confidence 

Interval 

Upper 95% 
Confidence 

Interval 

2009 0.46 0.017 0.427 0.495 
2010     
2011     
2012     
2013 0.36 0.014 0.334 0.388 
2014     
2015 0.347 0.015 0.318 0.376 
2016 0.434 0.024 0.389 0.481 
2017 0.435 0.019 0.401 0.475 
2018 0.257 0.257 0.016 0.291 

  

Pregnancy rates, based on testing the cows during collaring, are high. In healthy herds, 

the breeding-age cows usually have a pregnancy rate of 80% or more.44 In June 2018, 

the proportion of breeding females in the BNE herd was 83%, which suggests a healthy 

pregnancy rate.45  

 

Harvest was estimated to be about 1260 ɂekwǫ̀ per year between 1998 and 2005. 

Harvest rates increased between 2009/10 and 2013/14 (2009/10 – 3,466, 2010/11 – 

2,918, 2011/12 – 1,766, 2012/13 – 2,562 and 2013/14 – 3,016). Harvest data from 

2014/15 and 2015/16 are not published.46 Harvest levels decreased dramatically in 

2016/17 and 2017/18 to 373 and 323 ɂekwǫ̀, respectively, after a TAH of 750 bulls was 

implemented in 2016.47 

 

In 2016, the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) 

assessed ɂekwǫ̀ in the NWT and Nunavut as Threatened. The status of ɂekwǫ̀ under 

federal Species at Risk legislation is currently under review. Within the NWT, ɂekwǫ̀ 

were assessed by the Species at Risk Committee as Threatened in 2017 and were later 

listed as Threatened under the NWT Species at Risk Act in 2018.  

 

Guidance for the management and monitoring of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in the NWT is 

primarily found within the ACCWM’s Taking Care of Caribou Management Plan. In 

                                            
43 PR (BNE 2019): 009 – TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No. 1.  
44 PR (BNE 2019): 164 - ENR Public Hearing Presentation. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Ibid. 
47 Ibid. 
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2018, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd was assessed by the ACCWM as being in the red zone.48 A 

red status is assigned when the population level is low.49 For the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, a low 

population is under 20,000 animals.50  

 

Movement of Collared ɂekwǫ̀ among Herds 
 
GNWT assessed the movement of collared females between the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and 
neighbouring Bluenose-West and Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ calving grounds from 2010-2018 and 
determined there was minimal movement of cows to or from neighbouring herds.51 
Figure 4 depicts the number of collared animals that have immigrated and emigrated 
from the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd from 2010-2014 and 2016-2018.  
 

 
 
Figure 4. Movement of collared animals in and out of the Sahtì ekwo herd 2010-
2015 and 2016-2018.52 
 
State of the Habitat 
 

The Joint Proposal stated that while harvest levels likely contributed to the herd’s 

decline between 2010 and 2015, harvest was relatively low between 2015 and 2018 

and thus other factors must be at play.53 The proposal goes on to list predation, 

disturbance from industry, and adverse environmental conditions as being key to the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd’s decline.54  

 

                                            
48 PR (BNE 2019): 080 - Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management. 2019. Action Plan for the 
Bluenose East Caribou Herd 2019-2020 – Red Status. Yellowknife, NT. 
49 PR (BNE 2019): 069- Taking Care of Caribou: the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East Barren-
Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan. ACCWM. 2014. 
50 Ibid.  
51 PR (BNE 2019): 201 – Undertaking #1, Part B, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
52 Ibid. 
53 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
54 Ibid.  
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Boulanger and Adamczewski found that climate variables including summer warble fly 

index, summer drought index, and winter climate factors, including snow depth, can 

help statistically explain cow and calf survival, and pregnancy rates.55 For example, a 

drought year in 2014 likely led to poor feeding conditions, poor cow condition and low 

pregnancy rate in 2014-2015.56  

 

The Joint Proposal identified that predation may be a key limiting factor as harvest rates 

are low.57 However, without survey information on predators, the effects of predation 

cannot be evaluated. The WRRB submitted recommendations for predator 

management to TG and GNWT on February 6, 2019. These recommendations included 

surveys of predators on the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ range including dìga, sahcho, and Det'ǫcho 

(eagle). The Governments accepted theses recommendations with some variations. 

This correspondence is in Appendix H. 

 

6.2. Conclusion 

 

The WRRB agrees with TG and GNWT’s characterization of the herd’s continuing and 

severe decline based on the aerial photographic calving ground surveys (2010-2018). It 

remains unclear what the causes of the decline may be. The WRRB notes that with the 

updated information on adult survival,58 the average is 79% (2010-2018) and, while this 

varies annually, it is not as low as the 71% adult survival rate reported by the Joint 

Proposal.59 The WRRB is also concerned by the low calf survival, which, while varying 

between years, is trending down and is lower during the summer than the winter (for the 

4 years when it was measured both in the fall and the following late winter).60 It is 

uncertain whether the average rate of adult cow and calf survival is sufficient to explain 

the rate of decline, as measured by the trend from the calving ground survey. 

 

The completeness and reliability of the evidence available to the Board is variable. The 

calving ground survey, based on the Board’s review of the resulting report,61 was 

conducted to a high technical standard. The sex and age composition surveys are not 

reported in detail, but what detail there is, appears reliable. The WRRB does not agree 

that pregnancy rates are high since the follow-up evidence indicated that rates vary 

annually.62 Relying on testing of the collared cows to measure pregnancy adds 

                                            
55 PR (BNE 2019): 041 - Analysis of environmental, temporal, and spatial factors affecting demography of the 
Bathurst and Bluenose-East caribou herds DRAFT June. Boulanger & Adamczewski. 2017. 
56 Ibid.  
57 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
58 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
59 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
60 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
61 PR (BNE 2019): 201 - Undertaking #1, Part B, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
62 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
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uncertainty as it overestimates rates compared to fecal sampling or the percentage of 

breeding cows on the calving ground. The WRRB notes that in 2010 and 2015, the 

percentage of pregnant breeding cows was 61-63% compared to 80-83% in 2013 and 

2018.63  

 

The WRRB heard the GNWT express confidence in the reported harvest levels64 and 

the department state that reduced harvest levels were a result of changes in winter 

distribution relative to the communities. There is a gap in the harvest information 

provided in the Joint Proposal, which only summarizes rates up to 2012/13 (average 

2700-4000/year) and then for 2016-2018 (323-373 bulls).65 The recent numbers 

constitute an abrupt 10-fold decrease in harvesting, well below the 2016 TAH level. 

However, GNWT and TG neither analysed winter distribution relative to neighboring 

herds nor included harvesters’ information on location of harvest. This leaves the 

WRRB uncertain about the reliability of the harvest information.  

 

The WRRB is concerned that TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal has not provided all the 

available information on predation. For example, the rate of predator sightings during 

aerial or ground-based surveys is not included. Although the WRRB issued an 

Information Request for the annual and seasonal rate of collar loss as an indicator of 

survival, only the annual rate of collar loss was provided.66 It would have been helpful 

for the WRRB to know in which season and where the cows were dying to help 

determine if mortalities were due to predation. 

 

The Joint Proposal did not offer any evidence to help the WRRB understand how the 

uncertainty and complexity of the effects of climate change can be addressed in halting 

the decline of the herd.   

 

However, Petter Jacobson, TK Researcher for TG, did state 

 

“The first thing we -- was -- that was easily noticeable by the Elders was the 
impact of climate change on caribou and its habitats. And because of the 
increasing temperatures and the melting summer snow, caribou are now 
engaging in new behaviours, like we see them standing in water for long time 
periods. And the photo on the bottom shows a herd we saw just standing a long 
time in the water to try to cool down. And last summer we saw for the first time 
herds running in circles. And the -- they're doing this to try to avoid heat and 
harassment by insects and they're trying to create wind. And this was the first 

                                            
63 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
64 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. pp. 
34-36. 
65 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
66 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 



________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
WRRB Proceeding Report & Reasons for Decision – Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East Caribou) Herd           31 
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time that the Tłı̨chǫ monitors observed this behaviour and also it's the first time 
that their Inuit partners who we worked with observed this type of behaviour. … 
In relation to climate change, industrial development as well as harvesting 
restriction, the Tłı̨chǫ will often say, And sitting on the land with Elders and 
harvesters I often hear statements such as, caribou are not here because people 
are not here. And these type of statements demonstrate our program 
recommendations to support Indigenous people on the land activities to restore 
balances in 9 the ecosystem. Okay, so I'm going to move on from our results to 
some of our plans that we outlined in the management proposal. One (1) 
purpose of traditional knowledge research is to gather and use the Elders' 
knowledge, but also create space for that knowledge in decision-making and 
management”. 67 

 

Nevertheless, the overall evidence available to the Board including that from Indigenous 

elders, and the trend in ɂekwǫ̀ numbers are clear and compelling. As such, the WRRB 

concluded that the preponderance of the Indigenous and scientific evidence submitted 

suggests that there is a serious conservation concern and increased monitoring actions 

are both warranted and urgently required. In addition to a limited bulls only harvest, 

additional management and monitoring actions that focus on reducing predation and 

disturbance to Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and their habitat are required.  

 

7.0. WRRB’s Determinations and Recommendations 

  

7.1. Introduction 

 

In developing determinations and recommendations to halt the decline of the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd, the WRRB was highly concerned about the need for effective and timely 

actions. This is in agreement with Dr. John B. Zoe, TG, who stated that: 

 

“So, all I'm saying is that we need to help our Joint Management Proposal more 
than we have in the past with the Bathurst Joint Management Proposal. We've 
got to do something different…”.68 

  

and, the GNWT who stated that: 

 

“Timely conservation-based management actions are needed to help the BNE 
herd recover so that it can once again provide sustainable harvests that meet the 
needs of traditional users and communities”.69  

 

                                            
67 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p 82. 
68 Ibid. p 119. 
69 PR (BNE 2019): 196 - ENR Final Written Argument. 
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Consistent with the requirements of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the WRRB is taking a 

precautionary approach70 as well as learning from the experience of the 2016 TAH, 

which did not on its own achieve the objective of halting the decline. Reducing harvest 

and predation are the two management actions that most directly and immediately 

affect ɂekwǫ̀ survival rates.  

 

While the WRRB is most concerned about harvest and predation, the Board also 

recognizes the importance of a healthy habitat, efficient and effective monitoring that is 

able to rapidly inform management decisions (adaptive management), and the support 

and understanding of an informed public. Therefore, in addition to the urgency of 

actions to halt the decline, the WRRB has recommendations on habitat, adaptive 

management, and education. 

 

7.2. Total Allowable Harvest 

 
7.2.1. Introduction 
 

In the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, a TAH level is defined as “in relation to a population or stock of 
wildlife, the total amount of that population or stock that may be harvested annually” (i.e. 

a TAH is a specific number of ɂekwǫ̀ that can be harvested from a particular herd).  As 

set out in Section 12.5.5(a)(i) of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the WRRB has sole 

responsibility for making a final determination with respect to a TAH for Wek’èezhìı.   
 

In 2016 the WRRB made a determination to implement a TAH of 750, bulls only for 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀. This was the first TAH for Sahtì ekwǫ̀ in Wek’èezhìı.  
 

Increasing adult survival by reducing harvest rates is a first and, often, the only direct 

management action. The effectiveness of harvest reduction as a stand-alone action is 

dependent on the factors which are driving the decline and whether they have changed 

during the decline.  

 

7.2.2. Proponent’s Evidence  
 

The Joint Proposal indicates that, even with a reduced harvest of 373 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ in 

2016/17 and 323 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ in 2017/18, the herd still declined about 20% for each of 

those two years. GNWT has undertaken computer modeling to project the effectiveness 

of reducing harvests under different levels of calf and adult survival. GNWT concluded 

that if adult and calf survival increased to at least >85% and >40%, respectively, a 

harvest of 300 bulls would not hinder recovery.71 GNWT’s rationale for decreasing the 

                                            
70 Section 12.1.5(c) of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 
71 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
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June 14, 2019 
 

harvest from 1.9% (TAH 750 bulls in 2016) to 1.6% (TAH 300 bulls in 2019) is to have 

minimal effect on the rate of decline while providing for cultural continuity.72  

 
7.2.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 
NSMA supported the proposed action to lower harvest limits and recommended a 

variable TAH of up to 300 bulls only Sahtì ekwǫ̀ per season.73 NSMA further 

recommended an annual review of the TAH based on cow and calf survival rates, using 

an adaptive management framework and response plan.74 YKDFN did not support 

either the TAH of 300 bulls only Sahtì ekwǫ̀ or the six Sahtì ekwǫ̀ allocated for YKDFN, 

and they did not propose alternative numbers.75 

 

DGG highlighted the continued implementation of their conservation plan Belare wı́le 
Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for All Time, in particular, the policy to increase Dene Béré 

(alternative harvest) traditions, harvesting what the land does provide in abundance. 

Elder Walter Bezha said 

 

“But Délı̨nę is leading the plan. We're implementing, we're harvesting, we have -- 
we -- we're harvesting more fish, and more moose, and more woodland caribou 
than we ever have in the last ten (10) years. And we're not going to be harvesting 
something that's not [there] -- you've seen the -- the information from ENR 
yesterday about where the caribou have been the last year, the migration 
pattern”.76 

 

7.2.4. Analysis and Determination 
 

In the preceding Section 6, the WRRB questioned whether monitoring of harvest levels 

is providing accurate information. The Joint Proposal provides no evidence to determine 

the effectiveness of the authorization cards compared to, for example, information 

collected at check stations or through officer patrols. Such a comparison could have 

supported the TG and GNWT assumption that the harvest levels are accurately 

measured.  

 

The GNWT reported that recovery would not be hindered by a harvest of 300, if adult 

and calf survival increased to at least >85% and >40%, respectively.77 This then, is a 

                                            
72 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
73 PR (BNE 2019): 186 - North Slave Métis Alliance Final Written Argument. 
74 Ibid. 
75 PR (BNE 2019): 189 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
76 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. pp. 
53-54. 
77 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
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question of how to increase survival. The WRRB notes that GNWT has not used its 

population model to explore how the 2016-2018 harvest levels influenced the current 

annual rate of decline under the measured rates of adult and calf survival. 

 

Additionally, the proposal does not provide evidence to explain how reducing the bull 

harvest will increase the survival of cows. Increasing the survival rate of cows to 

between 86 and 90% is considered necessary for herd recovery. In other words, there is 

little or no evidence to suggest that the reduced harvest of 300 bulls will ensure that the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd will stabilize or recover. However, further harvest limitations could 

reduce any direct and/or indirect sources of mortality to Sahtì ekwǫ̀ cows caused by 

harvesters.78   

 

Emphasis on bull harvest over cow harvest should be greatest in declining herds and/or 

herds at low numbers.79 However, as noted by the Tłı̨chǫ elders, it is also important to 

protect the bulls in order for them to continue guarding the cows from dìga and 

providing strong genetic material for the future herd.80 A limited harvest of yaagoa 

(younger bull; third year male ɂekwǫ̀) in the early spring, and wedzıh (biggest male 

ɂekwǫ̀) in the late spring and fall81 will permit Tłı̨chǫ citizens to continue their 

relationship with the ɂekwǫ̀, slow the rate of herd decline, and ensure that cows can still 

be protected by the wedzıh. As Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault explained: 

 

“Our perspective is that with a focus on younger bulls, this total allowable harvest 
represents a low additive risk for the herd, which has been outlined in GNWT's 
presentation and modeling work”.82 

 

Harvesting ɂekwǫ̀ is about more than just food security83 for the Tłı̨chǫ, it is about Tłı̨chǫ 

harvesters’ connections within their culture, language and way of life. Tammy 

Steinwand-Deschambeault explained “[On the table in front of me, there are] special 
artifacts carrying the spirit of the caribou. They will help us tell our story”.84  
 
 Dr. John B. Zoe sums up the importance of Tłı̨chǫ thriving, when he said harvesting is 

 

“… a way of life, in relation to the caribou is described in the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, 
which is 12.1.1, which encompasses our livelihood and we try to capture that in 
our agreement to ensure that we always have a connection to the caribou, the 

                                            
78 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
79 Ibid. 
80 PR (BNE 2019): 061 - Caribou migration and the state of their habitat. Legat et al. 2001. 
81 Ibid. 
82 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p.74. 
83 Food security is defined as “the state of having reliable access to a sufficient quantity of affordable, nutritious food”. 
https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/food_security. 
84 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p.68. 

https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/food_security


________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
WRRB Proceeding Report & Reasons for Decision – Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East Caribou) Herd           35 
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activity around the caribou and the ceremonial games that happen around the -- 
the caribou and the travel. Everything that we -- that we had was in relation to the 
caribou”.85 
 

And near the end of his presentation for TG, Dr. Zoe reiterated the importance of the 

Tłı̨chǫ way of life: 

 

“And so the picture I'm trying to paint today is that going as far back as a hundred 
and fifty (150) years ago, we've been fighting against the current, fighting against 
a change, and that change is disenfranchising our ability to carry on our way of  
life, our knowledge that comes with that life, our kinship, our relation to the 
animals and the fish in the water and to the trees that provide the birch bark to go 
-- to go to where we're going. All these things that are there that people continue 
their way of life and kept the information alive until today; we still have it”.86 

 

Figure 5 shows an approach to how the harvest rate and sex ratio of harvest could be 

adjusted to the herd’s risk status.87 Indicators of a herd at high risk include low calf 

recruitment, low cow survival, poor condition as assessed by harvesters, and high dìga 

numbers. Harvest in high-risk herds is tolerable at 1% or less of the herd and may 

increase to 2, 3 and 4% of the herd in lower-risk herds. Emphasis on harvest of bulls 

only or a high percentage of bulls in the harvest would be greatest in high-risk herds. 

This approach is contingent upon ongoing reliable reporting of harvest by all harvesters, 

despite the herd’s size or trend. 

 

 
 

Figure 5. Suggested approach to recommending rate (% of herd) and sex ratio of 
harvest depending on a herd's risk status.88 
GNWT and TG reported that in 2016/17 and 2017/18, 373 and 323 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ were 

harvested, respectively. This equates to a harvest rate of approximately 0.91% per year 

                                            
85 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. p.87. 
86 Ibid. p.109. 
87 PR (BNE 2019): 095 - Harvest recommendations for barren-ground caribou based on herd risk status: A rule of 
thumb approach. ENR. 2013. 
88 Ibid. 
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based on the 2015 population estimate of 38,000. However, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd 

continued to decline by 20% between 2016-2018. The proposed TAH of 300 bulls only 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ equates to an annual harvest rate of approximately 1.6% of the 2018 

population estimate. Therefore, a TAH of 300 in 2019 results in more harvest pressure 

on the herd than during 2016-2018. The Board believes that an acceptable harvest 

would be 1%, i.e.193 Sahtì ekwǫ̀, bulls only.   

 

Furthermore, the 20% rate of decline of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ is similar to rate of decline for the 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀. Figure 6 compares the population estimates of the two herds through 

time.  

 

 
 

Figure 6. Comparison of Kǫ̀k’èetı̀ ekwǫ̀ and Sahtì ekwǫ̀ estimates.89  
 

Table 3 compares the population estimate of Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ and Sahtì ekwǫ̀, and the 

TAH which was determined at the time. The Board acknowledged the similar rate of 

decline between the herds in its decision making.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
89 https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/en/services/barren-ground-caribou. 
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Table 3. Comparison of Kǫ̀k’èetı̀ ekwǫ̀ and Sahtì ekwǫ̀ population estimates and 
TAH.90 
 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀Ekwǫ̀ Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ 

Survey Year Population TAH (% of 

population) 

Survey Year Population TAH (% of 

population) 

2013 35,000 300 (0.86%) 2016 39,000 750 (1.9%) 

2016 20,000 0 2018 19,300 193 (1%) 

2018 8,200 0* 
  

 

* Proposed 

 

As per Section 12.6.3 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, any harvest limit  “shall be no greater 
than necessary to achieve the objective for which they are prescribed, and may not be 
prescribed where there is any other measure by which that objective could reasonably 
be achieved if that other measure would involve a lesser limitation on the exercise of the 
rights”.   
 

In making its determination about harvest limitations, the WRRB considered the risks to 

the herd given the recent high rate of decline, uncertainties about the underlying 

mechanisms for the decline, the importance of ekwǫ̀ for food security and cultural 

strength, and the comparison to the rate of decline of Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀.   

 

Evidence from the public during the proceeding, as well as from Tłı̨chǫ elders during the 

2007 TG workshop, suggest a willingness to restrict harvest, and leave the ɂekwǫ̀ 

alone.91 Leaving ɂekwǫ̀ alone, to the elders, includes all activities that stress or bother 

those remaining. As Elder Leon Modeste summarizes: 

 

“We can -- it's really, really important not to talk about it for a little while and let's 
not talk about it, let's not follow them on planes, let's not hunt them, let's just 
leave them alone. I'm telling you what I'm thinking and because it's really, really 
important and -- and this is what the Walter said earlier, he says that I wonder -- I 
think my time is up but I'd like to say, like, whether you are non Aboriginal, 
Aboriginal people, it's really, really important to stand together on this and to 
have this approach together”.92  

 

                                            
90 https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/en/services/barren-ground-caribou. 
91 PR (BNE 2019): 145 - Transcript, Tłı̨chǫ Government Caribou Workshop, Whatì, NT – Day 2. 2007. 
92 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.31. 

https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/en/services/barren-ground-caribou
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To slow the rate of decline, offset the effects of unreported harvest, and reduce the bulls 

only harvest to ensure the cows are protected, the Board believes a more conservative 

TAH is required. Therefore, a TAH of 193 Sahtì ekwǫ̀, bulls only, must be implemented 

without delay.   

 

In making its decision, the WRRB considered Figure 7 provided by GNWT,93 which 

models 2021 population estimates for Sahtì ekwǫ̀ with different harvest rates. This 

figure suggests that even a total harvest of zero would not halt the decline; however, 

lower harvest rates could slow the rate of decline.  

 

Although the Board determined that a TAH of zero was appropriate when Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ 

was at a similar population level, there were other ɂekwǫ̀ herds, with no harvest 

restrictions, that could be utilized. The WRRB wishes to balance protection of the herd 

to encourage recovery with the nutritional and cultural needs of the Tłı̨chǫ, and other 

Indigenous people who rely on Sahtì ekwǫ̀. Figure 7 and the Joint Proposal suggest that 

harvest levels of 100-300 per year will likely result in minimal additional declines.94 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Impacts of harvest on the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in 2021(adult cow survival 
71% and average calf survival). The dashed line is the herd size in 2018; 19,300. The 
bars represent the numbers on the right.95 

                                            
93 PR (BNE 2019): 176 - Undertaking #2, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
94 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
95 PR (BNE 2019): 176 - Undertaking #2, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
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Determination #1-2019 (Sahtì ekwǫ̀): Harvest of Sahtì ekwǫ̀  

A total allowable harvest of 193, bulls only, for all users of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd within 

Wek’èezhìı is to be implemented by the TG and GNWT for the 2019/20 and 2020/21 

harvest seasons.  

 

7.3. Harvest Allocation 

 
7.3.1. Introduction 
 

Section 12.5.5(a)(ii) of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement states that “the WRRB shall make a final 
determination about the allocation of portions of any TAH for Wek’èezhìı to groups of 
persons or for specified purposes”.  
 
7.3.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

Based on the 2018 population estimate and GNWT’s recommended allocation from the 

2014/15 harvest season, TG and GNWT proposed a herd-wide allocation for the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd as 300 ɂekwǫ̀, i.e. Tłı̨chǫ 118 (39.29%), Sahtú 52 (17.14%), Dehcho 5 

(1.61%), Inuvialuit 2 (0.89%), Northwest Territories Métis Nation 5 (1.43%), Akaitcho 6 

(2.14%), North Slave Métis Alliance 5 (1.79%), and Nunavut 107 (35.71%).96 Although 

TG and GNWT have no authority over wildlife management in Nunavut, a consistent 

overall approach for Indigenous harvest of this migratory species is desired.97   

 

The proposed allocation was based on the following:  

• The results of the 2015 and 2018 calving ground surveys and the reported 

rate of decline of 20-21%; 

• The Taking Care of Caribou management plan which places the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd in the red low population zone, where a TAH acceptable to 

ACCWM can be established;  

• GNWT’s harvest rule-of-thumb and associated modeling of harvest and 

ɂekwǫ̀ populations;  

• The need to consider the Nunavut harvest; 

• The WRRB recommendations of 2010 and 2016 for this herd, along with 

the herd’s considerably reduced numbers, and its downward acceleration 

similar to the Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herd’s most rapid decline between 2006 and 

2018.98 

 

                                            
96 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
97 Ibid. 
98 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the 
Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
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7.3.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

DGG and NSMA did not raise concerns about the ACCWM approach to allocation and 

that it has been used before by the Board also with no objections. 

 

While YKDFN did acknowledge the “dire reality of caribou decline and that certain 
concessions are required”, they stated they did not accept the allocation due to “the 
belief that indigenous rights to harvest, cannot and should not be placed in such 
absolute terms”.99 Further, YKDFN noted concerns about how overlaps in calving areas 

and ranges between the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ herds will be addressed. They 

point out that there could be “potential conflicts” between traditional harvesters of the 

two herds; therefore, the Chiefs of YKDFN do not agree with the six bull per year 

quota.100 

 

7.3.4. Analysis and Determination 
 

As the Board does not have the evidence necessary to make specific allocations in 

Wek’èezhìı, the WRRB concluded that they would express the allocation 

proportionately, basing their determination on TG and GNWT’s considerations above 

and its authority within Wek’èezhìı only. Considering the determination for a total 

allowable harvest of 193, the harvest allocation would thus be: Tłı̨chǫ 76 (39.29%), 

Sahtú 33 (17.14%), Dehcho 3 (1.61%), Inuvialuit 2 (0.89%), Northwest Territories Métis 

Nation 3 (1.43%), Akaitcho 4 (2.14%), North Slave Métis Alliance 3 (1.79%) and 

Nunavut 69 (35.71%).   

  

Determination #2-2019 (Sahtì ekwǫ̀): Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ Harvest Allocation 

The proportional allocation of the total allowable harvest of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd for 

the 2019/20 and 2020/21 harvest seasons shall be as follows:  

Tłı̨chǫ Citizens: 39.29% (76 animals) 

Members of an Indigenous people who traditionally harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

(includes Nunavut): 60.71% (117 animals) 

TG should determine distribution of the allocation with Tłı̨chǫ communities, and 

GNWT should determine distribution of the allocation to members of an Indigenous 

people who traditionally harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ in consultation with those groups. 

                                            
99 PR (BNE 2019): 189 – Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
100 PR (BNE 2019): 172 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Public Hearing Presentation. 
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7.4. Harvest Monitoring 

 
7.4.1. Introduction  
 
Harvest monitoring is critical for ensuring TAH compliance, documenting wounding and 
wastage, and herd health monitoring. Community monitors, GNWT Renewable 
Resource Officers, and aerial and ground-based surveys are utilized for harvest 
monitoring purposes.   
 
7.4.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal described the monitoring methods for harvest and 

annual harvest levels.101 GNWT monitors harvesting activity in Wek’èezhìı through a 
check station at Gordon Lake and McKay Lake and by Tłı̨chǫ community monitors, 

hired by TG. The community monitors keep TG and GNWT updated on activities on the 

land and report any infractions.102 In addition, aerial reconnaissance flights throughout 

the fall and winter harvest seasons are conducted to check for any harvesting activity 

within wildlife management zones and along winter roads.  

 

Previously, in 2015, GNWT and TG stated that officer presence would be increased in 

the communities if hunting pressure increased, but the primary approach is to work with 

community harvesters to educate them about the management and conservation 

measures in place. Education and prevention are the primary tools used in achieving 

harvest compliance; prosecution will always be a tool of last resort.103  

 

7.4.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

NSMA was concerned about how “the proposed 300 bull-only (or 118 for Tłı̨chǫ and 5 
for NSMA) harvest opportunity may be for the continuation of traditional practices, as 
compared to the risk of driving the BNE herd population further downward” 104 and 

requested harvest levels for the previous 3 years for neighboring herds. GNWT 

responded that the Beverly/Ahiak herd’s winter distribution influenced its harvests, 

which were in the North Slave region, 0 (2015-16); 3000 (2016-17); and 500 (2017-

18).105 

 

                                            
101 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
102 Ibid. 
103 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the 
Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
104 PR (BNE 2019): 018 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Request No. 2. 
105 Ibid. 
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NSMA was also concerned about how the relative proportion of harvested younger and 

older bulls could affect the remaining population.106 While GNWT provided additional 

information on the possible effects of harvest on the adult sex ratio, they did not have 

specific information on whether the age structure of the harvested bulls would affect the 

herd.107 

 

YKDFN noted an overlap of Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀and Sahtì ekwǫ̀ ranges and that it is unclear in the 

Joint Management proposal how the overlap will be treated (i.e. what will the impact of 

the overlap be on harvesting as generally harvesters do not make herd distinctions?).108 

 

DGG noted that their community plan “Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for All Time” 
sets out how the community will monitor harvest. Mr. Leonard Kenny, Deputy 

Ɂek'wahtı̨dǝ́ (highest honest leader) said  

 

“And so the way we keep track of our own harvesting -- harvesters is that it was, 
you know, when you actually tried something for the first time, it was kind of 
difficult, but at the time, the leadership was involved with it. We made sure that 
RRC -- people that went hunting had to report to RRC, or any of the hunters that 
are out there. You know, they have to be honest, just like what the proposal said. 
But at the end of the day, after the hunters went back, the -- the numbers that 
came -- came in were -- were pretty accurate”.109 

 

Mr. Kenny stated further 

 

“And it's -- it's done by -- not by ENR themself. If they did it themself, people 
won't -- won't participate in their -- trying to give them the -- the numbers. It has to 
come from the – people like … -- from the RRC, and the leadership have to be 
involved”.110 

 
7.4.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

TG and GNWT provided annual harvest levels but did not summarize or analyze 

monitoring effort (number of days at the check station, number of ground and aerial 

patrols). GNWT relies on the locations of the satellite-collared ɂekwǫ̀ as the basis for 

assigning harvest to the different herds; however, there has been no analysis completed 

about how harvest is assigned to which herd. There was no analysis relating harvest 

                                            
106 PR (BNE 2019): 018 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Request No. 2. 
107 Ibid. 
108 PR (BNE 2019): 189 – Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
109 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.59. 
110 Ibid. pp.60-61. 
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effort (distances travelled, for example) to winter distribution of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and its 

neighboring herds.  

 

The WRRB is concerned about how the communities cope when ɂekwǫ̀ harvests 

appear to be so annually variable (Figure 8). In the last five years, Sahtì ekwǫ̀ harvests 

have varied from approximately 323 to 4000 when the winter distribution of the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀, Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀, and Beverly/Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herds are within the NWT.   

 

 
 

Figure 8. Ɂekwǫ̀ harvested from the Sahtì ekwǫ̀, Kǫ̀k’èetı̀ ekwǫ̀ and Beverly/Ahiak 
ekwǫ̀ herds from 1998 to 2018.111 
 

The uncertainty about the harvest levels and why they vary so much annually will not be 

solved simply by improved reporting and analyses. The reported variability also 

suggests that a better understanding of harvesting from the community perspective is 

essential. This can be achieved by an increase in community monitoring and more 

detailed reporting.   

 

Harvest monitors not only provide critical information on harvest, but they are also a link 

between communities and responsible governments. Harvest monitors are on the front 

lines and can collect real-time information from harvesters on the health of the animals, 

and the herd. However, if ɂekwǫ̀ are abundant around the community, harvest monitors 

can be overworked, which can be a safety concern.  

 

                                            
111 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021; and PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round 
No.1. 
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Recommendation #1-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ Harvest Monitoring 

To ensure that the total allowable harvest is being adhered to, and to utilize the 

expertise of harvesters, TG is to revise their approach to Sahtì ekwǫ̀ harvest 

monitoring for the 2019/20, and 2020/21 harvest seasons to include: 

• Data collected from harvesters which, at minimum, should include the 

number and location of ɂekwǫ̀ harvested, sex, health, and body 

condition of the animals, and distance travelled by the harvesters;  

• Harvest data should be provided weekly by TG to the WRRB, and the 

annual harvest and monitoring summary reports prepared by GNWT 

and TG should be made public by June 30 of each year; and  

• Where necessary because of concentrations of ɂekwǫ̀ near a 

community, up to four community monitors should be hired to be able to 

collect, and report on harvest data weekly.   

 

7.5. Predators 

 
7.5.1. Introduction 
 

As previously described, the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd decline is a serious conservation concern. 

Harvest restrictions alone have proven to be ineffective in halting this decline, and the 

evidence presented suggests that this will continue to be the case. As predators 

continue to put pressure on the Sahtì ekwǫ̀, predator management could aid in the 

short-term stabilization and recovery of the herd.   

 
7.5.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal identified that the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd decline continued 

despite the harvest reduction in 2016, and that low adult cow and calf survival rates 

suggest that predation may be a “key limiting factor”.112 The Joint Proposal identified 

that the Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: Options for Managing Wolves on the 
Range of the Bathurst Barren-ground Caribou Herd could be applicable to dìga 

reduction options for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ range.113 These possible dìga reduction options 

will be submitted to the WRRB in a separate proposal. This proposal will recommend 

ways to ensure that dìga harvest is increased to a level where ɂekwǫ̀ survival rates will 

be measurably increased. During the public hearing, Dr. Jan Adamczewski suggested 

that a predator management proposal may be submitted in “early May [2019]”.114 As of 

                                            
112 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
113 Ibid; and PR (BNE 2019): 078 - Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: Options for Managing Wolves on the 
Range of the Bathurst Barren-ground Caribou Herd. 2017. 
114 PR (BNE 2019): 174 – Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) – 2019 Bluenose-East caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.52-53. 
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the date of publishing this report, the Board has not yet received a predator 

management proposal.  

 

The Joint Proposal also outlined an Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest Incentive 

Program, which was implemented in the 2018/19 harvest season to reduce predation 

and promote caribou recovery.115 This Program increased the incentive of dìga 

harvested within a specified zone to up to $1650.116 

 

7.5.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

Elder Alfred Taniton stated 

 

“There is a lot of animals that go through the wolf. We can't blame ourselves. We 
survive by killing by going by harvesting animals. That is how we go by things. 
And we have to decide on what we're going to do with the wolf. And that's 
another item that we need to talk about. We know we want to help the caribou. 
Maybe in a few years if there's a lot more caribou and then we want -- before 
that, we want to talk about the wolf. We have to really think about it”.117 

 

YKDFN noted that “we fail to believe that predation is the main contributing factor, there 
are other factors at play which quite frankly we are yet to understand”.118 NSMA was 

concerned about a focus on predator management and stated that “Currently, there are 
more discussions and commitments about predator removals than attempt to 
understand the predator ecology”.119  

 

NSMA argued that more thorough survey and assessment should precede any 

aggressive dìga/predator removal measures.120 They reasoned that understanding the 

ecology of ɂekwǫ̀’s predators is essential in reinforcing the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ management 

plan and preventing unforeseen consequences to other ecologically important species.  

 

NSMA also expressed concern that an increase in dìga harvesting could disturb ɂekwǫ̀ 

if the harvesting was from snow machines. Snow machines can create hard-packed 

trails that in turn would increase predation rates if dìga prefer the trails.121 

 

                                            
115 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
116 Ibid.  
117 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.184. 
118 PR (BNE 2019): 172 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Public Hearing Presentation. 
119 PR (BNE 2019): 163 - North Slave Métis Alliance Public Hearing Presentation. 
120 PR (BNE 2019): 186 - North Slave Métis Alliance Final Written Argument.  
121 PR (BNE 2019): 018 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Request No. 2. 
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YKDFN noted in their closing remarks that dìga should be collared to provide data 

complimentary to caribou collar data, and traditional knowledge.122  

 

7.5.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

The Joint Proposal is short on evidence related to predation (e.g. it does not include 

trends in sighting rates of dìga and sahcho during aerial and ground surveys). This 

information would be useful in determining whether or not predator sightings are 

changing. An earlier analysis, which mapped seasonal ɂekwǫ̀ mortality (2010-2016), 

revealed that most collared ɂekwǫ̀ deaths are on summer and fall ranges and are least 

on calving ranges. The WRRB is perplexed that GNWT did not include evidence and 

the analyses that it has previously completed on dìga. The Joint Proposal notes that the 

Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀Wolf Management Feasibility Assessment 2017 can be applied to Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

herd. There is no further indication of how and when such an action might be 

implemented.  

 

Given that the Joint Proposal states that the limited harvest of bulls is not sufficient to 

halt the decline and given the low survival of the cows, the WRRB agrees that action is 

needed to improve cow survival.123 While the WRRB understands the concerns 

expressed by NSMA and YKDFN, analysis of the Joint Proposal by the Board, and 

review of evidence about community concerns, reflects an immediate need for action to 

reduce predation on the herd. During the 2016 public hearing, the TG-GNWT ʔekwǫ̀ 

consultations tours conducted January 21-23, 2019, and the 2019 public hearing, the 

WRRB has heard from Tłı̨chǫ community members that dìga are continuing to put 

pressure on ɂekwǫ̀ populations.  

 

Mr. Jimmy Kodzin discussed the number of wolves he’s seen on the tundra: 

 

“When I think about the wolves, the predator such as the wolfs, we know that for the fact 
there are a lot of wolves out there. They usually go where the caribou are, and I did 
something that I have observed, something that I have seen. And one (1) time when I 
was out in the tundra, out in the -- and also I have seen a lot of wolf. It seems like 
nobody could be approach those predators such as the wolves.  And also, this Elder 
that was with me, I told him what do we -- I never seen this amount of caribou, one lake 
I've been -- I have seen over five hundred (500) caribou -- five hundred 500 wolfs, sorry, 
five hundred (500). I told him -- he asked me what did I do? I didn't do -- and that Elder 
said, What did you do? I said nothing. Well it's a good thing, that Elder told me that wolf 
that you think -- you think you're on a snowmobile where there's lots, so it's a good thing 
you didn't do anything. They could attack you. If you at least killed one, you would have 

                                            
122 PR (BNE 2019): 189 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Final Written Argument. 
123 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
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not been here today, because they help each other to attack. But still -- but then I want 
something to be done. And also, I'm pretty sure there are some people that can -- we 
know for the fact that -- that the predator such as the wolves are killing off a lot of 
caribou, but we do not think alike. … And also, it’s not a small animal, it’s not a small – 
not a small animal”.124 

 

The WRRB submitted recommendations for predator management to TG and GNWT on 

February 6, 2019. The Governments accepted theses recommendations with some 

variations. This correspondence is in Appendix H. The Board strongly suggests that 

implementation of predator management actions should be a priority for both 

governments. Delayed action at this stage would not be in the public interest and would 

represent a failure in responsible management. 

 

Although a priority for the TG, Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault explained at the 

Hearing 

 

“It [dìga culling] has been focused on Tłı̨chǫ knowledge and based on 
recommendations from the Elders, and a key aspect of the project is to utilize 
and follow traditional dìga harvesting laws and to enhance monitoring in 
partnership with GNWT. This work is ongoing and, as we knew from the outset, it 
would not be easy”.125 

 

In 2018, the GNWT implemented the Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest Incentive 

Program as a pilot program. This program increased the incentive to up to $1650 for a 

dìga harvested in an area of the North Slave region centered on the collar locations of 

wintering ɂekwǫ̀. Dìga harvesters were required to check into and out of the dìga 

harvesting zone at winter road access point. The purpose of the program was to both 

increase interest in the TG dìga harvester training program and to reduce the number of 

predators on the ɂekwǫ̀ ranges.  

 

The WRRB is aware that incentive programs can attract criticisms and may not be 

effective in reducing predation rates.126 The WRRB wants to be able to see a linkage 

between the Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest Incentive Program and ɂekwǫ̀ 

conservation efforts.  

 

                                            
124 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.117-118. 
125 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.76. 
126 PR (BNE 2019): 190 - Predator Bounties in Western Canada Cause Animal Suffering and Compromise Wildlife 
Conservation Efforts. Proulx and Rodtka. 2015. 
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The WRRB supports the accelerated implementation of TG’s Dìga Harvester Training 

Program as described in the Joint Management Proposal as an education tool but the 

WRRB needs reporting about how many wolves are harvested and where. 

 

Recommendation #2-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest 

Incentive Program  

To understand the success of the pilot year of the Enhanced North Slave Dìga 

Harvest Incentive Program, GNWT is to provide the location and number of dìga 

harvested, as part of the Program, to the WRRB by July 26, 2019.  

 

Recommendation #3-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest 

Incentive Program 

To determine the future use of the Enhanced North Slave Dìga Harvest Incentive 

Program in managing Sahtì ekwǫ̀ and other ɂekwǫ̀ herds, GNWT and TG are to 

develop a framework to evaluate the effectiveness of this Program in achieving ɂekwǫ̀ 

conservation goals, for review and approval by the WRRB, by September 30, 2019.  

 

Mr. Henry Gon emphasized the impact that predators including dìga, nǫ̀gha, and 

sahcho can have on ɂekwǫ̀.  

 

“…at the same time too, I guess, we have to look at the predators that has a 
major role in the impact of the caribou decline. It could be the grizzly bear and 
sometimes they say bald eagle, and then there are some crazy wolves and 
wolverine. So -- and then the -- this has some problem with the total of the 
caribou decline and then maybe there are some other things that we shouldn't do 
that we're doing that cause the caribou decline. That we, as hunters, we as the 
hunters, we do hunt the caribou a lot for many years and we see the -- a lot of -- 
lot of wolves travelling around, they take a lot of caribou. One time I came across 
the caribou migrating across Hottah Lake and then there were a lot of -- a the big 
pack of wolf were following the caribou. So, the -- so very little has been said 
about the -- the pack of caribou, that amount of land that they don't take the -- 
how many -- how many caribou they would take. So if you justify that with the 
human hunter or hunters that are out on the land with the -- with allocations of 
the numbers that are allocated for the harvesting, you know, within the area 
compared to the amount that -- that to wolf in the hundreds and the -- how many 
caribou they take per day.”127 

 

The Joint Proposal did not identify nǫ̀gha as a major ɂekwǫ̀ predator. Although they can 

take a ɂekwǫ̀, they are mostly known as scavengers. As such, declines in ɂekwǫ̀ 

                                            
127 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.107-108. 
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populations and implementing dìga control may have ecological implications for 

scavengers such as nǫ̀gha.   

 

Recommendation #4-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Nǫ̀gha (wolverines) 

To determine the current population trends and distribution of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

predator, GNWT and TG are to monitor nǫ̀gha populations in Wek’èezhìı, beginning 

April 1, 2020. Monitoring information should be shared with the WRRB as available. 

 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal included no evidence on predator sighting rates on the 

calving grounds nor did the 2018 calving ground survey report. But the report did 

recommend increased support for predator monitoring as well as for on-the-land 

traditional monitoring programs like the Tłı̨chǫ Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è (formerly the Boots 

on the Ground) program. GNWT’s recommendation leads the WRRB to recommend 

monitoring predators on the calving grounds in collaboration with the Government of 

Nunavut. In an effort to reduce disturbance to ɂekwǫ̀, this work should be done on the 

ground, and not via aircraft.  

 

Recommendation #5-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Predators on the Calving Grounds 

To increase the birth rate of Sahtì ekwǫ̀, GNWT and TG are to work cooperatively 

with the Department of Environment, Government of Nunavut to protect the calving 

grounds of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ from dìga, sahcho, det'ǫcho, and nǫ̀gha. Starting in 2020, 

calving ground protection could take the form of monitors on the perimeter and should 

begin one week prior to calving. 

 

7.6. Habitat and Land Use 

 

7.6.1. Introduction 
 

The range of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ encompasses land in the NT and Nunavut, which makes 

management more difficult; however, the herd will require intact habitat for recovery and 

sustained use.  

 
7.6.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal offered no evidence about the state of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

habitat such as the cumulative winter range modified by fire or the total linear length of 

roads. The Joint Proposal does not describe seasonal distribution or indicate whether it 

is changing as the herd declines.  

 

During TG’s presentation, Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault stated: 
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“Basically, the rationale for minimizing human cause disturbance to ekwǫ̀, 
caribou, and caribou habitat or dè is to provide the best conditions for caribou so 
that they may reach their reproductive potential, which is supported by 
environmental conditions and health of the land…. So, with respect to land use, 
the key steps in implementing, monitoring and management actions are to 
understand, identify and conserve important habitats and sensitive areas for 
ekwǫ̀”.128  

 

Ms. Steinwand-Deschambeault then explained the importance of considering the 

relatedness of all that interconnects with ɂekwǫ̀ habitat: 

 
" Dè has a broader meaning than land because it refers to a whole ecosystem or 
environment. However, where the word "ecosystem" is based on the idea that 
living things exist in association with non-living elements the Dogrib term "dè", it 
spans the meaning of association to encompass the knowledge that everything in 
the environment has life and spirit".129  

 

Ms. Steinwand-Deschambeault further clarified 

 

"that dè is not an independent object that's out there existing separate from 
culture and our daily lives, but rather is an all-encompassing holistic system of 
which Indigenous cultures is an integral part".130 

 
One must look at the ecosystem in its entirety – physical, spiritual, cultural – to 

understand the impacts to ɂekwǫ̀ and its habitat. 

 

In the 1990s, the Tłı̨chǫ elders initiated the research project, Caribou Migration and the 
State of their Habitat.131 These elders wanted Tłı̨chǫ, in the future, to recognize the 

importance of understanding ɂekwǫ̀ habitat seasonally, annually and over time. This 

entailed becoming knowledgeable about various vegetation communities/ habitat-types 

necessary for ɂekwǫ̀ to remain healthy throughout their range. Between 1999 and 2007, 

these same elders worked with the research team to design a monitoring program that 

included not only ɂekwǫ̀ habitat but the dè. The monitoring is to be done by harvesters 

as they watch and use all that is within the dè. They are then to report this to Tłı̨chǫ 

researchers who keep track of the state of dè. Dr. John B. Zoe’s presentation reflected 

                                            
128 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.77. 
129 Ibid. p.78. 
130 Ibid. p.79. 
131 PR (BNE 2019): 061 - Caribou migration and the state of their habitat. Legat et al. 2001. 
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the importance of being on the land, watching while using other species, and to 

demonstrate to ɂekwǫ̀ they are needed for more than just food security.132 

 

All Dene who spoke at the public hearing stressed the importance of ɂekwǫ̀ for all 

aspects of their lives. Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault said: 

 
“I'd like [to] add a couple of things. Masi, for your question, Allice. I believe the 
short answer is yes. As Tłı̨chǫ people, we believe that we have a big part to play 
in the -- the whole ecosystem of -- of the North. And  part of that in -- in terms of 
looking at the -- the  caribou and, as you mentioned, the -- the belief that  they 
hold their spirit back if they feel they're not needed by not seeing people out on 
the land”.133 

 

7.6.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

Elder Leon Modeste talked about the importance of stories and place names,134 adding 

to Dr. Zoe’s discussion on the importance of places by constantly watching and walking 

trails and places, i.e. monitoring all habitat in the Dene way. Elder Modeste emphasized 

how stories guide Dene to know the dè through time, enabling harvesters to live with the 

animals by managing one’s own behaviour while understanding the places and trails 

being travelled.135  

 

Elder Walter Bezha spoke on habitat during his presentation for Délı̨nę: 
 

“You know, there is a lot of -- I think today we probably have a lot of information 
on the size of habitat. You know, you showed the migration patterns there in that 
-- one (1) of the slides. It'll be nice -- and I've been to a lot of hearings and we 
don't spend very much time on -- on the impacts of -- of development. You know, 
even in the Nunavut area, I  think there were some slides where the amount of -- 
of  permits and a lot -- lot of things that are going on that we generally don't -- 
don't talk about very much,  but in this case that's the question, you know, the 
size of our habitat. I mean, we all know that across Canada, and especially even 
up here, the habitats are -- are shrinking. We're using more and more land for 
other things. So that would be the question and then the development 
impacts.”136 

                                            
132 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.99-121. 
133 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.66. 
134 PR (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript – April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.27-32. 
135 Ibid. pp. 27-32. 
136 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.127-128. 
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7.6.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

Although TG and GNWT state in the Joint Proposal that the recovery of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ will 

require healthy habitat on the herd’s range in Nunavut and the Northwest Territories, 

they provided no metrics even as a baseline for the WRRB to assess the health of the 

habitat and the effectiveness of their proposed actions. It is also unclear if ɂekwǫ̀ 

habitats have been assessed as to their priority for management and conservation. 

 

The WRRB acknowledges that these proposed activities will have no direct impact on 

herd size in the short term but are essential for the long-term health of the herd and thus 

measurable outcomes and deadlines should be determined. The WRRB acknowledges 

that ɂekwǫ̀ need all their habitat. However, habitat used at low population densities 

should be identified and classified as high priority.  

 

‘Important’ or high priority habitat for Sahtì ekwǫ̀ are places on the range that caribou 

use for specific purposes during key times of their annual lifecycle. Calving areas, 

nǫɂokè, tataa, and key winter ranges are some general examples of important habitat. 

The concept of important habitat for ɂekwǫ̀ incorporates both specific place-based 

locations and areas known to Tłı̨chǫ elders, and their understanding of what 

characteristics and features makes those areas important to ɂekwǫ̀ and why.137 The 

concepts of nǫɂokè and tataa reflect the Tłı̨chǫ’s knowledge of the locations of key 

migratory corridors and their deep understanding of the importance of migratory 

movements and habitat connectivity for ɂekwǫ̀.138 

  

Recommendation #6-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): High Priority Habitat Identification 

To work towards protecting Sahtì ekwǫ̀ habitat, TG should work with communities to 

identify high priority habitat for protection. High priority habitat should include habitat 

used by Sahtì ekwǫ̀ at low population densities. Once identified, the high priority 

habitat should be shared with the WRRB. 

  

Protected areas, conservation areas or habitat designations are legally designated 

areas that describe restrictions on the types of activities that can occur. These 

restrictions can range from completely prohibiting human activity to identifying the types 

and timeframe of restricted activities.139  

 

Recently available habitat protection and conservation provisions under the Wildlife 
(NWT) Act and Species at Risk (NWT) Act offer new tools to provide habitat 

conservation for identified high priority habitat areas. The specific legislative provisions 

                                            
137 PR (BNE 2019): 009 – TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No. 1. 
138 Ibid. 
139 PR (BNE 2019) 048 - Bathurst Caribou Range Plan (Dec 2018 Draft). ENR. 2018. 
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to be further explored include: conservation area under Section 89 of the Wildlife Act; 
habitat protection under Section 93 of the Wildlife Act; habitat conservation under 

Section 152 of the Species at Risk Act; and, habitat designation under Section 80 of the 

Species at Risk Act.140 

 

The Bathurst Caribou Range Plan points to Mobile Caribou Conservation Measures 

(MCCM) as a way of minimizing disturbance to ɂekwǫ̀ in areas of the range where 

ɂekwǫ̀ are particularly sensitive and at times when the herd is particularly vulnerable.141 

The purpose of developing MCCMs is to guide land use activities and operational 

practices in order to reduce disturbance of ɂekwǫ̀. MCCMs do not protect habitat from 

physical disturbance; habitat loss could still occur in areas where only MCCMs are 

used.  

 

For success, detailed development of systems is required to prescribe how and when 

land use activity levels should be reduced or halted when wildlife is present or within an 

identified distance. Community members have called for this type of management 

response and traditional cultural rules help provide some of the context for guiding land 

use activity related to ɂekwǫ̀ and ɂekwǫ̀ habitat.142 While this type of guidance is already 

implemented on an individual project basis, establishing a consistent approach for 

managing/restricting the timing and location of human land use activity would establish 

clearer guidelines for industry and provide a basis for improved habitat management at 

a range scale. Compliance and enforcement are critical. 

 

Recommendation #7-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Legal Protections  

Following identification of high priority habitat for Sahtì ekwǫ̀, and to ensure this 

habitat remains intact, legally enforceable habitat protection measures should be 

implemented by GNWT under the Wildlife Act or Species at Risk Act (NWT).   
 

In the interim, Mobile Caribou Conservation Measures should be implemented by 

GNWT and TG by September 2020.  

 

7.7. Education 

 
7.7.1. Introduction 
 

Communication with and education of harvesters, Tłı̨chǫ citizens, and the public is 

crucial in the management of Sahtì ekwǫ̀. These initiatives aim to increase compliance, 

improve hunter practices, and reduce wounding and wastage.  

                                            
140 Wildlife Act, SNWT 2014, c 31, http://canlii.ca/t/5315s; and Species at Risk (NWT) Act, SNWT 2009, c 16, 
http://canlii.ca/t/5315r.  
141 PR (BNE 2019) 048 - Bathurst Caribou Range Plan (Dec 2018 Draft). ENR. 2018. 
142 Ibid. 

http://canlii.ca/t/5315s
http://canlii.ca/t/5315r
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Mrs. Lucy Lafferty, Tłı̨chǫ Language Culture Coordinator, Tłı̨chǫ Community Services 

Agency, stated   

 

“We want the students in the school to be able to learn about the caribou, to be 
able to live with the caribou, to be able to hunt and eat the caribou if they want, 
but if other people are not making the right decision or proper decision, then how 
-- what are the students going to -- to do? They see people over-hunting, 
because the Dene laws that we're teaching the kids in the school, we're teaching 
them to share. We're teaching them to have respect. We're teaching them to only 
take what they need”.143 

 

7.7.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal offered no evidence about the frequency and 

effectiveness of education activities since the 2010 and 2016 proposals. The proposal 

did include a table listing proposed educational activities including annual and possible 

meetings, GNWT website updates, posters, and radio interviews. No firm plans were 

provided to the Board. 

 

Both Dr. Zoe and Ms. Steinwand-Deschambeault talked about the importance of 

education if they are to monitor and manage the land to ensure the Tłı̨chǫ̨ keep their 

voice. Dr. Zoe expressed the need to stop being “herded [like they’ve been] for the last 
hundred and fifty years (150)”.144 Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault provided a 

solution, one that is reflected in the Tłı̨chǫ monitoring program designed by elders and 

researchers during the early 2000s. This program uses both story-telling and 

experiential knowledge of the land. 

 
“We need to go back to the land ourselves with the Elders and with researchers 
who are trained to just write down what people see and what they hear, so that 
it's recorded and we can start using it for our own management because we have 
a say now, but how far -- how -- how do we exercise it in a way that -- that it 
helps the recovery. And one (1) of the things that we know is that we need to 
train 15 young people.”145  

 

 
 
 

                                            
143 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 

p178. 
144 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.111-112. 
145 Ibid. p.112. 
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7.7.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

Elder Walter Bezha focused on Délı̨nę’s plan, Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for 
All Time, discussing the interconnectedness of all things and how a restricted harvest of 

ɂekwǫ̀ fits into this plan. He noted that DGG and the Délı̨nę Renewable Resources 
Council have started training people, working with them to understand the Plan.146 

 

NSMA and YKDFN did not raise concerns about the proposed communication and 

education initiatives as presented in the Joint Proposal. 

 

7.7.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

Continuing efforts to increase awareness among Tłı̨chǫ̨ communities and the public 

about the status of NWT ɂekwǫ̀ herds, the need for conservation actions and how 

harvesters can contribute to conservation, such as harvesting alternative species, is 

essential to promote recovery of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. 

 

Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault commented 

 

 “To the Tłı̨chǫ people's well-being, way of life and land-based economy with a 
focus on our people's connection to the caribou, the social and cultural effects of 
the decline. … Key messages on Tłı̨chǫ nawo (phonetic) or from the Tłı̨chǫ 
Agreement, Chapter 12.1.1 which is very important and talks about caribou and 
its habitat. To the Tłı̨chǫ people's well-being, way of life and land-based economy 
with a focus on our people's connection to the caribou, the social and cultural 
effects of the decline. And number, we'll finish up our presentation and talking 
about education and how we want to do better in terms of informing and working 
with and learning from our Elders and also sharing back information to the people 
that -- that we serve. How can we better work with the caribou? The traditional 
caribou laws that we need to continue to abide by, how do we share this 
knowledge with all?”147 

 
Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault added to above statement to emphasize the fact 

that Dene thrive with ɂekwǫ̀.  

“If our wise, late Tłı̨chǫ Chief's words are ignored and we are subject to a 
complete ban from harvesting the Sahtì Ekwo, we lose more than the meat [food 
security]. We lose our traditional way of life. Our identity as an Indigenous people 
very closely connected to the land is threatened. Mental health and wellness in 

                                            
146 PR: (BNE 2019): 175 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, pp.10-
27. 
147 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.69. 
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our Elders will be affected. Our Elders will no longer be able to eat the food they 
love, the food they grew up on, the food that feeds their soul Mental health and 
wellness will be affected in our harvesters, who no longer will be able to provide 
for their family and community. Mental health and wellness will be affected in our 
women, who will no longer be able to contribute to the family by sharing the 
teachings of working on hides, making clothing, and preparing the meat for a 
shared meal. Our youth will be missing out on traditions and teachings that have 
been passed down for generation after generation. If we have no caribou to 
harvest, what will fill that void? What can fill that void with something as precious 
as caribou? There is nothing.”148 

 

Tłı̨chǫ̨ knowledge systems are well suited for learning, guiding behaviour, remembering 

past information, comparing past and present in relation to monitoring both human and 

animal behaviour and the habitat in which they thrive. Indigenous monitoring styles are 

particularly useful when solutions and decisions are required so actions can take place. 

The recommendation below came from the presentation made by Dr. John B. Zoe, who 

emphasized that one way in which to manage human interaction with ɂekwǫ̀ is to 

encourage Tłı̨chǫ citizens to be on the land harvesting, watching, and experiencing 

(monitoring) other wildlife resources.149   

 

Recommendation #8-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Alternative Wildlife Species  

To help people thrive within dè, including having food security, and in light of a limited 

harvest on Sahtì ekwǫ̀, the WRRB recommends that TG and GNWT encourage 

Tłı̨chǫ citizens to harvest alternative country foods, starting in September 2019. 

 

7.8. Adaptive Management Framework 

 

7.8.1. Introduction 
 

The WRRB already utilizes adaptive management principles in its operations and 

decision-making. However, an adaptive management framework with clear thresholds 

may lead to specific management actions that could lead to timelier implementation of 

management and monitoring actions.  

 

 

 

 

                                            
148 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.123-124. 
149 Ibid. p.111. 



________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
WRRB Proceeding Report & Reasons for Decision – Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East Caribou) Herd           57 
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7.8.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

Table 4 describes the biological monitoring proposed by TG and GNWT for 2019-

2023.150 These biological indicators all have corresponding adaptive monitoring options. 

When asked about the possibility of expanding and revising Table 4 to make it more  

 

detailed and responsive, GNWT stated that they would need to discuss with their senior 

level management and pointed to the Taking Care of Caribou Management Plan.151  

 

7.8.4. Analysis and Recommendations  
 

The WRRB is concerned about avoiding delays in management actions. TG and GNWT 

acknowledge the need to speed up management, as in the Joint Proposal, they propose 

changing reviews of management actions from every three years to annually.152 

However, a mechanism is not proposed. During the public hearings, the WRRB asked 

GNWT about delays. GNWT stated that they considered the flow of information to the 

WRRB to be adequate.153 An adaptive management framework could minimize delay in 

the implementation of management action and proposals. An adaptive management 

framework must involve the Board for the reasons set out in Section 12.2 of the Tłı̨chǫ 
Agreement. Such an approach provides for pre-identified management actions based 

on thresholds agreed to by management authorities.   

 

Adaptive Management is now a standard part of management although in practice, it 

has sometimes struggled in the implementation phase.154 The WRRB is of the view that 

such a framework can be developed in collaboration with governments. The Joint 

Proposal has already provided a rationale for specific monitoring thresholds and the 

management decisions that those thresholds trigger. An adaptive management 

framework would also be compatible with ACCWM’s management plan but with more 

specific details and actions for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd. The framework should also identify 

how to integrate ground observations and climate change into management activities. 

The WRRB is aware of examples integrating observations.155 The strength of an 

adaptive management framework is to build it collaboratively, which is the basis of the 

WRRB recommendation. 

                                            
150 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
151 PR (BNE 2019): 174 – Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) – 2019 Bluenose-East caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.42 
152 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
153 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.37. 
154 PR (BNE 2019): 178 - Adaptive Management in the Courts. Fischman and Ruhl. 2010. 
155 PR (BNE 2019): 179 - Evaluating Success Criteria and Project Monitoring in River Enhancement Within an 
Adaptive Management Framework. O’Donnell and Galat. 2008; and PR (BNE 2019): 185 - Arctic Borderlands 
Ecological Knowledge Cooperative: can local knowledge inform caribou management? Russell et al. 2011. 

https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Donnell%20criteria%20adaptive%20management%20EM%202008.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Donnell%20criteria%20adaptive%20management%20EM%202008.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Russell%20borderlands%20coop%20Rangifer%202013.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Russell%20borderlands%20coop%20Rangifer%202013.pdf
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Table 4: Biological Monitoring of Sahtì Ekwǫ̀.156 

 

                                            
156 PR (BNE 2019): 001 - Joint Proposal on management Actions for the Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd: 2019 – 2021. 
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Recommendation #9-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Adaptive Management Framework 

WRRB, TG and GNWT to collaborate to develop a herd-specific adaptive 

management framework with the thresholds linked to specific management actions by 

January 2020.  

 

7.9. Research and Monitoring  

 

7.9.1. Introduction 
 

Ongoing research and monitoring actions are required to make informed and timely 

management decisions for the Sahtì ekwǫ̀, including the proposed expansion of Ekwǫ̀ 

Nàxoède K’è onto the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ range.  

 

7.9.2. Proponent’s Evidence 
 

TG and GNWT’s Joint Proposal describes (a) biological monitoring; (b) an expansion of 

TG’s Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è program and (c) support for research on causes of changes in 

ɂekwǫ̀ abundance.  

 

(a) The biological monitoring included a change to calving ground surveys taking place 

every two years rather than every three years; an increase from 50 to 70 collars; an 

increase to annual monitoring of calf survival; continuation of harvest and body 

condition monitoring and dropping the calving ground reconnaissance surveys. Table 4 

summarises the biological monitoring frequency, rationale, and thresholds for 

management actions.  

 

(b) TG is proposing to extend the Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è program to include Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

herd’s summer range. TG is also proposing to monitor the area between the 

communities and to the barren lands.  

 

“And we went there to the barren lands in 2014, I think three (3) of us here and a 
bunch of Elders and community people, and we didn't see one (1) caribou. We 
were there for three (3), four (4) days. We walked all over. We didn't see one (1) 
caribou, and that tell us something. That tells us something that our traditional 
monitoring of going back to the barren lands in the traditional way has to happen 
from here all the way to there”.157 (Dr. John B. Zoe) 

 

                                            
157 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.116. 
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(c) TG and GNWT recognize the need for research into the complexity of factors driving 

the declines of ɂekwǫ̀ herds using both traditional knowledge and science as well as 

university partners. 

7.9.3. Other Parties’ Evidence 
 

YKDFN is not in favour of the radio collar monitoring program and would like to see a 

wider discussion around methods available for estimating the population of ɂekwǫ̀. In 

particular, YKDFN stated that: 

 

“This is not how caribou monitoring has been done by Dene peoples. The best 
way to understand those species is right there on the land. You have to interact 
with them. You have to watch them daily. Watch what they eat. Watch what they 
do. Aboriginal people learn by watching the behavior of ekwǫ̀. We don’t learn 
about wildlife remotely. We learn by being in the field, by being with ekwǫ̀ all the 
time”.158 

 

Additionally, YKDFN noted that there should be a general review of the methods for 

head counting caribou. 

 

Elder Charlie Neyelle also noted concerns about satellite collars, stating 

 

“And he says that to remove all that collar and leave it alone. Leave it alone for 
two (2) to four (4) years. Leave it alone. And he says that we have fish, moose, 
and muskox to help us sustain ourselves. He said that that is the only approach 
we have that would allow the caribou to come back to us...”.159 

 

NSMA supports the proposed increase in collar monitoring and annual composition 

surveys in June, October, and March/April, which will provide an annual update to cow 

and calf survival rates. NSMA noted the importance of the cow and calf survival rates in 

timely adaptive management of the herd.160 

 

7.9.4. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

The WRRB’s approach to making monitoring and research recommendations is based 

on three requirements. Firstly, during delays in management actions, the decline in 

ɂekwǫ̀ numbers continues. This is the basis for the WRRB’s recommendation to 

improve the implementation of adaptive management. Secondly, the WRRB is also 

concerned as to how traditional knowledge and community experience is used in 

monitoring and adaptive management. Third, there is the requirement to balance the 

                                            
158 PR (BNE 2019): 172 - Yellowknives Dene First Nation Public Hearing Presentation. 
159 PR: (BNE 2019): 177 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.39. 
160 PR (BNE 2019): 186 - North Slave Métis Alliance Final Written Argument. 
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perspective of leaving the ɂekwǫ̀ alone against the need for monitoring information for 

management. 

 

As a rationale for increasing the frequency of the calving ground estimates to every two 

years, the GNWT cites the rapid decline of the herd and possible dìga management 

implementation. The Board understands that increasing the frequency of calving ground 

surveys is potentially a mixed blessing as statistical differences in population numbers 

may be more difficult to detect. However, the WRRB considers that this possible 

disadvantage of the increased survey frequency can be reduced by using rates of adult 

and calf survival to also interpret trends.  

 

 

While GNWT did refer to a change in tracking seasonal calf survival three times a year, 

they did not mention the need to increase sample size to reliably monitor pregnancy 

rates which is the first step in monitoring calf survival.161 Hence, the need for WRRB’s 

recommendation to monitor pregnancy rates through fecal pellet sampling. The WRRB 

also notes that pregnancy rates are a sensitive indicator to conditions including climate 

change on the summer ranges and thus can be related to observations from TG’s Ekwǫ̀ 

Nàxoède K’è program.   

 

Recommendation #11-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Pregnancy Monitoring 

To better understand the health of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, GNWT and TG should 

implement Sahtì ekwǫ̀ pregnancy monitoring through fecal pellet collection in the 

winter months, starting January 2020. Methodology for this program should include 

community-based sampling.  

 

Monitoring calf survival in June will require an annual presence of people and aircraft on 

the calving ground as does WRRB’s recommendation to monitor predators. At the same 

time, however, WRRB acknowledges the sensitivity of calving cows and thus the need 

to be careful to minimize disturbance. In this context, then, WRRB agrees with GNWT’s 

recommendation to minimize disturbance on the calving grounds by halting the Calving 

Ground Reconnaissance Surveys (leave the ɂekwǫ̀ alone). The Board understands that 

by not conducting the calving ground reconnaissance survey, the amount of information 

on trends in calving densities (ɂekwǫ̀/km2) is reduced.  

 

                                            
161 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 

Recommendation #10-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Population Surveys  

To ensure timely adaptive management, GNWT should conduct population surveys 

for sahtì ekwǫ̀ every two years. The next population survey should thus take place 

June 2020. 
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Recommendation #12-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Reconnaissance Surveys  

In an effort to leave the ɂekwǫ̀ alone, and only cause disturbance that is necessary, 

GNWT should cease the annual reconnaissance survey for Sahtì ekwǫ̀. 

The importance of monitoring calving densities is that there is a potential for cows to 

shift calving grounds if their densities become too low for ‘safety in numbers’ to 

function.162 GNWT initially provided no evidence on the relationship between declining 

calving densities and the likelihood of cows shifting calving grounds. GNWT did later 

release an analysis of calving densities as an undertaking during the public hearing.163 

In 2018, the densities of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ breeding females had declined to about two 

cows/km2. This is similar to the Kǫ̀k’èetı ̀ekwǫ̀ where 27% of the collared cows shifted to 

the Beverly/Ahiak herd’s calving ground in 2018. 

 

In the 2016 Sahtì ekwǫ̀ Joint Proposal, TG and GNWT wrote that “50 collars should be 
sufficient for most applications of collar data, including population surveys”.164 Tłı̨chǫ 

elders have consistently objected to collars on a basis that they are disrespectful and 

have identified a need to leave the ɂekwǫ̀ alone.165   

 

While the GNWT did not present any evidence to justify the proposed increase of 20 

collars (from 50 to 70) on Sahtì ɂekwǫ̀, the WRRB believes that the additional collars 

will provide information necessary for herd distribution, movement and switching.  

 

Recommendation #13-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Collars  

To have a better understanding of herd distribution, movements, and switching, 

GNWT should increase the number of collars on the sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd from 50 to 70. 

Additional analysis gathered from the collars should be provided to the WRRB from 

GNWT annually including but not limited to:  

1) Dispersal at calving in relation to historic data;  

2) Timing of calving in relation to historic data; 

3) Calf:cow ratios; and, 

4) Rates of herd switching and rutting locations.   

 

Recommendation #14-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Collars  

Relative to the views of elders and to clarify what analyses require a larger sample 

size, TG and GNWT should present a detailed rationale for the collar increase to the 

WRRB. This will be completed using the collars on an annual basis as part of 

adaptive management. 

                                            
162 PR (BNE 2019): 045 - Assessing the Impacts of Summer Range on Bathurst Caribou’s Productivity and 
Abundance since 1985. Chen et al. 2014. 
163 PR (BNE 2019): 188 - Undertaking #1, Part A, ENR to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
164 PR (BNE 2019): 149 - 2016 Reasons for Decision Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the 
Bluenose-East ʔekwǫ̀ (Barren-ground Caribou) Herd - Part A. 
165 PR: (BNE 2019): 177 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.39. 
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While the Joint Management Proposal mentioned the effects of climate change, it did 

not provide any evidence about options for including such information in management 

decisions. Under questioning, GNWT briefly described trends in climate, including an 

increase in summer droughts and in weather favorable for warble flies.166 TG provided 

direct observations from the Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è Program (on the Bathurst herd’s 

summer range) about hotter summers stressing ɂekwǫ̀.167 TG also spoke to the need to 

incorporate their on-the-ground observations into adaptive management.168 Throughout 

TG’s presentation, they stressed the importance of having harvesters on the dè, and it 

is these harvesters that watch the land.169 

 

The WRRB is aware that the effects of climate change are already being felt and that 

the changes on the ekwǫ̀ ranges are measurable. The question now is what can be 

done about the effects of climate change on ɂekwǫ̀, and their ecological relationships, 

including people. The WRRB sees this as best answered by having more observers on 

the ground170 and then ensuring that their observations are integrated into adaptive 

management for the herd. An example of community-based monitoring for ɂekwǫ̀ is the 

Bathurst and Porcupine herds.171 The WRRB believes that using more people on the 

ground (as indexed, for example by the number of observer days) is essential for 

adaptive management. 

 

Recommendation #15-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Climate Change 

To collect on-the-ground climate change observations, TG’s Ekwǫ̀ Nàxoède K’è 

program should be expanded to the post-calving and summer ranges of Sahtì ekwǫ̀ 

by October 1, 2019. Results of the monitoring program should be designed to feed 

into an adaptive management framework. 

 

Grand Chief Jimmy Bruneau directed the Tłı̨chǫ people to know both Western and 

Tłı̨chǫ knowledge so each Tłı̨chǫ citizen would be “strong like two people”.172 This 

philosophy has been noted in oral narratives where Tłı̨chǫ leaders learned the 

knowledge and experiences of others to better prepare themselves for negotiating at 

trading posts to ensure the best return for their furs.173  

                                            
166 PR (BNE 2019): 009 - TG and ENR Responses to Information Requests Round No.1. 
167 PR (BNE 2019): 174 - Transcript, April 10, 2019 (DAY 2) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
p.50. 
168 PR: (BNE 2019): 177 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.82. 
169 PR (BNE 2019): 061 - Caribou migration and the state of their habitat. Legat et al. 2001; and PR: (BNE 2019): 177 
– Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.82. 
170 PR: (BNE 2019): 177 – Transcript, April 11, 2019 (DAY 3) – Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing, p.93. 
171 PR (BNE 2019): 185 - Arctic Borderlands Ecological Knowledge Cooperative: can local knowledge inform caribou 
management? Russell et al. 2011.; and PR (BNE 2019): 181 - Calibration of Hunters’ Impressions with Female 
Caribou Body Condition Indices to Predict Probability of Pregnancy. Lyver and Gunn. 2004. 
172 PR (BNE 2019): 073 - Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 22-26 
March 20105-6 August 2010 Behchokǫ̀, NT. Appendix F. 
173 Ibid. 

https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Russell%20borderlands%20coop%20Rangifer%202013.pdf
https://www.wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/Russell%20borderlands%20coop%20Rangifer%202013.pdf
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Tłı̨chǫ oral narratives stress the importance of understanding a problem, finding a 

solution and taking action.174 Their approach to learning and knowing is evident in the 

manner in which past research projects were approached. The Tłı̨chǫ insist that they 

take an active part in research and monitoring.175 

 

Today, it is vital that the Tłı̨chǫ lead by undertaking their own harvesting and monitoring 

studies as the impacts of development on Tłı̨chǫ lands and the environment are 

becoming ever more evident.  

 

Dr Zoe emphasized this in his statement: 

 

“All of the evidence in the form of stories and experiences and “the early 
evidence of how people lived in the landscape is in the place names that 
describe the … method of harvesting.” tell the Tłı̨chǫ … and,” they’re using all 
their knowledge from last winter -- .the year – the year before, to try to use all 
that knowledge as to where they can greet that caribou at that time of the year in 
the fall time. … Nevertheless, to monitor to use the knowledge properly “It's in the 
heads of the people here. And we all hold pieces of our history, because it's a 
collective knowledge. Not everybody knows everything. … [So, to monitor the 
people must work together to understand what is happening across Wek’èezhìı]. 
We depend on each other. Not any -- any person can know everything. We rely 
on each other by telling each other stories.”176  

 

Recommendation #16-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀): Tłı̨chǫ Research & Monitoring 

Program 

To ensure that both ɂekwǫ̀ and ɂekwǫ̀ habitat monitoring and realistic harvesting 

numbers are recorded in a culturally appropriate manner, the Tłı̨chǫ Research and 

Monitoring Program should be implemented by TG, starting in September 2019 (See 

Appendix I). 

 

7.10. Implementation of Recommendations from 2010, 2016 and 2019 

 

As per the WRRB’s Rule for Management Proposals,177 the Board recommends that a 

summary report be submitted by TG and GNWT within one year of the acceptance or 

variance of the Board’s recommendations on proposed management actions from the 

                                            
174 PR (BNE 2019): 073 - Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 22-26 
March 20105-6 August 2010 Behchokǫ̀, NT. Appendix F. 
175 Ibid. 
176 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
pp.102-103. 
177 https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/REV%20FINAL%20Rule%20-%20Management%20Proposals%20-
%2016oct18.pdf. 

https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/REV%20FINAL%20Rule%20-%20Management%20Proposals%20-%2016oct18.pdf
https://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/REV%20FINAL%20Rule%20-%20Management%20Proposals%20-%2016oct18.pdf
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2019 Joint Proposal. This report should include an evaluation of the success of 

implementation of management actions.   

 

While the Board submitted 60 recommendations in 2010 as well as two determinations 

and 24 recommendations in 2016, in the WRRB’s opinion, only the determinations and 

20 of the recommendations have been fully implemented (Appendix C and E).  

 

The Board appreciates the information submitted by TG in Undertaking #3 to provide a 

summary on the progress on specific TK recommendations made in 2010 and 2016.178 

However, the Board notes that continued implementation of the TK recommendations is 

both mandatory and essential to ensure that the WRRB and other wildlife managers in 

Wek’èezhìı have appropriate information to make balanced decisions.  
 

The WRRB is unable to comment on the extent of implementation on the remaining 

recommendations as a detailed report is not available and no measurable levels for 

implementation have been set. As such, the WRRB requests that TG and GNWT review 

the 2010 and 2016 recommendations and provide an updated implementation plan and 

evaluation for all outstanding recommendations.  

 

8.0. Conclusion 

 

With the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in a critical state, there is a real sense of urgency to 

implement effective management actions to halt the decline as soon as possible. The 

decisions have been structured to have the least impact on ɂekwǫ̀ users and the 

greatest benefit to ɂekwǫ̀ that we can provide at this time. 

 

“The process today is to try and put forth the best available information on the 
actions that will lead us into stabilization and recovery of the numbers that have 
dropped very visibly in the last number of years, but it's not a new story, but an 
ongoing story but with authorities that will make determinations on what we will 
do to -- to accommodate a recovery.”179 
 ~ Dr. John B. Zoe 

 

Users and managers must be willing to act now, in whatever ways possible, to protect  

the herd so future recovery may be possible.  

 

“And one (1) thing we know is that despite all the years of having no say, we 
know that people survive because they never let the caribou go. They always 
hang on to it. Like Archie saying, we'll never let it go, because if we let it go, then 

                                            
178 PR (BNE 2019): 200 - Undertaking #3, TG to WRRB, 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 
179 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 

p.86. 
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June 14, 2019 
 

-- then that's the way it goes, because by not letting it go, we need to strengthen 
our relationship to the animals by doing things in the traditional way.”180 
~Dr. John B. Zoe 

  

                                            
180 PR (BNE 2019): 173 – Transcript – April 9, 2019 (DAY 1) - 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou Herd Public Hearing. 

p.115. 
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APPENDIX A 2019 Joint Proposal  
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Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resource Board  
Management Proposal 

 

1. Applicant Information 

Project Title:  
Government of the Northwest Territories and Tłı̨chǫ Government 

Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the  
Bluenose-East Ɂekwǫ (Barren-ground caribou) Herd 2019 – 2021 

Contact Persons: 
Organization Names: 
Addresses: 
Phone/Fax Numbers: 
Email addresses: 
 
Michael Birlea 
Lands Protection and Renewable Resources Manager 
Department of Culture and Lands Protection 
Tłı̨chǫ Government 
Behchokǫ, NT. X0E 0Y0 
Phone: 867-392-6381  Ext: 1355 
Fax: 867-392-6406  
MichaelBirlea@tlicho.com 
 
Bruno Croft 
Regional Superintendent 
North Slave Region 
Department of Environment & Natural Resources 
Government of the Northwest Territories 
2nd Floor, ENR Main Building 
P.O. Box 2668 
3803 Bretzlaff Drive 
Yellowknife, NT. X1A 2P9 
Phone: 867-767-9238  Ext: 53234 
Fax: 867-873-6260  
Bruno_Croft@gov.nt.ca  

 
2. Management Proposal Summary: provide a summary description of your management 

proposal (350 words or less). 
Start Date:  
July 1, 2019 

Projected End Date:  
July 1, 2021 

Length:  
2 years 

Project Year: 
1 of 2 

A June 2018 calving ground photographic survey of the Bluenose-East (BNE) herd of caribou 
resulted in estimates of 11,675 ± 2,040 breeding cows and 19,294 ± 4,729 adults, which 
indicated that the herd’s rate of decline has continued at a relatively constant annual 20-21% 
since 2010. In June 2010 the herd was estimated at about 120,000 caribou, thus the 2018 
estimate represents an 84% decline in 8 years. The Bluenose-East herd in 2018 should be 
considered as being in the red phase of low numbers as defined by the Advisory Committee 
for Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM) management plan of 2014 (pending 
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confirmation from ACCWM boards). In view of this rapid continuing decline, the Tłı̨chǫ 
Government (TG) and Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources (ENR) are proposing management actions to slow the 
herd’s decline and promote recovery for a period of 2 years beginning in July 2019 (the start 
of the harvest season).  Management actions should be reviewed annually as further 
information becomes available. Proposed actions are highlighted here and greater detail is 
provided in the main text. Actions are grouped under the 5 categories defined in the ACCWM 
plan: harvest, predators, habitat and land use, and education. In addition, revised monitoring 
and research are described.  
 

(1) Harvest: TG and ENR propose that resident and commercial harvest from this herd 
remain at 0 and that Indigenous harvest be limited on a herd-wide basis to 300 
bulls/year. This harvest is a substantial reduction from the 750 bulls determined by 
WRRB in 2016, but provides some continued opportunity for Indigenous harvesting 
and the maintenance of cultural practices. The allocation among Indigenous groups 
proposed retains the same proportions as in 2015 (Tłı̨chǫ 39.3%, Sahtú 17.2%, 
Dehcho 1.6%, Inuvialuit 0.8%, NWT Métis Nation [NWTMN] 1.5%, Akaitcho 2.1%, and 
North Slave Métis Alliance [NSMA] 1.8%, and Kugluktuk (NU) 35.8%. Although TG 
and ENR have no authority over wildlife management in NU, the NWMB in 2016 
worked with the allocation formula used in NWT proposals of 2015 (340 of 950 or 
35.8% for Kugluktuk). For clarity, the percentages and numbers of caribou are listed 
below.  

 
Table 1. Proposed percent of harvest and numbers of BNE bulls for harvester groups, 
with allocation formula used as in 2015 and 2016, for harvest of 750 bulls and 300 
bulls. WRRB determined herd-wide harvest of 750 bulls in 2016, recognizing that the 
board has no authority in the Sahtú region or Nunavut. 
 

Harvester Group % of Harvest Harvest 750 Bulls Harvest 300 Bulls 
Tłı ̨cho ̨ 39.3 295 118 
Sahtú 17.2 129 52 

Dehcho 1.6 12 5 
Inuvialuit 0.8 6 2 
NWTMN 1.5 11 5 
Akaitcho 2.1 16 6 
NSMA 1.8 13 5 

Kugluktuk (NU) 35.8 268 107 
Total 100 750 300 

 
 
TG and ENR recognize that reduced caribou harvesting opportunities have serious 
implications for Tłı̨chǫ and other Indigenous communities, including expensive 
groceries replacing caribou harvest. TG and ENR will explore ways of supporting 
harvesting of other wildlife (e.g. moose, muskox and fish harvesting). In addition, TG 
and ENR will look for ways to increase on-the-land activities and cultural practices 
such as upkeep of old cabins, travel routes and trails. 

 
(2) Predators: A separate TG-ENR joint management proposal to WRRB on reduction of 

wolf numbers on the Bluenose-East and Bathurst caribou ranges is under 
development. Demographic evaluation of the herd’s trend suggests that recent 
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pregnancy rates have been healthy but survival rates of adults and calves have been 
low, which may indicate that predation is limiting recovery.  Methods will draw on a 
collaborative wolf reduction feasibility assessment completed in 2017 for the Bathurst 
herd. To date, GNWT incentives for wolf harvesters since 2010 have not resulted in 
any substantive increases in numbers of wolves taken in the North Slave region. In 
2019, the GNWT is proposing to increase incentives for wolf harvesters in an area 
centered on the collar locations of wintering Bluenose-East and Bathurst caribou. TG 
will continue to develop a program of training wolf harvesters using culturally 
acceptable methods on the winter range. 

 
(3) Land Use and Habitat: Recovery of the Bluenose-East herd will require a healthy 

habitat on the herd’s range in NU and in the NWT. Currently, there are no active 
mines and overall there has been limited development on the Bluenose-East range. 
However, proposed actions to support healthy habitat include the following: promotion 
of protecting the herd’s calving grounds in NU, identifying key unburned winter ranges 
and increasing fire management on these areas, participation in development of the 
wildlife management plan for the Tibbett-to-Contwoyto winter road, and participation in 
any environmental assessments and land use planning in NWT and NU that may 
affect this herd. In addition, TG and ENR support ongoing TK and scientific research 
focused on identifying key caribou habitats, such as ekwò no’oke (water crossings), 
tataa (land crossings), important unburned winter habitat, and the herd’s core range 
used at low numbers, and ensuring conservation of these habitats, including 
minimizing disturbance. 
 
TG and ENR will continue to support research on climate factors that may affect herd 
trend and studies of how a changing climate, including forest fires, may be affecting 
vegetation and foraging conditions for caribou. 

 
(4) Education: ENR and TG recognize the importance of continued communication and 

engagement with communities and harvesters about the status of the caribou herds 
and about management actions underway, and the importance of accurate harvest 
reporting by all harvesters. Initiatives such as sight-in-your-rifle, minimizing wastage 
and respecting traditional ways of harvesting will be continued. Annual visits to the 4 
Tłı̨chǫ communities will be continued and enhanced, beginning with visits in January 
2019. The ENR On-The-Land unit and North Slave staff will support and promote 
these efforts. A key area of emphasis will be providing information about caribou and 
conservation to affected communities. 
 

(5) Monitoring & Research: Biological monitoring of the herd is proposed to increase, 
particularly to maintain closer monitoring of calf and adult caribou survival rates. 
Population surveys would be carried out at 2-year intervals. Annual composition 
surveys would be carried out in June, October, and March/April to assess initial 
productivity or pregnancy rates and mortality rates of calves to the fall and late-winter 
periods. Radio-collars would be increased to 70 in total (50 cows and 20 bulls) with 
annual additions, to increase monitoring of cow survival rates and better define 
seasonal distribution and herd fidelity to calving grounds. Reconnaissance surveys on 
the calving grounds in years between population surveys would be suspended as 
recent results suggest they are not always reliable trend indicators. Accurate 
monitoring of harvest will continue to be important; TG and ENR will seek to improve 
condition assessment of harvested caribou. 
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TG and ENR support expansion of the Traditional Knowledge caribou monitoring 
program Boots on the Ground. To date this TG program has been focused on 
Bathurst caribou on their summer range in July and August. TG and ENR will explore 
ways to expand the program to the Bluenose-East range and to other seasons. 
 
TG and ENR support continuing scientific and TK research into factors contributing to 
caribou declines. This includes monitoring and research focused on caribou health, 
parasites and other diseases, and diseases and parasites from the south that may be 
expanding into the NWT. 

 
Please list all permits required to conduct proposal. 
 
Renewable Resource Boards (WRRB, SRRB and NWMB) may hold public hearings to review 
proposals involving a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) for the BNE herd, as included in this 
proposal. 
 
NWT and NU Wildlife Research Permits will be required annually to conduct monitoring 
recommended in this proposal. 

 
3. Background (Provide information on the affected wildlife species and management issue) 

A. Bluenose-East Caribou Status in 2018  
 

A June 2018 calving ground photographic survey of the Bluenose-East (BNE) herd of caribou 
resulted in estimates of 11,675 ± 2,040 breeding cows and 19,294 ± 4,729 adults, which 
indicated that the herd’s rate of decline has continued at a relatively constant annual 20-21% 
since 2010 (Boulanger 2018a). In June 2010 the herd was estimated at about 120,000 caribou 
(Adamczewski et al. 2017), thus the 2018 estimate represents an 84% decline in 8 years. Both 
the herd and the estimated number of adult cows have declined by about half since 2015 (Fig. 
1, Boulanger et al. 2016). 
  

 
 Fig. 1a. Trend of Bluenose-East herd breeding and non-breeding cows 2010-2018 based on 
photographic calving ground surveys (Means ± 95% Confidence Intervals). 
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Fig. 1b. Trend of Bluenose-East herd estimates 2010-2018 based on photographic calving 
ground surveys (Means ± 95% Confidence Intervals). 
 

   
 
Fig. 2. Bluenose-East caribou late-winter (March/April) calf:cow ratios 2008-2018. 
 
Population trend in caribou herds can in part be understood by examining vital rates like the 
pregnancy rate and survival rates of calves and adults. Cow survival was estimated 2013-2015 
for the BNE herd at 71% (Boulanger et al. 2016), well below the 83-86% needed for a stable 
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herd (Boulanger et al. 2011). An updated cow survival estimate will be generated for 2015-
2018, and it will likely be similar to the 71% given that annual rates of change have been 
relatively constant. The pregnancy rate in 49 cows captured for collar placement 2013-2015 
was 94% (46/49) and the proportion of breeding females on the Bluenose-East calving ground 
in 2018 was 83.4%. These results suggest that pregnancy rates have been healthy for this 
herd in the last few years. Late-winter calf:cow ratios provide an index of the number of the 
previous year’s calves that survived their first 9-10 months. The last calf:cow ratio for the herd 
was 37.5 ± 2.5 calves: 100 cows, higher than the 21-31 calves: 100  cows observed 2014-
2016. A ratio of 30 calves: 100 cows has been considered a benchmark of a stable herd, 
however this depends on adult survival rates being healthy (83-86%). If adult survival rates are 
71% as in the BNE herd 2013-2015, then these calf:cow ratios are insufficient for a stable 
herd. Overall, the vital rates for the BNE herd suggest that recent pregnancy rates have been 
healthy but adult survival rates remain well below those associated with a stable herd and calf 
survival has not been sufficient for a stable herd. 
 
The average estimated/reported Bluenose-East harvest in winters 2009-2010 to 2012-2013 
was about 2700 caribou/year, and likely at least 65% cows (Adamczewski et al. 2016; BGTWG 
2014). These estimates are considered minimums; wounding losses were not included, some 
harvest was un-reported and the true harvest may have been at least 4000/year (Adamczewski 
et al. 2016).  
 
Reported harvest for the BNE herd has been as follows for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 (Table 
2). 
 
Table 2. Bluenose-East harvest by region for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018. Numbers should be 
considered preliminary until confirmed with ACCWM status reports. Kugluktuk numbers from 
Government of NU staff, Délįne harvest as reported by Délįne, Wek’èezhı ̀ı harvest as reported 
by TG and ENR wildlife officers. 
 
Harvest by Region 2016-2017 2017-2018 
Wek’èezhıı̀  15 bulls 142 bulls 
Délįne 93 bulls, 33 cows 7 bulls 
Kugluktuk 232 caribou 174 caribou 
Total 373 caribou 323 caribou 

 
The overall totals of 373 and 323 caribou were well below the harvest limits established in 
2016 and reflect in part limited access to the herd, particularly in winter. These relatively limited 
harvest numbers likely contributed proportionately little to the herd’s most recent decline 2015-
2018. 
 
B. Management Context for the Bluenose-East Caribou Herd 

 
Guidance for the management and monitoring of the Bluenose-East herd is primarily found 
within the ACCWM’s management plan for the Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West and Bluenose-
East herds, finalized in November 2014 (ACCWM 2014).  In 2017 the ACCWM developed an 
Action Plan for the Bluenose-East herd and this plan was updated in 2018. The ACCWM held 
annual status update meetings in November for the three herds in 2016, 2017 and 2018. In 
2017 the BNE herd was assessed as being in the orange phase (declining), and in 2018 the 
herd was assessed as being in the red zone (low numbers and below 20,000 – pending 
confirmation from ACCWM boards).  
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As a result of hearings in 2016 of the WRRB, SRRB and NWMB, harvest limits for this herd 
were established, respectively, as 750 bulls (intended to be herd-wide) under the WRRB, 150 
(80% bulls) under the SRRB for Délįne, and 340 caribou (no gender) under the NWMB for 
Kugluktuk. The allocation among Indigenous harvester groups established in 2015 based 
primarily on previously documented harvest levels was Tłı̨chǫ 39.3%, Sahtú 17.2%, Dehcho 
1.6%, Inuvialuit 0.8%, NWT Métis Nation [NWTMN] 1.5%, Akaitcho 2.1%, and North Slave 
Métis Alliance [NSMA] 1.8%. This would leave an allocation of 35.8% BNE caribou for 
Nunavut. 

 
 
4. Description of Proposed Management Action 

Goal of Management Actions 
 
The short-term goal of the management actions proposed is to slow the herd’s decline and 
promote recovery. Over the longer-term, the goal is to enable sustainable caribou harvesting 
that addresses Indigenous community needs levels across this herd’s range. In particular 
within Wek’èezhìi, the goal is to allow the exercise of Tłı̨chǫ rights to harvest caribou 
throughout Mǫwhì Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè. 

 
1. Harvest management 

 
In view of the continuing rapid decline in the BNE herd and its status assessment in 2018 by 
the ACCWM as being in the red phase (low numbers and below 20,000, pending confirmation 
from ACCWM boards), TG and ENR recommend that harvest be reduced further from the 
limits established in 2016. Resident and commercial harvest from this herd should remain at 0. 
Aboriginal harvest should be limited on a herd-wide basis to 300 caribou/year with the harvest 
being 100% bulls. 
 
 

   
 
Table 3 and Figure 3. Projected herd size in the Bluenose-East herd in 2021 with various 

 Harvest Sex 
Ratio 
 
100% 
Cows 

100% 
Bulls 

Harvest 
Number 

Herd 
Size 

Herd 
Size 

0 9923 9923 
100 9702 9731 
250 9370 9443 
500 8818 8963 
750 8266 8484 
950 7824 8100 
2000 5504 7086 
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levels of harvest and harvest sex ratio. Key assumptions: Cow survival rate at 71% with no 
harvest, and average calf recruitment. 
 
Modeling of the herd’s likely trend over the next 3 years by J. Boulanger (2018b) suggests that 
if the 2015-2018 trends continues, the herd will be near or below 10,000 caribou in 2021 
(Table 3 and Figure 3). Any harvest would reduce projected herd size further, but harvest 
levels of 100-300/year would result in limited additional decline. As harvest level increases, the 
incremental effect on herd decline increases. The effects of cow harvest (compared to bull 
harvest) are most noticeable at higher harvest levels. A larger range of modeling outcomes 
and details are provided by Boulanger (2018b). Estimated/reported harvest in the 2016/2017 
(373 caribou) and 2017/2018 (323 caribou) seasons was relatively limited and well below the 
750 caribou determined by WRRB in 2016, but harvest reduction remains one of the actions 
that can help support recovery. 
 
The proposed harvest is a substantial reduction from the 750 bulls herd-wide determined by 
WRRB in 2016, but provides some continued opportunity for Indigenous harvesting and the 
maintenance of cultural traditions. TG and ENR recognize that the closure of Bathurst caribou 
harvest greatly reduced Tłı̨chǫ caribou harvesting opportunities, thus allowing for a limited 
BNE harvest is important for these communities. 
 
Unless a revised allocation formula accepted by all user groups is determined, the proposed 
allocation among Indigenous groups retains the same proportions as in 2015 (Tłı̨chǫ 39.3%, 
Sahtú 17.2%, Dehcho 1.6%, Inuvialuit 0.8%, NWT Métis Nation [NWTMN] 1.5%, Akaitcho 
2.1%, and North Slave Métis Alliance [NSMA] 1.8%, and 35.8% BNE caribou for Kugluktuk in 
Nunavut (NU). Although TG and ENR have no authority over wildlife management in NU, the 
NWMB in 2016 worked with the allocation formula used in NWT proposals (340 of 950 for 
Kugluktuk, or 35.8%). TG and ENR will continue to work with management authorities in NWT 
(Sahtú and Wek’èezhìi regions) and NU (Kugluktuk, NWMB and GN) to ensure a consistent 
approach to harvest management for this herd. For clarity, the percentages and numbers of 
caribou are listed below for three levels of harvest. The 118 authorization cards (caribou bulls) 
for Tłı̨chǫ communities are for Tłı̨chǫ harvesters to continue cultural practice on the land and 
the harvest will be allocated to the elders. 
 
Table 4. Proposed percent of harvest and numbers of BNE bulls for harvester groups, with 
allocation formula used as in 2015 and 2016, for harvest of 750 bulls and 300 bulls. WRRB 
determined herd-wide harvest of 750 bulls in 2016, recognizing the board has no authority in 
Sahtú region or Nunavut (WRRB 2016 a, b). 

 
Harvester Group % of Harvest Harvest 750 Bulls Harvest 300 Bulls 

Tłı ̨cho ̨ 39.3 295 118 
Sahtú 17.2 129 52 

Dehcho 1.6 12 5 
Inuvialuit 0.8 6 2 
NWTMN 1.5 11 5 
Akaitcho 2.1 16 6 
NSMA 1.8 13 5 

Kugluktuk (NU) 35.8 268 107 
Total 100 750 300 
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ENR will create and print new authorisation cards to harvest Bluenose-East caribou males in 
July of each year and make them available to all Indigenous groups as per their allocations in 
August prior to the beginning of the fall hunt. 
 
ENR will consider adding mobile patrol stations at key locations along the winter roads, if there 
is an increased need for enforcement and compliance resulting from a change in the winter 
caribou distribution and obvious evidence of potential illegal caribou harvesting, as resources 
allow. 
 
TG with ENR support will take a lead role in reporting on Bluenose-East caribou harvest by 
Tłı̨chǫ harvesters, based on authorization cards, and on increasing reporting of caribou 
condition by harvesters. 
 
Support for harvest of other wildlife and on-the-land activities:  
 
TG and ENR recognize that reduced caribou harvesting opportunities have serious 
implications for Tłı̨chǫ and other Indigenous communities, and that limitations on hunting have 
negative impacts on the continuity of Tłı̨chǫ culture, language and way of life. Lack of caribou 
harvesting opportunities means real hardships in Indigenous communities that have depended 
on caribou. TG and ENR will explore ways of supporting other harvesting initiatives - for 
example, moose, muskox and fish harvesting, as well as supporting traditional on-the-land 
activities that help maintain cultural practices.  
 
The Tłı̨chǫ Government plans to continue and expand programs focused on cultural practices 
on the land. These programs include: sustain TG-owned hunting and trapping cabins; 
traditional canoe trails from the communities to cultural and harvesting locations; and winter 
skidoo trails to caribou hunting areas, along with other programs currently operated by the 
Tłı̨chǫ Government. The long-term aim is continuation of projects that teach Traditional 
Knowledge of the land and caribou by bringing elders, youth and community members 
together on the land. By maintaining traditional trails and TG-owned cabins, community 
members share knowledge of these important cultural and environmental locations, thus re-
visiting and maintaining these sites are important to maintain the Tłı̨chǫ knowledge base. Such 
activities are important for the practice of the hunting culture, and maintaining cultural identify 
and continuity as a hunting people, ultimately, to condition people with skills and knowledge of 
the land, for when caribou return.  
 
ENR’s new On-The-Land unit, in collaboration with Wildlife Division and North Slave region, 
will play an active role working with Tłı̨chǫ Government and Tłı̨chǫ communities to identify 
appropriate cultural activities and harvest of other wildlife and fish, and sources of support for 
them. 
 

2. Predators 
 
The continued rapid decline in the BNE and Bathurst herds 2015-2018 occurred despite a very 
limited harvest of both herds between the NWT and NU. Low adult and calf survival rates in 
the BNE herds suggest that predation may be a key limiting factor for the BNE herd. A number 
of actions are proposed for more comprehensive management of predators that may assist 
with recovery of the Bluenose-East herd. 
 

(a) Bathurst Wolf Management Feasibility Assessment 2017: 
A collaborative feasibility assessment of wolf management options for the Bathurst caribou 



 

Page 10 of 20 
 

range led by the WRRB, ENR and TG was completed in 2017 (Wolf Feasibility Assessment 
Technical Working Group 2017). The assessment considered 11 options including lethal and 
non-lethal methods, their potential effectiveness, costs and humaneness. While this feasibility 
was focused on the Bathurst range, the assessment can also be applicable to possible wolf 
reduction options for the Bluenose-East range. 
 

(b) Continued TG program to train wolf harvesters: 
A separate proposal to WRRB from TG described the approach that has been initiated to train 
Tłı̨chǫ wolf hunters from the 4 communities in harvesting wolves using culturally appropriate 
methods. This program will be continued and will likely form a key component of the larger 
wolf management proposal being developed. 
 

(c) Increased GNWT incentives for wolf harvesters: 
In 2010, GNWT increased incentives for wolf harvesters to reduce predation and promote 
caribou recovery. The incentives were increased in 2015 and at that time, the incentives 
included $200 for an intact unskinned wolf, $450 for a wolf pelt skinned to traditional standards 
and up to $800 for a wolf pelt skinned to taxidermy standards. Overall, wolf harvest levels 
across the NWT and in the North Slave region showed no real increase in wolf harvest as a 
result of these incentives. A substantial portion of the wolves that were taken were near 
community landfills, thus not from caribou winter ranges. Recognizing that the incentives to 
date have been ineffective, GNWT is proposing to increase them to $900 for an unskinned 
wolf, $1300 for a wolf pelt skinned to traditional standards and $1650 for a pelt skinned to 
taxidermy standards (Fig. 4). These higher incentives would apply in an area in the North 
Slave region centered on the collar locations of wintering BNE and Bathurst caribou. Wolf 
hunters would be required to check into and out of the wolf harvesting zone with increased 
incentives at winter road access points. This would ensure that wolves taken under the higher 
incentives are associated with the two caribou herds. The incentives are proposed in part to 
help increase interest in the TG program to train wolf harvesters from the Tłı̨chǫ training 
program described above. 
  

(d) Wolf management proposal for BNE and Bathurst ranges: 
In addition to joint management proposals for the two caribou herds (including this document), 
a separate joint proposal wolf management is currently under development that will include the 
ranges of both herds. Efforts to date to increase wolf harvest in the North Slave region, 
including GNWT incentives for wolf harvesters and the TG program to train wolf harvesters in 
culturally appropriate ways to hunt wolves, have not resulted in a meaningful increase in 
numbers of wolves taken. The new proposal will recommend ways to ensure that wolf harvest 
is increased to a level where caribou survival rates will be measurably increased. This will 
require more intensive wolf removal programs because small-scale wolf removals are 
generally ineffective at increasing caribou survival rates. 
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Fig. 4. Proposed new incentives for wolf harvesters in North Slave region in areas with BNE 
and Bathurst caribou. 
 

(e) Collaboration between NWT and NU managers about predator management: 
The calving grounds and a large portion of the summer ranges of the BNE and Bathurst 
caribou herds are in Nunavut. At these times of year (June-August), the herds are generally 
well separated and their ranges well-defined spatially. In contrast, winter ranges tend to be 
larger and more variable from year to year, but they are also more accessible to hunters and 
trappers. Range overlap of wintering caribou herds has often included extensive overlap 
between neighbouring herds; for example, the BNE, Bathurst and Beverly/Ahiak collared 
caribou were well mixed in December 2018. Wolf removals on calving and summer ranges 
would affect the target caribou herds directly. Wolf removal on the winter range is challenged 
by the overlap of caribou herds and mixing of the wolves associated with these herds; in this 
situation the overall number of wolves associated with the caribou herds will be larger and 
likely require more wolf removals to be effective.  
 
There has been a series of discussions involving GNWT and GN wildlife staff and more senior 
officials (ministers and deputy ministers) about the potential for collaboration centered on 
predator reduction on the NU ranges of the BNE and Bathurst herds. As with harvest 
management or other possible management actions in NU, the GNWT, TG, WRRB and other 
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management organizations in the NWT have no authority in NU and potential predator 
management would need to respect NU processes and be approved by the NWMB. However, 
coordinated harvest and wolf management actions across jurisdictional boundaries are key to 
effectiveness and likelihood for caribou recovery.  Harvesters associated with the Kugluktuk 
Hunters and Trappers Organization have expressed interest in contributing to recovery of the 
BNE and Bathurst herds by reducing predator numbers. GNWT and TG will pursue these 
discussions further to develop and implement coordinated predator removals across the BNE 
and Bathurst herd ranges. 
 

3. Habitat and Land Use 
 
Recovery of the Bluenose-East herd will require a healthy habitat on the herd’s range in NU 
and the NWT. Currently, there are no active mines and overall there has been limited 
development on the Bluenose-East range. However, proposed actions to support healthy 
habitat include the following:  

‐ Promotion of protecting the herd’s calving grounds in NU;  
‐ Participation in development of the wildlife management plan for road access into herd 

range, as the Tibbitt-to-Contwoyto winter road (limiting speed limits, traffic and other 
mitigations for caribou);   

‐ Participation in any environmental assessments and land use planning in NWT and NU 
that may affect this herd’s range;  

‐ Identifying key unburned habitat on the winter range to be included in the Values at 
Risk hierarchy, and increased fire management activity in these areas during the fire 
season.  

‐ Continuation of ongoing TK research focused on identifying and conserving key 
caribou habitat:  

‐ Ekwò no’oke (water crossings),  
‐ Tataa (land crossings), and 
‐ Important unburned winter habitat. 

 
For the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan (BCRP), the TG conducted TK research and identified 
valuable caribou habitat as Ekwò no’oke (water crossings), tataa (land crossings), migration 
routes and seasonal ranges. The BCRP process can serve as a model for identifying key 
habitat for the BNE herd by using scientific data and traditional knowledge to identify the 
Bluenose-East core range (centre of habitation) and other important areas. This model can be 
followed to identify key BNE caribou habitat, by combining recent years of collar data and 
Tłı̨chǫ traditional knowledge to identify critical habitat. The Bluenose-East fall and winter 
ranges overlap with the Bathurst herd, thus parts of its range will be included in the habitat 
protection recommendations in the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan. Continuation of ongoing 
research can lead to further identification of important habitats for potential protection on the 
full Bluenose-East range. 
 

4. Education 
 
TG and ENR recognize that continuing effort is needed to increase awareness among 
harvesters, communities and the public about the status of NWT caribou herds, the need for 
conservation actions to promote recovery and how people can contribute to conservation.  The 
following actions are proposed to continue and increase public and hunter education:  
 
The following are education/public awareness initiatives to improve hunter practices and 
reduce wounding and wastage: 
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- Continue to work with the communities, in particular more closely with schools, on 

promoting Indigenous laws and respecting wildlife, including how to prevent wastage; 
and 

 
- Invite elders to work with the youth to teach traditional hunting practices and proper 

meat preparation.  
 
Posters, pamphlets, media and road signs will be used to better inform the public about 
respecting wildlife, traditional hunting practices, wastage, poaching and promoting bull harvest. 
Table 5 below summarizes the TG and ENR objectives for increased public engagement and 
hunter education. 
 
ENR has promoted sound hunter harvest practices, preventing meat wastage, harvesting bulls 
instead of cows, and implementing related conservation education in NWT communities for a 
number of years. In response to community requests, ENR has developed a Hunter Education 
program that is meant to be tailored to the needs of individual communities and organizations. 
 
An important area to emphasize will be ensuring that information on the status and 
management of regional caribou herds is provided in appropriate ways and on an on-going 
basis to harvesters, elders and other community members. 
 
Table 5. Summary of approaches and objectives for increased public engagement and hunter 
education for caribou in Wek’èezhıì. 
 
General Approach Description & Objective Lead (Support) 
Public hearings A (likely) public hearing on 

wildlife management actions 
for BNE herd in 2019 

WRRB & SRRB (TG, ENR) 

Community meetings 1 meeting per year in each 
Tłı̨chǫ  community to discuss 
and update wildlife 
management issues and 
actions 

TG and ENR 

Radio programs  When needed radio 
announcements, interviews 
and/or updates on wildlife 
management in Tłı̨chǫ  
language during winter 
hunting season (annual)  

TG & ENR 

Sight-in-your-rifle programs Conduct community-based 
conservation education 
programs with an objective 
of 1 workshop / Tłı̨chǫ  
community / hunting season 
(annual) 

ENR and TG; need to 
coordinate with community 
leaders 

Boots on the Ground and 
other Traditional Knowledge 
programs 

Highlight the programs and 
their results with Tłı̨chǫ 
communities and the public 
(annual) 

TG and ENR 
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Outreach through internet 
and social media 

Regular updates (10 
updates per season) on 
government websites and 
social media during fall and 
winter hunting seasons 
(Facebook & Tłı̨chǫ website) 

TG, ENR (WRRB) 

Poster campaign Produce posters for 
distribution in each Tłı̨chǫ  
community: posters to be 
developed annually as 
needed 

TG and ENR 

 
5. Monitoring and Research 

 
Three aspects of monitoring and research are described in this section: (a) biological 
monitoring mostly led by ENR, (b) expansion of the Tłı̨chǫ Boots on the Ground caribou 
monitoring from Bathurst range to Bluenose-East range, and (c) support for biological or TK 
research that helps explain changes in caribou abundance. 
 

(a) Biological monitoring:  
Table 6 lists updated biological monitoring of the Bluenose-East herd, mostly led by ENR, 
proposed for 2019-2023. A key focus of the increased monitoring is to provide annual 
information on productivity and survival of caribou calves and adult cows, as well as increased 
surveys to estimate herd size. The increased monitoring in part anticipates more intensive wolf 
management, for which assessment of effectiveness in improving caribou survival rates will be 
needed. The table includes a rationale for changes from previous monitoring as in the 2015 
joint proposal for this herd. Changes are also described and a brief rationale given for them 
below. 
 

I. Population surveys every 2 years: In recent years, calving photo surveys for the 
BNE and Bathurst herds have been carried out every 3 years and the new 
population estimates have been benchmarks for revised management. The 
continued rapid decline of the two herds and expected increase in wolf 
management are the main rationale for proposing population surveys every 2 years 
for the two herds, i.e. in 2020 and 2022. 
 

II. Collar increase to 70 (50 cows and 20 bulls): A technical rationale for increasing 
the number of collars on the Bathurst herd to 65 (50 cows and 15 bulls) was 
provided by Adamczewski and Boulanger (2016). Some applications, such as 
monitoring cow survival rates with good precision, would require 100 collared 
caribou, while other applications can be addressed reliably with 50 or fewer collars. 
At this time, increasing the number of collars on cows to 50 would provide more 
reliable annual estimates of cow survival rates, as well as increasing confidence in 
defining distribution of caribou throughout the year, assigning harvest to herd 
reliably, and monitoring of herd fidelity to calving grounds. Range use by bulls 
shows patterns that vary from those of cows, thus maintaining the 20 bull collars 
used in recent years will also be important. The collars may also assist in 
determining where and when predators should be removed as well as in monitoring 
whether predator management actions are having an effect on the herd. 

 
III. Annual composition surveys in June, October and March/April: To date composition 
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surveys have been carried out on a nearly annual basis for the BNE herd in late 
winter, as an index of calf survival to 9-10 months of age. Composition surveys on 
the calving grounds have been carried out every 3 years as part of the calving 
photo surveys and provide a measure of initial productivity. Fall composition 
surveys have been carried out every 2-3 years to monitor the bull:cow ratio, which 
is needed to convert the estimate of cows from the June calving photo surveys to 
an overall herd estimate. Fall composition surveys also provide a calf:cow ratio that 
gives a measure of how many calves have survived the first 4-5 months. The 
recommended increase to annual June, October and late-winter composition 
surveys will provide annual information on initial productivity of young and the 
survival rates of calves to the fall and late-winter periods. Increased survival of 
adults and calves are the key changes that need to happen for this herd to stabilize 
and potentially increase. Increased survival will also be a key indicator of 
effectiveness of predator management. 
 

IV. Suspension of June calving reconnaissance surveys in years between photo 
surveys: Reconnaissance surveys over the calving grounds have been used for the 
Bathurst and Bluenose-East herds in years between photographic population 
surveys as a way of tracking the numbers of cows on the calving grounds. In most 
years they have tracked trend from the more complete photo surveys well. 
However, the variance on these surveys has usually been high, which reduces 
confidence in the estimates. In June 2017 a recon survey of the BNE calving 
grounds suggested that the decline had ended and the herd had increased from 
2015; the June 2018 survey showed that the herd had in fact declined further by 
about half. In view of the high variance on these surveys and the questionable 
2017 results, these surveys are being discontinued. 

 
V. Harvest monitoring: Accurate reporting of caribou harvest remains a priority for the 

Bluenose-East caribou herd. TG and ENR will work together to ensure that all 
harvest by Tłı̨chǫ harvesters is reported based on authorization cards and 
community monitors. ENR will continue overall monitoring of harvest via check-
stations at Gordon Lake and McKay Lake, regular patrols by officers on the ground 
and periodic aerial monitoring. ENR will continue to monitor compliance within the 
Bathurst mobile no-harvest zone using the check-stations and patrols as in 
previous winters.   
 

VI. Condition Assessment and Visual Monitoring: Limited sample numbers have 
somewhat constrained the reliability of the assessments of trends in condition of 
harvested BNE caribou (see Garner 2014). Reliable reporting of caribou condition 
with adequate sample numbers could improve understanding of the herd’s 
nutritional status and the influence of environmental conditions that are tracked 
through the drought index, oestrid (warble and bot fly) index and indices of snow 
conditions on herd condition. Condition sampling in winter from hunter-killed 
caribou will continue (led by TG with ENR support) with a focus on increasing 
sample sizes and completeness of monitoring, when and if funding allows. Training 
will be needed in each community to ensure qualified staff are available. 

 
(b) Expansion of Boots on the Ground TK monitoring to Bluenose-East caribou range: 

TG and ENR support expansion of the Traditional Knowledge caribou monitoring program 
Boots on the Ground, and will explore ways to expand the program to the Bluenose-East 
range. For three years, this TG program has been focused on Bathurst caribou on their 
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summer range in July and August, by having Tłı̨chǫ monitors for six weeks, in July and 
August, on the summer range of the herd. The Tłı̨chǫ Government aims to expand the 
program in both time and space, but this will be dependent on availability of staff, elders and 
other resources. 
 
The Tłı̨chǫ Government is considering plans to purchase boats to be placed on other larger 
lakes on the summer and fall range that are used by both herds. By placing boats on several 
larger lakes, monitoring teams can fly to these lakes, where it is possible to walk in proximity to 
the herds and monitor caribou. Currently, TG relies on two boats on Contwoyto lake and Fry 
Inlet. This gives access to a larger area around these two large water bodies. The monitoring 
has been successful for the Bathurst herd as the herd has remained around these large lakes 
during the last years. On the summer and fall range of the Bluenose-East herd, there are 
fewer large lakes where the herd tend to aggregate. Thus, Boots on the Ground monitoring of 
Bluenose-East caribou is conditional on the herd remaining relatively stable around larger 
waterbodies, such as Point Lake, and on sufficient resources, including qualified staff. The 
locations for the boats are not determined yet, and will be based on recent years of collar data 
and Tłı̨chǫ harvesters’ local knowledge. The expansion will be phased in over the next 
monitoring seasons, as training new monitors and building capacity in the monitoring team is a 
key to the success of the program. On-the-land monitoring will continue to inform decision 
makers on herd demographics, behaviour and migration, quality of summer and fall range 
habitat, and cumulative effects of predators, mining activities, and climate change on caribou.  
 

(c) Research on drivers of change in caribou abundance: 
TG and ENR recognize that there are likely multiple factors that have contributed to the BNE 
herd’s decline since 2010. While harvest levels of 3000 or more caribou annually likely 
contributed to the herd’s decline between 2010 and 2015, harvest was relatively low 2015-
2018, thus other factors including predation, disturbance like mining camps and roads, and 
climate factors may have been key to the herd’s decline over that period. Adverse 
environmental conditions may be important in some years to the herd’s vital rates. For 
example, a drought year in 2014 potentially led to poor feeding conditions, poor cow condition 
and a low pregnancy rate in winter 2014-2015. A study by Chen et al. (2014) suggested that 
spring calf:cow ratios in the Bathurst herd were correlated with indices of summer range 
productivity one and a half years earlier; the mechanism proposed was that cows with poor 
summer feeding conditions were likely to be in poor condition during the fall breeding season, 
leading to low pregnancy rates and low June calf:cow ratios. An assessment by Boulanger and 
Adamczewski (2017) of relationships between environmental climate variables from a remote 
sensing database and demographic rates of the BNE and Bathurst herds demonstrated that 
climate variables such as the summer warble fly index, summer drought index, and winter 
climate indicators such as snow depth can help explain trends in cow survival, calf survival 
and pregnancy rate. 
 
The two governments support increased research into underlying drivers of change in herd 
abundance by partnership with academic researchers and remote sensing specialists, using 
both scientific and Traditional Knowledge approaches. There is a need to better understand 
predation rates and their significance to caribou, environmental factors affecting caribou 
condition and population trend, and on the effects of climate change on these relationships. A 
further area of importance is monitoring and research focused on caribou health, parasites and 
other diseases, and diseases and parasites from the south that may be expanding into the 
NWT. Research results may lead to expanded monitoring using scientific and TK approaches. 
Monitoring should focus on methods that involve community members and increase their 
knowledge and sense of involvement. 
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Table 6: Biological monitoring of Bluenose-East herd (ENR and/or TG lead) 

Indicator(s) Rationale Desired Trend Adaptive Management Options How Often Notes 

1. Estimate of breeding 
cows and extrapolated 
herd size from calving 
ground photo survey 

Most reliable estimate for abundance of 
breeding cows and total number of 

cows & can be extrapolated to herd size 
based on sex ratio. 

Stable or increasing 
trend in numbers of 

breeding cows and herd 
size in 2023. 

If trend in breeding cows increasing, 
continue as before; if trend stable- 

negative, re-consider management. 

Every 2 years Last survey 2018, next surveys in 
2020 and 2022. Trend in breeding 
females is most important for herd 

trend. 
2. Cow productivity; 

composition survey on 
calving ground in spring 

(June) 

Proportion of breeding females in June 
at peak of calving establishes initial 

productivity or approximate pregnancy 
rate. 

Proportion of breeding 
cows at least 80%. 

Low ratio indicates poor fecundity 
and suggests poor nutrition in 
previous summer; survey data 
integrates fecundity & neonatal 

survival. 

 
Annual 

Essential component of calving 
ground photographic survey. 
Proposed increase to annual 

survey to more closely monitor 
initial productivity and following calf 

survival 
3. Fall sex ratio and 

calf:cow ratio; 
composition survey 

(October) 

Tracks bull:cow ratio and fall calf:cow 
ratio. Fall calf:cow ratio provides an 

index of calf survival from birth through 
initial 4.5 months. 

Bull:cow ratio above 
30:100; calf:cow ratio of 

more than 40:100. 

If bull:cow ratio below target, consider 
reducing bull harvest. Low fall 

calf:cow ratios suggest poor calf 
survival. 

 
Annual 

Sex ratio needed for June calving 
ground extrapolation to herd size. 

4. Calf:cow ratio in late 
winter (March-April); 
composition survey 

Herd can only grow if enough calves are 
born and survive to one year, i.e., calf 
recruitment is greater than mortality. 

At least 30-40 
calves:100 cows on 

average. 

Sustained ratios ≤ 30:100, herd likely 
declining; may re-assess 

management. 

Annual Calf productivity & survival vary 
widely year-to-year, affected by 

several variables, including 
weather. 

5. Caribou condition 
assessment from 
harvested animals 

Condition assessment provides overall 
index of nutrition/environmental 

conditions and changes over time. 

High hunter condition 
scores (average 2.5-3.5 

out of 4); target 70 
animals/year. 

Sustained poor condition suggests 
unfavourable environmental 

conditions and possibly further 
decline. 

Annual Sample numbers to date limited 
(2010-2018). TG working to 
improve program, sampling. 

6.  Cow survival rate 
estimated from OLS 
model and annual 

survival estimates from 
collared cows 

Cow survival estimated 75-78% in 2013 
(from model).  Need survival of 83-86% 
for stable herd. Increased collar number 

to 50 cows should improve annual 
estimation. 

At least 83-86% by 
2022. 

If cow survival continues <80%, herd 
likely to continue declining. 

Annual Population trend highly sensitive to 
cow survival rate; recovery will 

depend on increased cow survival. 

7.  Total harvest from 
this herd by all users 

groups (numbers & sex 
ratio) 

Accurate tracking of all harvest is 
essential to management and to 

knowing whether management actions 
are effective. 

All harvest reported 
accurately and within 

agreed-on limits. 

Re-assess recommended harvest 
annually; if herd continues to decline, 

re-assess harvest limit.  

Annual Multiple factors other than harvest 
may contribute to decline but 

harvest is one of the few factors 
humans control. 

8. Maintain up to 70 
satellite/GPS collars on 
herd (50 on cows, 20 on 

bulls) 

Collar information is key to reliable 
surveys, tracking seasonal movements 

and ranges, monitoring survival and 
herd fidelity. 

Additional collars added 
every March/April to 

maintain up to 70 
collars on herd. 

 Annual 
additions to 
keep total of 

70. 

Information from collared caribou 
is essential to monitoring and 
management of all N. America 

caribou herds. 
9. Wolf Harvest on BNE 

range 
Several Indigenous governments and 

communities have expressed interest in 
increasing wolf harvest by hunters and 
trappers to increase caribou survival. 

Increased harvest of 
wolves 

If herd continues to decline, consider 
increased focus on wolf harvest to 

slow herd decline and increase 
likelihood of recovery. 

Annual Herd overlap in winter likely means 
mixing of wolves associated with 
those herds and may influence 
effectiveness of wolf removals. 
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5. Consultation 
Describe any consultation undertaken in preparation of the management proposal and 
the results of such consultation. 
 
A letter with results of the Bluenose-East and Bathurst June 2018 surveys was sent from ENR 
by email to Indigenous governments, boards and other key stakeholders on Nov. 20, 2018. In 
the letter, organizations were invited to speak to the minister or deputy minister of ENR in 
person or by phone. A letter was also sent to the minister of Environment with the 
Government of Nunavut on the same day with an offer of further discussion in person or by 
phone. Senior leadership from the Sahtú region (SSI and other organizations) met with the 
GNWT premier and other senior officials on Nov. 20 to discuss barren-ground caribou among 
other matters. A media briefing on the Bluenose-East and Bathurst survey results was also 
held at the NWT legislature on Nov. 20. ENR officials will present to the GNWT Standing 
Committee on Economic Development and the Environment (SCEDE) on the status and 
proposed management of the Bathurst and BNE herds on Jan. 16, 2019 to increase GNWT-
wide understanding of the caribou herds’ status and management.  
 
ENR staff presented on June 2018 survey results and other monitoring of the Bluenose-East 
herd on Dec. 21, 2018 at the annual ACCWM caribou herd status meeting in Yellowknife. 
This meeting was attended by representatives from Nunavut, including Kugluktuk, and all the 
boards making up the ACCWM. 
 
Staff from the Government of Nunavut (GN) and observers from Kugluktuk participated in the 
June 2018 surveys of the BNE and Bathurst herds. Staff from GN and Nunavut Tunngavik 
Incorporated (NTI) worked with ENR staff at a technical meeting Oct. 16 and 17, 2018 to 
review results of the GNWT-led surveys of the BNE and Bathurst herds and the GN-led 
survey of the Beverly herd in the Queen Maud Gulf in June 2018. This meeting was a 
continuation of collaboration between GN and GNWT staff on trans-border caribou issues. 
 
TG and ENR staff began to meet in late November 2018 and continuing into December 2018 
and January 2019 to develop joint management proposals for the two caribou herds. Between 
these meetings, staff met with leaders and more senior staff of the two governments to 
discuss specific items to include in the management proposals. 
 
TG, ENR and WRRB staff met monthly in fall and winter 2018-2019 to talk about status and 
management of the Bluenose-East, Bathurst and Beverly/Ahiak caribou herds; these 3 groups 
comprise the Barren-Ground Caribou Technical Working Group. 
 
Meetings in the four Tłı̨chǫ communities are planned for January 2019. These will include the 
Tłı̨chǫ chiefs and senior officials from ENR to talk about the caribou herds and proposed 
management. 
 
ENR staff attended meetings of the Délįne Renewable Resource Council Dec. 10-12, 2018 
and Jan. 8, 2019 to participate in discussions of wildlife issues, including the status of the 
Bluenose-East herd and potential adjustments to the Délįne caribou conservation plan. 

 
6. Communications Plan 
Describe the management proposal’s communications activities and how the Tłı̨chǫ 
communities will be informed of the proposal and its results. 
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TG and GNWT leadership will, together, hold an information session in each of the 4 Tłı̨chǫ 
communities. Emphasis will be placed on visual aids that are easily understood and on hearing 
from community members. 
 
Table 5 (listed earlier in this proposal) describes approaches and objectives for increased 
public engagement and hunter education for caribou in Wek’èezhıì. 
 

 
7. Relevant Background Supporting Documentation 
List or attached separately to the submission all background supporting documentation, including key references, 

inspection/incident reports and annual project summary reports. 

Adamczewski, J., and J. Boulanger. 2016. Technical rationale to increase the number of satellite collars on the 
Bathurst caribou herd. Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Government of Northwest 
Territories. Manuscript Report 254. 

Adamczewski, J., J. Boulanger, B. Croft, B. Elkin, and H. D. Cluff. 2016. Overview: monitoring of Bathurst and 
Bluenose-East caribou herds, October 2014. Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the 
Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, Northwest Territories, Canada. Manuscript Report 263. 

Adamczewski, J., J. Boulanger, B. Croft, T. Davison, Heather Sayine-Crawford, and B. Tracz. 2017. A comparison 
of calving and post-calving photo-surveys of the Bluenose-East herd of barren-ground caribou in northern 
Canada in 2010.  Canadian Wildlife Biology and Management 6(1): 4-30. 

Advisory Committee for the Cooperation on Wildlife Management (ACCWM). 2014. Taking Care of Caribou – The 
Cape Bathurst, Bluenose-West, and Bluenose-East Barren Ground Caribou Herds Management Plan (Final). 
C/O Wek’èezhı ̀i Renewable Resources Board, 102A, 4504 – 49 Avenue, Yellowknife, NT, X1A 1A7. 

Barren-ground Technical Working Group (BGTWG). 2014. Barren-Ground Caribou 2013/14 Harvest & Monitoring 
Summary. Unpublished Report. Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resource Board, Tłı̨chǫ Government, and Government 
of the Northwest Territories. Yellowknife, NT. Online [URL]: http://wrrb.ca/sites/default/files/2013-
2014%20BGC%20Harvest%20Summary%20Report%20_%20FINAL_Oct15_2015.pdf 

Boulanger, J. 2018a. Notes on the analysis of the photo data for the Bluenose-East herd calving ground survey 
2018. Draft Nov. 9, 2018. Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, 
Yellowknife, Northwest Territories, Canada. Unpublished draft report. 

Boulanger, J. 2018b. Preliminary harvest simulations for the Bluenose-East herd 2018. Draft Jan. 2, 2019. 
Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, Northwest 
Territories, Canada. Unpublished draft report. 

Boulanger, J., A. Gunn, J. Adamczewski, and B. Croft. 2011. A data-driven demographic model to explore the 
decline of the Bathurst caribou herd. Journal of Wildlife Management 75:883-896. 

Boulanger, J., B. Croft, J. Adamczewski, D. Lee, N. Larter, L.-M. Leclerc. 2016. An estimate of breeding females 
and analyses of demographics for the Bluenose-East herd of barren-ground caribou: 2015 calving ground 
photographic survey. Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories, 
Yellowknife, Northwest Territories, Canada. Manuscript Report 260. 

Boulanger, J., and J. Adamczewski.  2017.  Analysis of environmental, temporal, and spatial factors affecting 
demography of the Bathurst and Bluenose-East caribou herds. Environment and Natural Resources, 
Government of the Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, Northwest Territories, Canada. Manuscript Report (draft 
contract report). 

Chen, W., L. White, J. Z. Adamczewski, B. Croft, K. Garner, J. S. Pellissey, K. Clark, I. Olthof, R. Latifovic, G. L. 
Finstad. 2014 Assessing the Impacts of Summer Range on Bathurst Caribou’s Productivity and Abundance 
since 1985. Natural Resources, 5, 130-145. http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/nr.2014.54014 

Garner, K. 2014. Tłı̨chǫ Caribou Health and Condition Monitoring Program. Final Report, Department of Culture and 
Lands Protection, Tłı̨chǫ Government, Behchokǫ̀, NT. 34 pp.  

Wolf Feasibility Assessment Technical Working Group. 2017. Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: Options for 
Managing Wolves on the Range of the Bathurst Barren-ground Caribou Herd. Wolf Feasibility Assessment 
Technical Working Group, Yellowknife, Northwest Territories. C/O Wek’èezhıì Renewable Resources Board, 
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102A, 4504 – 49 Avenue, Yellowknife, NT, X1A 1A7. 

WRRB 2016a. Report on a Public Hearing Held by the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 6-8 April 2016 
Behchokǫ̀, NT & Reasons for Decisions Related to a Joint Proposal for the Management of the Bluenose-East 
(Barren-ground caribou) Herd. Part A, June 13, 2016. Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board, 102A, 4504 – 
49 Avenue, Yellowknife, NT, X1A 1A7. 

WRRB 2016b. Reasons for decisions related to a joint proposal for the management of the Bluenose-East (Barren-
ground caribou) Herd.  Part B, Oct. 3, 2016. Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board, 102A, 4504 – 49 
Avenue, Yellowknife, NT, X1A 1A7. 

 
8. Time Period Requested  
Identify the time period requested for the Board to review and make a determination or 
provide recommendations on your management proposal. 
 
Management actions proposed here would apply from July 1, 2019 (start of the harvest 
season) until July 1, 2021 with the results of the next calving ground photo surveys of the 
BNE herd expected in 2020 and 2022. In recent years the term of management proposals 
was 3 years to match the interval between surveys. TG and ENR suggest that management 
actions, including the harvest and other actions, be reviewed annually or whenever key 
additional information is available (e.g. additional survey information or recommendations 
from ACCWM or boards).  

 
9. Other Relevant Information 
If required, this space is provided for inclusion of any other relevant project 
information that was not captured in other sections. 
 
TG and ENR support efforts by the WRRB and other boards, through recommendations and 
public hearings, to address the possible multiple causes of the BNE decline and the 
implementation of the ACCWM management plan. 
 

 
10. Contact Information 
Contact the WRRB office today to discuss your management proposal, to answer your 
questions, to receive general guidance or to submit your completed management 
proposal. 
 

Jody Pellissey 
Executive Director 
Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 
102A, 4504 – 49 Avenue 
Yellowknife, NT   X1A 1A7 
(867) 873-5740 
(867) 873-5743 
jsnortland@wrrb.ca  
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APPENDIX B Review of 2010 Proceeding & Decisions 

 

B.1. Receipt of 2009 Joint Proposal 

 

On November 5, 2009, TG and GNWT submitted the Joint Proposal on Caribou 
Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı, which proposed nine management actions and 

eleven monitoring actions, including harvest limitations, for the Bathurst, Bluenose-East 

and Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herds. While there was agreement on the majority of actions 

proposed, there was no agreement reached on the proposed levels of Indigenous 

harvesting.   

 

Upon review of the proposal, the WRRB held that any restriction of harvest or 

component of harvest to a specific number of animals would constitute a TAH.  Thus, 

the Board ruled that it was required to hold a public hearing.  Registered Parties were 

notified on November 30, 2009 of the Board’s decision to limit the scope of the public 

hearing to Actions 1 through 5 of the Joint Proposal, which prescribed limitations on 

harvest.  All other proposed actions were addressed through written submissions to the 

Board.  

 

On January 1, 2010, GNWT implemented interim emergency measures, which included 

the closure of ɂekwǫ̀ commercial, outfitted,181 and resident harvesting in the North Slave 

regions.  In addition, all harvest was closed in a newly established no-hunting 

conservation zone (Figure B-1).  This decision was made by the Minister of GNWT 

under the authority of Section 12.5.14 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement.  The Board was 

informed of the Minister’s decisions on December 17, 2009.   

 

                                            
181 Non-residents and non-resident aliens require an outfitter to hunt big game (but not small game). Outfitters provide 
licenced guides for the hunters they serve.  A non-resident is a Canadian citizen or landed immigrant who lives 
outside the NWT or has not resided in the NWT for 12 months; a non-resident alien is an individual who is neither an 
NWT resident nor a non-resident. GNWT.  2015. Northwest Territories Summary of Hunting Regulations, July 1, 2015 
to June 30, 2016. 
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Figure B-1. No-Hunting Conservation Zone, R/BC/02, January 1, 2010 to 
December 8, 2010.182 
 

Originally scheduled for January 11-13, 2010, the public hearing took place March 22-

26, 2010 in Behchokǫ̀, NT.  Once the evidentiary phase of the proceeding was 

completed, TG requested the WRRB adjourn the hearing in order to give TG and 

GNWT time to work collaboratively to complete the joint management proposal. The 

Board agreed to grant the application for adjournment with the condition that any 

revised proposal be filed by May 31, 2010 and that such a proposal address both 

harvest numbers and allocation of harvest for both the Bathurst and Bluenose-East 

ɂekwǫ̀ herds. 

 

On May 31, 2010, TG and GNWT submitted the Revised Joint Proposal on Caribou 
Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı.  This revised proposal changed the original 

management and monitoring actions and incorporated an adaptive co-management 

framework and rules-based approach to harvesting.  TG and GNWT were able to reach 

an agreement on Indigenous harvesting.  Following review of the information and 

comments from registered Parties, the WRRB accepted the revised proposal.  

Therefore, the WRRB reconvened its public hearing on August 5-6, 2010 in Behchokǫ̀, 

NT, where final presentations, questions and closing arguments were made.  

 

B.2. 2010 Board Decision 

 

On October 8, 2010, the WRRB submitted its final recommendations and Reasons for 

Decision Report to TG and GNWT.  Many of the recommendations were related to the 

                                            
182 GNWT-GNWT 2010. http://www.GNWT.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/No-Hunting_Conservation_Zone_Map.pdf  

http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/No-Hunting_Conservation_Zone_Map.pdf
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Bathurst ɂekwǫ̀ herd and relevant management actions vital for herd recovery, including 

harvest restrictions.  

 

The Board recommended a harvest target of 2800 (+ 10%) Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ per 

year for harvest seasons 2010/11, 2011/12, and 2012/13 in Wek’èezhìı.  Further, the 
Board recommended that the ratio of bulls harvested to cows should be 85:15.  

Although the evidence suggested that the Bluenose-East herd had not continued to 

decline, the Board concluded that a limited harvest of 2520-3080 ɂekwǫ̀ with 420 or 

fewer cows was a cautious management approach based on the current herd size and 

trend. 

 

The Board recommended that all commercial, outfitted and resident harvesting of the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı be set to zero.  The Board also made harvest 
recommendations for the Ahiak ɂekwǫ̀ herd. 

 

The WRRB made additional ɂekwǫ̀ management and monitoring recommendations to 

TG and GNWT, specifically implementation of detailed scientific and Tłı̨chǫ knowledge 

monitoring actions and implementation of an adaptive co-management framework. 

  

The WRRB also recommended to the Minister of CIRNAC (formerly Indian and Northern 

Affairs Canada (INAC)) and GNWT to collaboratively develop best practices for 

mitigating effects on ɂekwǫ̀ during calving and post-calving, including the consideration 

of implementing mobile ɂekwǫ̀ protection measures, and for monitoring landscape 

changes, including fires and industrial exploration and development, to assess potential 

impacts to ɂekwǫ̀ habitat. 

 

The Board recommended that the harvest of dìga should be increased through 

incentives but that focused dìga control not be implemented. The Board understood if 

TG and GNWT were to plan for focused dìga control in the future, a management 

proposal would be required for WRRB consideration.  

 

The Minister’s emergency interim measures remained in effect until the WRRB’s 

recommendations on ɂekwǫ̀ management in Wek’èezhìı were implemented on 
December 8, 2010. On January 13, 2011, TG and GNWT responded to the Board’s 

recommendations, accepting 35, varying 22 and rejecting three of the 60 

recommendations. TG and GNWT submitted an implementation plan to the WRRB on 

June 17, 2011, which the Board formally accepted on June 30, 2011. 
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APPENDIX C Review of 2010 WRRB Recommendations 
 

Review of 2010 WRRB Recommendations 
No. WRRB Recommendation TG/GNWT Response Management 

Objective 

Status 

1 TG and GNWT report annually 

on the overall success of the 

harvest target approach in 

meeting the objectives of 

effective collaborative 

management and the long-

term recovery of the Bathurst 

caribou herd. 

Accepted - GNWT and TG 

will provide a report on the 

overall success of the 

harvest target approach in 

June 2011. 

Increase 

communication among 

the management 

authorities.  Provide an 

opportunity to review 

the efficacy of 

management actions 

and make revisions if 

necessary. 

Incomplete; no 

recommendations 

provided 

2 All commercial harvesting of 

Bathurst caribou within 

Wek’èezhìı be set to zero for 
2010-2013.  

Accepted - As per 

changes to the Big Game 

Hunting Regulations made 

on January 1, 2010. 

Reduce harvest of the 

Bathurst caribou herd 

and set priority to 

Aboriginal harvest. 

Completed 

3 All outfitted harvesting of 

Bathurst caribou within 

Wek’èezhìı be set to zero for 
2010-2013. 

Accepted - As per 

changes to the Big Game 

Hunting Regulations made 

on January 1, 2010. 

Reduce harvest of the 

Bathurst caribou herd 

and set priority to 

Aboriginal harvest. 

Completed 

4 GNWT and TG, prior to the 

next survey of the Bathurst 

caribou herd, provide the 

Board and make public their 

positions with regard to the 

reinstatement of outfitting 

within Wek’èezhìı. 

Varied - This will be 

addressed in the 

development of a long-

term management plan for 

the Bathurst herd.  The 

target date for the long-

term management plan is 

the end of 2012. 

Make criteria for 

reinstating Outfitted 

and Resident harvest 

public. 

Incomplete; no 

criteria developed 

5 All resident harvesting of 

Bathurst caribou within 

Wek’èezhìı be set to zero for 
2010-2013. 

Accepted - As per 

changes to the Big Game 

Hunting Regulations made 

on January 1, 2010. 

Reduce harvest of the 

Bathurst caribou herd 

and set priority to 

Aboriginal harvest. 

Completed 

6 GNWT and TG, prior to the 

next survey of the Bathurst 

caribou herd, provide the 

Board and make public their 

positions with regard to the 

reinstatement of resident 

harvesting within Wek’èezhìı.  
In developing this position, the 

Governments will review, 

assess, and implement, where 

conservation permits, a 

limited-entry draw system to 

facilitate the reinstatement of 

resident harvesting at the 

earliest opportunity. 

Varied - This will be 

addressed in the 

development of a long-

term management plan for 

the Bathurst herd.  The 

target date for the long-

term management plan is 

the end of 2012. 

Make criteria for 

reinstating Outfitted 

and Resident harvest 

public. 

Incomplete; no 

criteria developed 
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7 Establishment of a harvest 

target of 300 Bathurst caribou 

per year for 2010-2013. 

Accepted - This was 

implemented on 

December 8, 2010 through 

a regulation change that 

established limited harvest 

zones inside and outside 

of Wek’èezhìı to reflect the 
current wintering area for 

the Bathurst caribou herd. 

Set a level of harvest 

that can be sustained 

by the Bathurst herd. 

Completed 

8 Allocating the annual harvest 

target of Bathurst caribou 

between Tłı̨chǫ Citizens (225) 

and members of an Aboriginal 

people with rights to hunt in 

Mǫwhı̀ Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè (75)  

Varied - As per prior 

agreement with TG to 

share a limited harvest of 

Bathurst caribou equally 

(150 animals for Tłı̨chǫ 

citizens and 150 caribou 

outside of Wek’èezhìı) 

Establish a sharing of 

harvest between the 

Tłı̨chǫ and other 

Aboriginal hunters that 

is equitable. 

Completed 

9 The harvest of Bathurst 

caribou should target an 85:15 

bull/cow ratio, i.e. the annual 

harvest of Bathurst caribou 

cows should be less than 45 

Varied - GNWT and TG 

both agree that the 

harvest should focus on 

bulls but would prefer to 

use a target ratio of 80:20 

males: females as agreed 

in revised joint proposal 

(cow harvest of 60).  The 

modeling projections 

suggest that small 

changes in the harvest sex 

ratio would have negligible 

impacts on the Bathurst 

herd’s likely trend. 

Set a harvest sex ratio 

that can be sustained 

by the Bathurst herd. 

Incomplete (excludes 

unknowns); target 

exceeded in all three 

years 

10 TG and GNWT have 

information to suggest that the 

harvest of Bathurst caribou 

has or will in the near future 

exceed the harvest target of 

300 by 10% or more, then 

regulations should be put in 

place to close all harvesting in 

areas occupied by the Bathurst 

herd.   

Accepted - GNWT and TG 

will be closely monitoring 

harvest levels throughout 

the fall and winter hunting 

seasons and will keep 

communities and the 

WRRB informed. 

Closely monitor and 

report harvest such 

that if it exceeds the 

target, actions can be 

taken to ensure no 

further harvest occurs 

Not required 

11 TG and GNWT have 

information to suggest that the 

harvest of Bathurst caribou 

has or will or in the near future 

materially exceed 45 cows, 

then regulations should be put 

in place to close all harvesting 

in areas occupied by the 

Bathurst herd. 

Varied (as per response 

#9) - GNWT and the TG 

will monitor the sex ratio of 

the harvest and work with 

hunters to target male 

caribou, wherever 

possible. 

Closely monitor and 

report harvest such 

that if it exceeds the 

target, actions can be 

taken to ensure no 

further harvest occurs 

Incomplete; targets 

exceeded, and no 

regulations 

implemented 
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12 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual fall 

hunt, areas within which the 

harvest will be attributed to the 

Bathurst caribou herd. 

Accepted - There will be 

ads in the local newspaper 

to inform the public about 

the new management 

zones within which 

Bathurst caribou harvest is 

limited. Detailed 

information on recent 

locations of radio-collared 

caribou will not be 

publicized. 

Ensure that the public 

know where the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-

East caribou herds 

reside such that 

requirements for 

harvest restrictions and 

reporting are known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

13 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual 

winter hunt, areas within which 

the harvest will be attributed to 

the Bathurst caribou herd. 

Accepted - There will be 

ads in local newspaper to 

inform the public about the 

new management zones 

where Bathurst caribou 

harvest is limited. 

Ensure that the public 

know where the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-

East caribou herds 

reside such that 

requirements for 

harvest restrictions and 

reporting are known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

14 All commercial, outfitted and 

resident harvesting from the 

Bluenose-East caribou herd 

within Wek’èezhìı be set to 
zero for 2010-2013.  

Accepted - As per 

changes to the Big Game 

Hunting Regulations made 

on January 1, 2010. 

Reduce harvest of the 

Bluenose-East caribou 

herd and set priority to 

Aboriginal harvest. 

Completed 

15 Establishment of a harvest 

target of 2800 Bluenose-East 

caribou per year for 2010-

2013, with the annual harvest 

target and its allocation 

finalized in discussions 

between the existing wildlife 

co-management boards and 

Aboriginal governments in the 

Sahtú, Dehcho and Tłı̨chǫ. 

Varied - Based on new 

2010 estimate of the 

Bluenose-East herd’s size, 

wildlife co-management 

boards are reviewing 

information and the 

proposed harvest targets 

recommended by the 

WRRB. GNWT and TG 

will be working together to 

promote harvest of bulls, 

monitor the harvest closely 

throughout the winter and 

keep the communities, as 

well as WRRB, SRRB and 

Nunavut informed. 

Set a level of harvest 

that can be sustained 

by the Bluenose-East 

herd.  Establish as 

sharing of harvest 

between the Tłı̨chǫ and 

other Aboriginal 

hunters that is 

equitable. 

Incomplete 

16 The harvest of Bluenose-East 

caribou should target an 85:15 

bull/cow ratio, i.e. the annual 

harvest of Bluenose-East 

caribou cows should be less 

than 420 – Original 

recommendation varied to 

80:20 bull/cow harvest (cow 

harvest of 560) 

Varied (as per response 

#9 and #15) - GNWT and 

TG agree the harvest 

should focus on bulls but 

would prefer a target of 

80:20 males: females as 

agreed to in the revised 

joint 

proposal. 

Set a harvest sex ratio 

that can be sustained 

by the Bluenose-East 

herd. 

Incomplete (excludes 

unknowns); target 

exceeded in 2 of 3 

years 
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17 TG and GNWT have 

information to suggest that the 

harvest of Bluenose-East 

caribou has or will in the near 

future exceed the target by 

10% or more, then regulations 

should be put in place to close 

all harvesting in areas 

occupied by the Bluenose-East 

herd. 

Varied - Based on new 

2010 estimate of the 

Bluenose-East herd, 

wildlife co-management 

boards and Aboriginal 

governments are 

reviewing information and 

the proposed target 

recommended by the 

WRRB and plan to 

develop a 

strategy which will be 

shared with affected 

wildlife co-management 

boards. 

Closely monitor and 

report harvest such 

that if it exceeds the 

target, actions can be 

taken to ensure no 

further harvest occurs 

Incomplete; targets 

exceeded, and no 

regulations 

implemented 

18 TG and GNWT have 

information to suggest that the 

harvest of Bluenose-East 

caribou has or will or in the 

near future materially exceed 

420 cows, then regulations 

should be put in place to close 

all harvesting in areas 

occupied by the Bluenose-East 

herd. 

Varied (as per response 

#15) - Based on new 2010 

estimate of the Bluenose-

East herd, wildlife co-

management boards are 

reviewing information and 

proposed harvest targets 

recommended by WRRB. 

Closely monitor and 

report harvest such 

that if it exceeds the 

target, actions can be 

taken to ensure no 

further harvest occurs 

Incomplete; targets 

exceeded, and no 

regulations 

implemented 

19 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual fall 

hunt, areas within which the 

harvest will be attributed to the 

Bluenose-East caribou herd. 

Accepted (as per 

response # 12) 

Ensure that the public 

know where the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-

East caribou herds 

reside such that 

requirements for 

harvest restrictions and 

reporting are known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

20 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual 

winter hunt, areas within which 

the harvest will be attributed to 

the Bluenose-East caribou 

herd. 

Accepted (as per 

response #13) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ensure that the public 

know where the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-

East caribou herds 

reside such that 

requirements for 

harvest restrictions and 

reporting are known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 
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21 TG and GNWT do not provide 

harvester assistance and/or 

incentives to access the 

Bluenose-East herd.   

Rejected - GNWT and TG 

agree that conservation 

measures for the 

Bluenose-East herd are 

required. However, GNWT 

had previously agreed to 

provide support to 

construct a winter road to 

Hottah Lake so that 

people from Wekweètì 

could access the 

Bluenose-East herd as a 

measure to reduce 

pressure on Bathurst 

caribou herd, whose 

numbers are still very low. 

Allow for alternative 

harvest opportunities 

while not placing undo 

pressure on adjacent 

herds. 

Recommendation 

rejected - CHAP 

funding provide to 

assist harvesters for 

fall hunts to access 

Bluenose-East 

caribou. 

22 TG consider negotiating 

caribou harvesting overlap 

agreements with Nunavut and 

the Sahtú region to make 

certain that existing 

relationships endure. 

Varied - TG will consider. Ensure informal 

traditional harvest 

sharing agreements 

among Aboriginal 

groups continue to be 

respected into the 

future. 

Incomplete; no 

agreements 

negotiated 

23 All commercial, outfitted and 

resident harvesting from the 

Ahiak caribou herd within 

Wek’èezhìı be set to zero in 
order to prevent incidental 

Accepted Reduce harvest of the 

Ahiak caribou herd and 

set priority to Aboriginal 

harvest.  Reduce 

incidental harvest of 

Bathurst caribou herd. 

Completed 
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harvest of Bathurst caribou for 

2010-2013. 

24 TG and GNWT do not provide 

harvester assistance and/or 

incentives to access the Ahiak 

herd.   

Rejected - GNWT and TG 

did not provide support for 

fall caribou harvests in 

2010. However, for 

GNWT, it may be 

necessary to provide 

some assistance as part of 

accommodation for limiting 

harvest of the Bathurst 

herd. GNWT is working 

with harvesters to carefully 

monitor the harvest of the 

Ahiak herd. 

Allow for alternative 

harvest opportunities 

while not placing undo 

pressure on adjacent 

herds. 

Recommendation 

rejected - CHAP 

funding provide to 

assist harvesters for 

fall hunts to access 

Ahiak caribou. 

25 TG consider negotiating 

caribou harvesting overlap 

agreements with Nunavut and 

the Akaitcho region to make 

certain that existing 

relationships endure. 

Varied (as per 

recommendation # 22 for 

overlap agreements with 

Nunavut) - TG currently 

has a boundary 

agreement with Akaitcho. 

Ensure informal 

traditional harvest 

sharing agreements 

among Aboriginal 

groups continue to be 

respected into the 

future. 

Incomplete; no 

agreement 

negotiated with 

Nunavut; overlap 

agreement in place 

with Akaitcho. 

26 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual fall 

hunt, areas within which the 

harvest will be attributed to the 

Ahiak caribou herd. 

Accepted (as per 

response #12) 

Ensure that the public 

know where the Ahiak 

caribou herd resides 

such that requirements 

for harvest restrictions 

and reporting are 

known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

27 GNWT should, in discussion 

with TG and other Aboriginal 

groups, identify and make 

public, prior to the annual 

winter hunt, areas within which 

the harvest will be attributed to 

the Ahiak caribou herd. 

Accept (as per response 

#13) 

Ensure that the public 

know where the Ahiak 

caribou herd resides 

such that requirements 

for harvest restrictions 

and reporting are 

known. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

on time 

28 TG implement the Special 

Project, Using Tłı̨chǫ 

Knowledge to Monitor Barren 

Ground Caribou of the overall 

TK Research and Monitoring 

Program.   

Varied - TG will be 

implementing the project 

based on its 

obligations and 

commitments pursuant to 

the provisions in the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement. Start date of 

the TK Research and 

Monitoring Program is 

anticipated in summer 

2011. 

Harvest monitoring to 

be controlled at 

community level and 

done in a manner that 

is consistent with 

Tłı̨chǫ cultures of 

sharing information and 

building knowledge. 

Incomplete; not 

implemented 
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PREAMBLE: (#29-39) - The Tłı̨chǫ Government agrees with the recommendations 28-42 of the Recommendation 

Report related to the Revised Joint Proposal on Caribou Management Actions in Wek’èezhìı. We are committed to 
documenting and reporting on observations and trends observed by caribou harvesters and elders. Implementation of 

the Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program: Special Project, Using Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge (to Monitor 

Barren Ground Caribou’ will take approximately eight months. The traditional monitoring system continues among the 

harvesters and elders. Nevertheless, the logistics of realizing a system that will rigorously and accurately document 

and report harvesters’ observations and trends have yet to be initiated. The program requires trained Tłı̨chǫ 

researchers, offices, and equipment, all of which requires a realistic annual budget and extensive fundraising with 

those who will also benefit from Tłı̨chǫ knowledge research and monitoring. 

29 TG and GNWT implement the 

spring calf survival monitoring 

action as identified for TK and 

SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

GNWT will provide the 

Board with a power 

analysis of how frequently 

spring composition 

surveys are required.  

GNWT has not recently 

used collars to assess cow 

mortality rate. GNWT 

would appreciate any 

suggestions from the 

Board on alternative 

methods to estimate cow 

mortality. Because the 

existing numbers of radio-

collars on the Bathurst 

herd are insufficient to 

reliably monitor cow 

mortality rates, the joint 

proposal emphasized 

annual calving 

reconnaissance surveys to 

monitor the trend in the 

herd’s numbers of 

breeding cows. High 

mortality rates in cows 

would translate to a 

declining trend in numbers 

of cows on the calving 

ground: low cow 

mortality rates would 

translate to increasing 

numbers of cows on the 

calving ground.                                          

TK – See Preamble 

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand.  

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented          

SK - Completed 
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30 TG and GNWT implement the 

health and condition 
monitoring action as identified 

for TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

GNWT expects that some 

Bathurst cows will be 

taken by hunters; 

therefore, sample kits will 

be available to all hunters 

to record basic information 

on health, condition and 

pregnancy rates of cows. 

Details of samples to be 

collected will be provided 

to TG community caribou 

monitors and GNWT staff. 

Typically, community 

hunts are an opportune 

time to take such samples. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor the health and 

condition of Bathurst, 

Bluenose-East and 

Ahiak caribou in a way 

that does not increase 

the harvest of cows or 

take away from 

community harvest of 

cows. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented          

SK -Incomplete; no 

systematic approach 

31 TG and GNWT implement the 

birth rate monitoring action as 

identified for TK and SK. 

Scientific: Varied - Birth 

rate information will be 

collected in different ways 

for different herds. 

- For example, the size of 

the Ahiak and Bathurst 

caribou herds is estimated 

using the calving ground 

photo census surveys. 

Birth rate is estimated 

from a composition survey 

that is conducted on the 

calving ground right after 

the photo census. 

- This photo census 

technique is not usually 

used for the Bluenose-

East herd (rather, herd 

size is estimated from a 

post-calving ground photo 

census survey). Instead, 

pregnancy rates are based 

on information collected 

from harvested Bluenose-

East cows, and indirectly 

from composition surveys 

that assess the calf:cow 

ratio. 

TK – See Preamble 

 
  

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand.  

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

completed              

SK - Completed 
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June 14, 2019 
 

32 TG and GNWT implement the 

adult sex ratio and fall calf 
survival monitoring action as 

identified for TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - The 

result of the fall 

composition survey is one 

of the parameters used to 

determine a population 

estimate for the Bathurst 

and Ahiak herds. 

Fall adult sex ratio surveys 

for these herds are 

planned for 2011 and 

2012 prior to photographic 

survey scheduled for 2011 

(Ahiak/Beverly) and 2012 

(Bathurst). The next 

Bluenose-East fall adult 

sex ratio survey is planned 

for 2011 to get more basic 

information on the number 

of bulls and cows for this 

herd. 

TK – See Preamble 

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand.  

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Incomplete; 

survey not conducted 

annually 

33 TG and GNWT implement the 

estimate of herd size 
monitoring action as identified 

for TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

GNWT will work with all 

partners to undertake the: 

• Bathurst calving ground 

photo survey in June 

2012. 

• Ahiak calving ground 

photo survey in 2011. 

• Bluenose-East post 

calving ground survey in 

2012 or 2013.                                                           

TK – See Preamble 

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand. 

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Completed 
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34 TG and GNWT implement the 

wolf abundance (den 
occupancy) monitoring action 

as identified by TK and SK. 

Scientific: Varied - GNWT 

will continue with current 

wolf den surveys, which 

provide an index of wolf 

abundance. GNWT in 

consultation with the TG 

will provide a proposal 

with potential options and 

costings that are relevant 

to wolf monitoring, 

research, and 

management. The Parties 

will continue to explore 

new options with respect 

to monitoring and 

managing wolves. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor wolf 

abundance as well as 

health and condition as 

it relates to 

productivity. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Completed                      

35 TG and GNWT implement the 

wolf condition and 
reproduction monitoring action 

as identified by TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

Through the Genuine 

Mackenzie Valley Fur 

Program the GNWT 

provides harvesters $200 

for each intact wolf 

carcass and will provide a 

collection report to the 

WRRB and TG in June 

2011 on the carcass 

collection. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor wolf 

abundance as well as 

health and condition as 

it relates to 

productivity. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Completed, but 

no report                   

36 TG and GNWT implement the 

wolf harvest monitoring action 

as identified by TK and SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

GNWT will provide a 

report to the WRRB and 

TG in June 2011 on wolf 

harvest data. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor wolf harvest to 

assess if harvest 

incentives have led to 

changes in harvest. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK - Completed 

37 TG and GNWT implement the 

state of habitat monitoring 

action as identified by TK and 

SK. 

Scientific: Varied - GNWT 

will continue to provide an 

annual report to the 

WRRB and TG on fire 

activity. GNWT expects a 

number of research 

projects investigating the 

impact of fires on caribou 

habitat to be completed in 

2012 and will provide an 

annual progress report to 

the WRRB and TG. 

GNWT will continue to 

explore new ways to 

monitor landscape change 

Ensure the landscape 

is managed in such a 

way that considers the 

sustainability of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented        SK 

- Incomplete; no 

report provided  
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driven by industrial 

exploration and 

development with our 

partners (e.g., INAC). 

TK – See Preamble 

38 TG and GNWT implement the 

pregnancy rate monitoring 

action as identified by TK and 

SK. 

Scientific: Accepted - 

Note: GNWT will make 

available, sample kits to 

hunters so that any 

Bathurst or Bluenose-East 

cows that are harvested 

can be tested to determine 

pregnancy rates. The 

community hunts are 

opportune times to do this 

work. 

TK – See Preamble 

Monitor the health and 

condition of Bathurst, 

Bluenose-East and 

Ahiak caribou in a way 

that does not increase 

the harvest of cows or 

take away from 

community harvest of 

cows. 

TK - Incomplete; 

Special Project not 

implemented           

SK -Completed 

39 GNWT implement the density 
of cows on calving ground 
monitoring action as identified. 

Scientific: Varied - GNWT 

will undertake these 

surveys for the Bluenose-

East, Bathurst and Ahiak 

herd in 2011 and 2012. 

TK – See Preamble 

Ensure scientific 

monitoring of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

is conducted on an 

annual cycle such that 

management 

authorities can assess 

the status of the herd 

with the best available 

information at hand.  

This includes spring 

composition, calving 

reconnaissance, 

calving ground 

composition and fall 

composition.  Calving 

or post-calving 

population surveys are 

to be completed in 

spring/summer 2012. 

Completed 
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40 TG implement the caribou 
harvest monitoring action as 

identified. 

Varied - GNWT and TG 

will continue to work with 

harvesters to report 

harvests. Methods will be 

based on the last 2 years 

of harvest monitoring in 

the Tłı̨chǫ communities. A 

community-based program 

will be developed in the 

2010/11 season. 

Harvest monitoring to 

be controlled at 

community level and 

done in a manner that 

is consistent with 

Tłı̨chǫ cultures of 

sharing information and 

building knowledge. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

41 TG and GNWT reporting on 

monitoring results to the 

WRRB and the general public 

a minimum of three times per 

year in April, September and 

December.  April meeting 

changed to late-May. 

Accepted -To make 

information available to 

the public, GNWT will also 

post reports provided to 

the WRRB on the GNWT 

website. 

Share information in a 

timely manner with 

management 

authorities and the 

public. 

Incomplete; 

information not 

consistently provided 

42 TG develop and implement a 

TK conservation education 

program to support the 

relationship and respect Tłı̨chǫ 

have for caribou.  

Accepted - TG has 

developed a Tłı̨chǫ Ekwo 

Working Group (TEWG) 

which held its orientation 

workshop on Dec 13-15. 

This group will assess and 

make recommendations 

for the TK conservation 

education program. 

Ensure Tłı̨chǫ and 

other Aboriginal 

harvesters follow 

traditional practices 

with respect to 

appropriate harvest 

practices.  Ensure that 

harvesters are not 

wasting or wounding 

animals that are not 

retrieved. 

Incomplete; not 

implemented 

43 GNWT develop and implement 

a scientific conservation 

education program to foster an 

increased appreciation of the 

resource. 

Accepted - GNWT will 

undertake this work jointly 

with TG in Wek’èezhìı and 
with other Aboriginal 

groups outside of 

Wek’èezhìı. GNWT will 
prepare facts sheets that 

will be posted on the 

GNWT website. GNWT 

has developed an 

interactive Caribou 

Educational Program that 

can be 

used in schools for youth 

to learn about scientific 

management practices. 

Ensure Tłı̨chǫ and 

other Aboriginal 

harvesters follow 

traditional practices 

with respect to 

appropriate harvest 

practices.  Ensure that 

harvesters are not 

wasting or wounding 

animals that are not 

retrieved. 

Completed 
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44 TG and GNWT implement a 

process of information flow, 

review and assessment. 

Varied - The flow chart 

from the WRRB 

recommendation on page 

44 suggests that the TK 

and scientific programs 

will be developed 

independently of one 

another. TG and GNWT 

would like to see a more 

integrated strategy 

between science and TK 

as discussed in the joint 

revised proposal. 

Establish a process for 

sharing information in a 

timely manner among 

management 

authorities, to discuss 

the implementation of 

management actions 

and how well they are 

working. Increase 

communication among 

the management 

authorities. Provide an 

opportunity to review 

the efficacy of 

management actions 

and make revisions if 

necessary. 

Completed: Barren-

ground Caribou 

Technical Working 

Group created 

46 Criteria be developed by TG 

and GNWT for assessing 

success or failure that would 

indicate when management 

actions are to be revised, 

including reinstatement of 

harvest for residents, outfitters 

and commercial tags.   

Accepted - As per 

recommendations #4 and 

#6, these criteria will be 

developed as part of a 

long-term management 

plan. 

Establish a process for 

sharing information in a 

timely manner among 

management 

authorities, to discuss 

the implementation of 

management actions 

and how well they are 

working.  Increase 

communication among 

the management 

authorities.  Provide an 

opportunity to review 

the efficacy of 

management actions 

and make revisions if 

necessary. 

Incomplete; criteria 

not developed 

47 GNWT continue discussions 

with the Government of 

Nunavut for identifying 

opportunities for calving 

ground protection. 

Accepted - Note: This 

issue is also being raised 

in Nunavut by the Beverly 

and Qamanirjuaq Caribou 

Management Board 

(BQCMB). INAC is the 

primary land manager in 

the NWT and Nunavut. 

Discussion will need to 

take place with INAC and 

Nunavut. 

Make progress on 

opportunities for 

minimizing impacts of 

development on the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

Completed; ongoing 

48 GNWT and INAC 

collaboratively develop best 

practices for mitigating effects 

on caribou during calving and 

post-calving, including the 

Varied - This can be tied 

into the long-term 

management plan. 

Discussion will be needed 

Ensure development 

on calving and post-

calving ranges of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak herds 

Incomplete; not 

implemented 
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consideration of implementing 

mobile caribou protection 

measures.  

to take place with INAC 

and Nunavut. 

does not unduly affect 

the sustainability of 

these herds. 

49 TG work towards development 

and implementation of a land 

use plan for Wek’èezhìı, 
including the consideration of 

thresholds for industrial land 

use. 

Rejected - As per chapter 

22.5 of the Tłı̨chǫ 

Agreement, it is the 

responsibility of Canada or 

GNWT to develop and 

implement a land use plan 

for Wek’èezhìı. 

Ensure the landscape 

is managed in such a 

way that considers the 

sustainability of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

Recommendation 

rejected - GNWT 

responsibility; Tłı̨chǫ 

Land Use Plan 

completed 

50 GNWT and INAC monitor 

landscape changes, including 

fires and industrial exploration 

and development, to assess 

potential impacts to caribou 

habitat. 

Varied (as per response 

#37) - GNWT has carried 

out some cumulative 

effects modeling to assess 

effects to date of diamond 

mines on the Bathurst 

herd, and will continue to 

build on this modeling. 

Ensure the landscape 

is managed in such a 

way that considers the 

sustainability of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

Incomplete;  

Bathurst Caribou 

Range Plan 

completed but not 

implemented 

51 TG and GNWT assess the 

need for forest fire control in 

areas of important caribou 

habitat.  

Accepted Ensure the landscape 

is managed in such a 

way that considers the 

sustainability of the 

Bathurst, Bluenose-

East and Ahiak caribou 

herds. 

Incomplete; no 

assessment 

completed 

52 Harvest of wolves should be 

increased through the 

suggested incentives, except 

for assisting harvesters to 

access wolves on wintering 

grounds.   

Accepted Increase harvest of 

wolves to reduce 

predation pressure on 

Bathurst caribou herd. 

Incomplete; 

incentives 

unsuccessful 

53 Focused wolf control should 

not be implemented. If TG and 

GNWT believe that focused 

wolf control is required, a 

management proposal shall be 

provided to the WRRB for its 

consideration. 

Accepted Allow for assessment 

and review of wolf 

harvest incentives on 

an annual basis. 

Incomplete; 

feasibility 

assessment 

completed but no 

management 

proposal submitted 

54 TG and GNWT submit a joint 

management proposal for 

wood bison in Wek’èezhìı by 
the fall of 2011 to substantiate 

the establishment of zones 

and quotas made through the 

Interim Emergency Measure.  

Varied - 10-year Wood 

Bison Management Plans 

for the Nahanni, Slave 

River Lowland, and 

Mackenzie herds are set 

to be completed by the 

winter of 2012. 

Development of these 

plans will review current 

interim harvest measures 

Allow for harvest of 

wood bison to offset 

hardship of reduced 

Bathurst caribou 

harvest.  Ensure bison 

harvest is sustainable 

in the long term 

through a management 

planning process. 

Incomplete; not 

submitted 
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for 

Wood Bison in 

Wek’èezhìı. Draft plan will 
be provided to WRRB for 

approval. In December 

2010, GNWT completed a 

regulation change to 

extend the season to 

September 1st. 

55 TG and GNWT work 

collaboratively to meet the 

obligations of Section 12.11 of 

the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement with 

support from WRRB staff as 

needed and a meeting be 

convened by January 2011. 

Accepted Develop guidance on 

managing caribou 

herds through 

abundance cycles by 

undertaking a 

collaborative 

management planning 

process. 

Completed; ongoing 

56 TG increase their capacity to 

ensure full participation in 

monitoring and management 

of caribou. 

Accepted Provide a forum for 

discussion of scientific 

and traditional ways of 

understanding caribou 

ecology.  Allow for 

Tłı̨chǫ communities to 

be partners in 

management and 

decision-making. 

Completed; Wildlife 

Coordinator hired 

57 GNWT, TG and INAC 

implement its 

recommendations no later than 

January 1, 2011. GNWT’s 

Emergency Interim Measures, 

put into effect on January 1, 

2010, should remain in place 

until then. 

Varied - Will be 

incorporated as part of the 

implementation plan. 

Ensure timely 

implementation of 

management actions 

and that they are 

understood by Tłı̨chǫ 

and other Aboriginal 

harvesters. 

Completed 

58 TG and GNWT conduct 

consultations regarding the 

Recommendations Report 

prior to January 1, 2011. 

Accepted Ensure timely 

implementation of 

management actions 

and that they are 

understood by Tłı̨chǫ 

and other Aboriginal 

harvesters. 

Completed 

59 TG and GNWT develop a 

detailed implementation and 

consultation plan incorporating 

the WRRB’s recommendations 

as soon as possible. 

Accepted Ensure timely 

implementation of 

management actions 

and that they are 

understood by Tłı̨chǫ 

and other Aboriginal 

harvesters. 

Completed 
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60 GNWT develop and implement 

an effective and continuing 

enforcement and compliance 

program. 

Accepted - The current 

protocol for GNWT 

enforcement and 

compliance program is 

effective. However, given 

the scope of the issues 

GNWT has enhanced its 

program to be a 

partnership with other 

affected Aboriginal 

organizations. 

Ensure that harvest 

limits are respected, 

and that wastage and 

wounding loss is 

minimized. 

Completed 
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APPENDIX D Review of 2016 Proceeding & Decisions  

 

D.1. Request for Joint Proposal 

 

On May 31, 2013, the WRRB reviewed and recommended continued implementation of 

Bathurst ɂekwǫ̀ herd recommendations made in its October 2010 Recommendations 

Report for the 2013/2014 harvesting season. The Board did not provide harvest 

recommendations for the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd as a separate management 

proposal for the herd was expected in the near future.   

 

TG and GNWT submitted the “Joint Proposal on the Caribou Management Actions in 
Wek’èezhìı (2014-2019)” under separate cover on June 30, 2014. In the proposal, it 

was noted that for Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd management, the draft “Taking Care of 
Caribou” management plan provided guidance and, if needed, a management proposal 

would be submitted separately. On July 16, 2014, the WRRB recommended that TG 

and GNWT begin developing a joint management response to the sharp decline in the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ population and number of breeding females.   

 

Following the June 2014 reconnaissance survey of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd, on 

August 27, 2014, the Minister of GNWT held a meeting of Indigenous leaders and 

wildlife management authorities to discuss the results, which suggested a continuing 

declining trend. The leadership agreed to create a technical working group that was 

tasked with reducing uncertainties regarding the causes behind the herd declines and 

developing a corresponding plan of action. Technical meetings were held in Yellowknife, 

NT on October 9-10, 2014 and October 22-23, 2014. Follow-up leadership meetings 

were held on November 7, 28 and December 4, 2014 in Yellowknife, NT to discuss the 

working group’s proposed plan of action and reach agreement on implementation. 

 

On November 5, 2014, based on the estimated 2013 herd size, the 2014 

reconnaissance survey information and the principles stated in the Taking Care of 
Caribou management plan, the ACCWM proposed the herd status colour zone as 

orange and recommended NWT-specific orange management actions for the Bluenose-

East ɂekwǫ̀ herd, related to education, habitat, land use activities, predators and 

harvest. Further, on November 19 and December 4, 2014, the ACCWM proposed an 

interim voluntary harvest target of 2800 Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ per year (NWT overall 

harvest of 1800 ɂekwǫ̀), with a focus on a majority-bulls harvest, emphasizing younger 

and smaller bulls and not the large breeders and leaders. The ACCWM stated that if 

GNWT had evidence to suggest that the harvest target had been exceeded by 10% or 

more for the 2014/2015 harvesting season, then, after consultation with the ACCWM, 

regulations should be put in place to close all harvesting in areas occupied by the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd. 
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GNWT responded to the ACCWM on December 17, 2014 with a commitment to 

implement the Taking Care of Caribou management plan, ensuring that land claim 

processes are honoured. Further, GNWT requested advice from the ACCWM on a 

proposed overall approach for Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd management, including a 

reduced harvest target for the NWT, mandatory harvest reporting, an allocation formula, 

and an increase in the number of satellite collars. On January 9, 2015, the ACCWM 

responded with its concerns about the proposed short-term management approach for 

the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd undermining the process set out in the management 

plan and setting unrealistic timelines for the development, community approval and 

implementation of a harvest allocation and harvest monitoring and reporting program.  

The ACCWM requested that GNWT respect the processes set out in the management 

plan for action planning, implement the previous recommendation of a voluntary harvest 

target of 2800 Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ per year (NWT overall harvest of 1800 ɂekwǫ̀), and 

actively enforce a proposed 80:20 bull:cow harvest ratio. 

 

On January 21, 2015, GNWT accepted the ACCWM’s recommendation of a limit of 

1800 Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ for the NWT for the 2014/15 harvest season, including an 

80:20 bull:cow harvest ratio, and proposed regulations to required authorizations to 

harvest bull-only barren-ground caribou in R/BC/01, R/BC/02 and R/BC/03. On January 

26, 2015, the ACCWM supported GNWT’s proposal to require bull-only authorization 

cards for harvest within R/BC/01, R/BC/02 and R/BC/03, with emphasis on younger and 

smaller bulls and not the large breeders and leaders. While GNWT also requested input 

on the harvest allocation of the 1800 Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ for the Sahtú and 

Wek’èezhìı regions, the ACCWM felt that it was inappropriate to make any decisions on 
harvest allocation without input and approval from all Indigenous harvesters of the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd. Therefore, the ACCWM recommended that a meeting of all 

Indigenous users be held to determine the allocation of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd 

and have clarity on any proposed regulations. 

 

The SRRB sponsored the Sahtú Gathering for the Caribou on January 27-29, 2015 in 

Délı̨nę, NT. The meeting included representatives from the five Sahtú communities, the 
NWT Wildlife Management Advisory Council, the Inuvialuit Game Council, Kugluktuk 

Angoniatit Association, TG, and Parks Canada. At the gathering, GNWT requested 

feedback on the issues to be considered regarding harvest allocations for the Bluenose 

East ɂekwǫ̀.  Following discussion, seven points of consensus were presented: 1) 

decisions are needed about how to share the caribou; 2) important matters require an 

in-person meeting of the parties; 3) timelines for discussions and decisions should not 

be imposed by the Minister; rather, they need to be agreed upon by the parties. 

Allocations should be arrived at and implemented for the 2015-2016 harvesting season 

as it is not feasible to accomplish this for the current harvesting season; 4)  according to 

the best available information, the current status of the Bluenose East caribou does not 

constitute an emergency.; 5) the health of the caribou depends on the health of the 
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Indigenous peoples, their ability to Dene Ts’ı̨lı̨ (Be Dene); 6) the full range of actions, as 

presented by the Indigenous Caucus at the November 28, 2014 meeting with the 

Minister, and as outlined in the Bluenose Caribou Management Plan, is needed to 

address declining trends; and, 7) education is needed in the communities to prepare the 

ground for any decisions that will be made. 

 

A conference call was convened on February 2, 2015 with all affected Indigenous 

organizations and wildlife management authorities of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd to 

discuss a proposed harvest allocation for the remainder of the 2014/2015 harvest 

season. Unfortunately, many organizations were unable to participate in the call, and 

those able to call in were uncomfortable with supporting an allocation or criteria for 

allocation without all traditional users of the herd taking part in the discussion.   

 

Taking into consideration the discussion during the February 2, 2015 conference call 

and the consensus points provided from the Sahtú Gathering for the Caribou, GNWT 

responded on February 6, 2015 with the following allocation of 1800 authorizations for 

the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd for the 2014/15 harvest season: Tłı̨chǫ: 1100; Sahtú: 

480; Inuvialuit: 25; NWT Métis Nation: 40; Akaitcho Territorial Government: 60; and, 

NSMA: 50. In addition to caribou harvest measures, GNWT indicated additional 

approaches to be implemented would include predator management measures, such as 

increased payments for the wolf incentive program; monitoring actions; compliance and 

enforcement measures; enhanced education and communication activities; “sight in 

your rifle” events; and addressing impacts of disturbance on ɂekwǫ̀ herds with land use 

planners and industry. 

 

On July 9 and September 24, 2015, GNWT provided updates to the WRRB about the 

Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd calving group surveys conducted in June 2015. The results 

presented indicated a continued decline in the total number of breeding cows since the 

2013 calving ground photo survey. The final population estimate would be provided by 

the end of October, following a composition survey to estimate the sex ratio. 

 

On August 25, 2015 and September 22, 2015, respectively, TG and GNWT provided 

short-term ɂekwǫ̀ management recommendations for the 2015/16 harvest season. The 

Board responded to TG and GNWT, on September 25, 2016, with reasons for decisions 

and a list of recommendations for the 2015/16 harvest season, including agreeing on 

and implementing a reduction in the number of ɂekwǫ̀ harvested by subsistence 

users183 of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd. In addition, in order to implement 

determinations and/or recommendations by July 1, 2016, the WRRB requested the 

submission of a joint management proposal for the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd, for the 

2016/17 harvest season and beyond, by no later than November 15, 2015. Due to 

                                            
183 Subsistence users include Tłı̨chǫ̨ Citizens and members of an Aboriginal people, with rights to harvest wildlife in 
Wek’èezhìı, as per Section 12.6.5(b)(i) of the Tłı̨chǫ̨ Agreement.   
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consultation requirements, TG and GNWT approached the Board on October 15, 2015 

requesting an extension of the time for the submission of a joint management proposal 

for the Bathurst ɂekwǫ̀ herd until December 15, 2015. On October 21, 2015, the Board 

accepted the extension request despite concerns about future timing issues, including 

the implementation of management actions in the 2016/2017 harvest season. 

 

On November 27, 2015, TG and GNWT accepted the WRRB’s recommendations and 

came to an agreement to implement, for the 2015/16 harvest season, a harvest target of 

950 bulls only for Indigenous harvest of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd (including 

Nunavut). Additionally, it was noted that work will continue with authorities in Nunavut 

towards implementing a consistent approach to harvest of Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ in 

Nunavut and NWT.  

 

A final update on the status and management of the Bluenose-East ɂekwǫ̀ herd was 

provided by GNWT on December 2, 2015, including the final population estimate and 

the suggestion that the Bluenose-East herd is close to the red zone, as per the Taking 
Care of the Caribou management plan. 

 

On January 20, 2016, GNWT and representatives of traditional users and wildlife 

management authorities met to discuss and come to agreement on a proportional 

harvest allocation for the Bluenose-East herd for the 2016/17 harvest season and 

beyond. Meeting participants agreed that the proposed TG and GNWT harvest 

allocation formula is ‘close’ and should be seriously considered and consulted on by all 

groups. 

 

D.2. Receipt of 2015 Joint Proposal  

 

In June 2015, GNWT conducted a calving ground photographic survey and estimated 

the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd had declined to 38,600 ɂekwǫ̀. On December 15, 2015, TG and 

GNWT submitted the “Joint Proposal on Management Actions for Bluenose-East 
Caribou 2016-2019” to the Board outlining proposed management actions for the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd in Wek’èezhìı, including new restrictions on hunter harvest, predator 
management and ongoing monitoring. More specifically, TG and GNWT proposed 

implementing a herd-wide total allowable harvest of 950 bulls only and allocation for the 

Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd and conducting a feasibility assessment of a full range of dìga 

management actions. The WRRB considered the proposed restriction of harvest as the 

establishment of a TAH and, therefore, was required to hold a public hearing. The public 

hearing took place April 6-8, 2016 in Behchokǫ̀, NT.  

 

In anticipation of the proposal, the SRRB and the WRRB signed a “Memorandum of 
Understanding Regarding Collaborative Efforts for the Management of the Bluenose-
East Caribou Herd” in October 2015 to ensure management of proceedings related to 
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the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd would be as effective as possible. Each Board conducted its own 

proceeding, including public hearings in both the Sahtú and Wek’èezhìı areas. Each 
Board submitted its own Reasons for Decision report. 

 

D.3. 2016 Board Decisions 

 

In order to allow careful consideration of all the evidence on the record and to meet 

legislated timelines, the WRRB decided to prepare two separate reports to respond to 

the proposed management actions in the joint management proposal. The first report, 

Part A, dealt with the proposed harvest management actions that required regulation 

changes in order for new regulations to be in place for the start of the 2016/17 harvest 

season, as well as the proposed dìga feasibility assessment. The second report, Part B, 

dealt with additional predator management actions, biological and environmental 

monitoring, and cumulative effects.   

 

On June 10, 2016, the WRRB submitted its final determinations and recommendations 

and Part A Reasons for Decision Report to TG and GNWT. The WRRB determined that 

a TAH of 750 bulls only should be implemented for all users of the Bluenose-East 

ɂekwǫ̀ herd within Wek’èezhìı for the 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19 harvest seasons. 
Further, the Board determined that the proportional allocation of the TAH of the Sahtì 

ekwǫ̀ herd for the 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19 harvest seasons should be as follows: 

Tłı̨chǫ Citizens – 39.29%, and Members of an Indigenous people who traditionally 

harvest Sahtì ekwǫ̀ (including Nunavut) – 60.71%. 

 

The Board recommended that TG and GNWT agree on an approach to designating 

zones for aerial and ground-based surveillance throughout the fall and winter harvests 

seasons from 2016 to 2019. Additionally, the WRRB recommended weekly 

communication updates, timely implementation of hunter education programs for all 

harvesters of the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd, and development of harvesting overlap agreements 

with the Sahtú and Nunavut. 

 

The WRRB recommended that the dìga feasibility assessment set out in the proposal 

be led by the Board with input and support from TG and ENR. As well, if deemed 

successful, the Community-based Dìga Harvesting Project would be extended in 2016-

2017 to the Sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd and incorporated into an adaptive wolf management 

approach. 

 

On October 3, 2016, the WRRB submitted its final recommendations and Part B 

Reasons for Decision Report to TG and GNWT. The WRRB recommended 

consultations with Tłı̨chǫ communities to determine a path forward for implementation of 

Tłı̨chǫ laws to continue the Tłı̨chǫ way of life and maintain their cultural and spiritual 

connection with ɂekwǫ̀. 
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In addition, the WRRB recommended several Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge (TK) research and 
monitoring programs focusing on dìga, sahcho, stress and other impacts on ɂekwǫ̀ from 
collars and aircraft over-flights, and an assessment of quality and quantity of both 
summer and winter forage. 
 
The Board recommended a biological assessment of sahcho as well as requesting that 
the Barren-ground Caribou Technical Working Group (BGCTWG) prioritize biological 
monitoring indicators and develop thresholds under which management actions can be 
taken and evaluated. All scientific and TK monitoring data will be provided to BGCTWG 
annually to ensure ongoing adaptive management. 
 
The WRRB recommended the implementation of Tłı̨chǫ Land Use Plan Directives as 

well as completing a Land Use Plan for the remainder of Wek’èezhìı. The Board also 
recommended the development of criteria to protect key ɂekwǫ̀ habitat, including water 

crossings and tataa, using the Conservation Area approach in the NWT’s Wildlife Act, 
offsets and value-at risks in a fire management plan.  Additionally, the WRRB 

recommended the development of monitoring thresholds for climate indicators. 
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APPENDIX E Review of 2016 WRRB Determinations and 
Recommendations 

 
Recommendation # WRRB 

Recommendations 
TG/GNWT Responses Status  

WWRB Reasons for Decision Part A  

Determination #1-
2016 

♦ A total allowable 
harvest of 750 bulls 
only for all users of 
the Bluenose-East 
herd be implemented 
for the 2016/17, 
2017/18, 2018/19 
harvest seasons. 

 ♦ Completed 

Determination #2-
2016 

♦ The proportional 
allocation of TAH of 
the Bluenose-East 
herd for the 2016/17, 
2017/18, 2018/19 
harvest seasons shall 
be as follows: Tlicho 
citizens (39.2%); 
Members of an 
Aboriginal people 
who traditionally 
harvest Bluenose 
East (includes 
Nunavut) (60.71%).  
TG should determine 
distribution of the 
allocation within 
Tlicho communities, 
and GNWT should 
determine distribution 
of the allocation to 
members of an 
Aboriginal people 
who traditionally 
harvest Bluenose-
East in consultation 
with those groups. 

 ♦ Completed 

Recommendation #1-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT come 
to an agreement on 
the most effective 
wildlife management 
zone approach to 
differentiate herds, 
and then implement 
the approach with 
criteria for managing 
any overlaps between 

♦ Appears to accept. In 
our response dated 
June 29, 2016 on 
WRRB determinations 
and recommendations 
for the Bathurst herd, 
TG and GNWT 
described a revised 
version of the Bathurst 
mobile no-harvest 

♦ Completed, 
Mobile Core 
Bathurst 
Caribou 
Conservation 
Area 
implemented 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

herds, for the 
2016/17, 2017/18, 
and 2018/19 harvest 
seasons. 

zone that they had 
agreed on. Details of 
that option are set out 
in Appendix “A”. We 
note that regulations 
required for the 
Bathurst mobile zone 
are already in place 
and will be modified 
as quickly as 
practicable to reflect 
the updated definition 
of mobile zone 
boundaries as listed in 
Appendix “A”. GNWT 
will amend regulations 
to reflect the WRRB 
determination for BNE 
harvest within 
Wek’èezhìı as soon as 
practicable. 

Recommendation #2-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT 
provide weekly 
harvest updates to 
the WRRB and the 
general public for the 
Bluenose-East herds 
throughout the fall 
and winter harvest 
seasons for the 
2016/17, 2017/18, 
and 2018/19. 

♦ Recommendations 2 
and 3 – Vary. As 
noted in the June 
29th, 2016 joint 
response to the 
WRRB on 
recommendations for 
Bathurst caribou, the 
GNWT is currently 
going through a period 
of severe fiscal 
restraint and budget 
reduction. It is not 
possible for GNWT to 
commit to weekly 
aerial monitoring of 
harvesting areas 
where Bluenose-East 
caribou are being 
harvested during 
winter. As in previous 
winters areas where 
Bluenose-East caribou 
are being harvested 
will be monitored by a 
combination of 
community monitors a 
game-check station on 
the winter road to the 
Tłı̨chǫ communities 
aerial reconnaissance 

♦ Incomplete; 
inconsistent 
reporting 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

surveys, and ground 
patrols on winter 
roads and trails in 
Bluenose-East range. 
Weekly updates on 
any new monitoring 
information on harvest 
and compliance will be 
provided to the 
WRRB, and periodic 
updates can be 
provided to the 
general public. 

Recommendation #3-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT 
provide weekly 
updates to the WRRB 
and the general 
public on aerial and 
ground-based 
compliance 
surveillance of the 
Bluenose-East herd 
throughout the fall 
and winter harvest 
seasons for the 
2016/17, 2017/18, 
and 2018/19. 

 

♦ Recommendations 2 
and 3 – Vary. As 
noted in the June 
29th, 2016 joint 
response to the 
WRRB on 
recommendations for 
Bathurst caribou, the 
GNWT is currently 
going through a period 
of severe fiscal 
restraint and budget 
reduction. It is not 
possible for GNWT to 
commit to weekly 
aerial monitoring of 
harvesting areas 
where Bluenose-East 
caribou are being 
harvested during 
winter. As in previous 
winters areas where 
Bluenose-East caribou 
are being harvested 
will be monitored by a 
combination of 
community monitors a 
game-check station on 
the winter road to the 
Tłı̨chǫ communities 
aerial reconnaissance 
surveys, and ground 
patrols on winter 
roads and trails in 
Bluenose-East range. 
Weekly updates on 
any new monitoring 
information on harvest 
and compliance will be 

♦ Completed 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

provided to the 
WRRB, and periodic 
updates can be 
provided to the 
general public. 

Recommendation #4-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT 
increase public 
education efforts and 
implement GNWT’s 
recently developed 
Hunter Education 
program in Tlicho 
communities. GNWT 
should also 
implement the Hunter 
Education program 
for Aboriginal people 
who traditionally 
harvest Bluenose-
East caribou.  

♦ Recommendation 4 – 
Accept  

 

♦ Completed 

Recommendation #5-
2016 

♦ TG negotiate caribou 
harvesting overlap 
agreements with 
Nunavut and the 
Sahtú region to make 
certain that existing 
relationships endure. 

♦ Recommendation 5 – 
This recommendation 
was addressed in 
previous discussions 
with WRRB and the 
Chief’s Executive 
Council has 
authorized staff to 
initiate discussions 
with Nunavut and 
Sahtú. 

♦ Incomplete; 
agreements not 
negotiated 

Recommendation #6-
2016 

♦ If the Community-
based wolf 
Harvesting Project is 
to be expanded to 
other Tlicho 
communities, a 
management 
proposal must be 
submitted to the 
WRRB for review and 
approval. Further, if 
the Project is to be 
expanded in scope, 
prior to the 
submission of a 
management 
proposal to the 
WRRB, an index of 

♦ Accept  ♦ Not required 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

changing wolf 
abundance must be 
available and 
research on habitat 
quality and quantity 
on the Bluenose-East 
herd range must be 
conducted. 

Recommendation #7-
2016 

♦ TG and GNWT 
support a 
collaborative 
feasibility assessment 
of options for wolf 
management, led by 
the Board. 

♦ Appears to accept. A 
working group with 
representatives of 
GNWT, WRRB, TG, 
NSMA and YKDFN 
has been meeting in 
summer 2016 to 
collaboratively 
develop the wolf 
management 
feasibility assessment 
for the Bathurst range 
in the NWT. Łutsel K’e 
Dene First Nation 
(LKDFN) has been 
invited to participate in 
the working group. As 
noted in the TG and 
GNWT joint 
management proposal 
on the Bluenose-East 
herd, methods being 
developed for the 
feasibility assessment 
underway for the 
Bathurst herd could be 
extended to the 
Bluenose-East herd’s 
range once the 
Bathurst assessment 
is complete. The 
working group that is 
developing the 
feasibility assessment 
for the Bathurst herd 
could be re-configured 
to consider wolf 
management in the 
range of the BNE 
herd. 

♦ Completed 

WWRB Reasons for Decision Part B  
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

Recommendation 
#1B-2016 

♦ TG consult with 
Tlicho communities 
by March 2017 to 
ensure Tlicho laws 
are implemented with 
respect to caribou 
harvesting practices 
to maintain the Tlicho 
way of life and the 
relationship with 
caribou.  

♦ TG vary. TG agrees 
with recommendation 
insofar as it concerns 
consultation with 
Tlicho communities 
with respect to caribou 
harvesting practices 
and maintaining the 
Tlicho way of life and 
relationship with 
caribou. However, the 
passage and/or 
implementation of 
Tlicho laws is a matter 
outside the jurisdiction 
of the Board. This 
recommendation 
should be varied to 
remove that reference.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#2B-2016 

♦ TG conduct TK 
research to define, 
from the Tlicho 
perspective, types of 
caribou, their 
behaviour, and their 
annual range, and 
their relationship with 
caribou and people 
by March 2017.  

♦ TG vary. TG agrees 
that studies are 
needed. TG wants to 
combine 
Recommendations 
2B, 3B, 5B, 15B and 
21B into a 
comprehensive TK 
student.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#3B-2016 

♦ TG conduct TK 
research on sahcho 
(grizzly bear) 
predation on caribou 
and their relationship 
with caribou, other 
wildlife and people by 
June 2017. 

♦ TG vary. See 
recommendation 2B. 

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#4B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT conduct a 
collaborative grizzly 
bear biological 
assessment, 
following completion 
of the ongoing wolf 
feasibility assessment 
for the Bathurst herd.  
The assessment 
should include 
summarizing 
available information 

♦ TG/GNWT appear to 
agree. NWT Species 
at Risk Committee to 
prepare species status 
report for grizzly bear 
in NWT and will 
address 
recommendation 4B.  

♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

on sahcho (grizzly 
bear) abundance, 
movement and diet 
for the Bluenose-East 
herd’s as well as 
including TK collected 
in Recommendation 
#3B-2016. 

Recommendation 
#5B-2016 

♦ TG conduct TK 
research about stress 
and impacts on 
caribou and people 
related to collars and 
aircraft over-flights by 
September 2017, 
which should be 
considered in 
determining numbers 
of collars deployed in 
2018 and beyond.  

♦ TG vary. See 
recommendation 2B.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#6B-2016 

♦ GNWT determine 
whether 
reconnaissance 
surveys should be 
conducted during 
non-photo survey 
years with renewable 
resource boards, 
Aboriginal 
governments and 
other affected 
organizations in the 
NWT and Nunavut 
prior to conducting 
the next 
reconnaissance 
survey in June 2017. 

♦ GNWT vary. Suggests 
that Barren Ground 
Caribou Technical 
Working Group 
(BGCTWG) review 
value of 
reconnaissance 
surveys. 

♦ Incomplete; no 
longer required 

Recommendation 
#7B-2016 

♦ Recommendation 7B 
– TG/GNWT provide 
a summary of 
scientific and TK 
monitoring data, 
including harvest and 
collar mortalities as 
soon as available 
each year, to the 
BGCTWG.  

♦ TG/GNWT accept.  

 

♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

Recommendation 
#8B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT work with 
the BGCTWG to 
prioritize biological 
monitoring indicators 
in order of need for 
effective 
management and 
develop thresholds 
under which 
management actions 
can be taken and 
evaluated. 
Additionally, TG and 
GNWT should work 
with the BGCTWG to 
outline the trade-off 
between concerns 
about effects on and 
the collection of 
statistically credible 
information for both 
the number of collars 
and over-flights on 
the calving grounds. 
Implementation of 
this recommendation 
should be completed 
by no later than the 
end of March 2017. 

♦ GNWT/TG vary. 
Suggest current 
monitoring of herds to 
be reviewed with 
BGCTWG during 
winter 2016-2017 to 
assess priorities for 
monitoring particularly 
if budget constraints 
limit resources. 

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#9B-2016 

♦ TG refine and 
implement Tlicho 
Land Use Plan 
Directives, under 
Chapter 6 related to 
caribou, land use, 
and cumulative 
effects by March 
2018.  

♦ TG acknowledges 
suggestion and 
advises the Board that 
it intends to refine and 
implement the Tlicho 
LUP directives related 
to caribou. TG notes 
that land use planning 
in Wek’èezhìı is 
beyond the jurisdiction 
of the Board.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#10B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT initiate, 
develop and 
implement a land use 
plan for Wek’èezhìı 
by March 2019. 

♦ GNWT vary. Suggests 
that GNWT work 
collaboratively with 
TG, federal 
government, and other 
Aboriginal 
Government 
Organizations and 
planning partners to 
initiate, develop and 
implement a 

♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

government-led 
approach to land use 
planning for public 
lands in Wek’èezhìı. 
GNWT notes that this 
suggestion goes 
beyond the authority 
of the Board (should 
be a suggestion, not a 
recommendation).  

♦ TG agrees in 
substance with 
GNWT. 

Recommendation 
#11B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT develop 
criteria under which 
Conservation Areas 
in the NWT’s Wildlife 
Act will be used to 
protect key caribou 
habitat by March 
2018.  

♦ TG/GNWT vary. 
Suggest that TG, 
GNWT, and partners, 
through the Bathurst 
Range Planning 
Process, develop 
criteria to determine 
when to protect key 
caribou habitat by 
March 2018. Until the 
range plan 
assessment is 
complete, it is 
premature to assume 
that the Conservation 
Areas will be the best 
tool to achieve 
protection objectives. 
GNWT commits to 
ensuring that the 
Conservation Area 
approach will be 
considered.  

♦ Incomplete; 
conservation 
areas noted as 
tool in Bathurst 
Caribou Range 
Plan  

Recommendation 
#12B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT develop 
criteria to protect 
caribou water 
crossings from 
exploration and 
development 
activities in the NWT 
by 2018 to be 
included in the Tlicho 
and Wek’èezhìı Land 
Use Plans. 

♦ TG/GNWT accept. ♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

Recommendation 
#13B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT 
investigate and report 
to the WRRB and 
other stakeholders on 
the potential use of 
offsets for caribou 
recovery to 
compensate for 
losses caused by 
exploration and 
development 
activities by March 
2018.  A set of criteria 
should be developed 
to assess 
effectiveness of each 
type of offset as it is 
investigated.  

♦ TG/GNWT accept.  ♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#13B-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT complete 
and implement a fire 
management plan 
with criteria 
identifying under 
which the key caribou 
habitat is defined as a 
value-at-risk by 
March 2018.  

♦ TG/GNWT vary. 
Suggest 
recommendation is 
opportunity to involve 
community members 
in identifying important 
caribou habitat and to 
explain how fire 
management 
decisions are made 
and how wildland fires 
play a crucial role in 
the boreal ecosystem. 
GNWT is limited in its 
ability to control all 
fires on vast NWT 
landscape and total 
exclusion of wildland 
fire would not be 
ecologically healthy 
for the environment or 
wildlife. While caribou 
habitat is identified as 
a value at risk, it is 
lower in priority than 
the protection of life 
and property.  

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#16-2016 

♦ TG conduct a TK 
monitoring project 
with elders to 
document how 
climate conditions 
have affected 

♦ Recommendation 15B 
– TG vary. See 
response to 
Recommendation 2B.  

♦ Incomplete 
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Recommendation # WRRB 
Recommendations 

TG/GNWT Responses Status  

preferred summer 
forage and impacted 
caribou fitness by 
September 2018.  

Recommendation 
#16-2016 

♦ TG conduct TK 
monitoring to assess 
the quality and quality 
of winter forage by 
September 2018.  

♦ TG vary. See 
response to 
Recommendation 2B. 

♦ Incomplete 

Recommendation 
#17-2016 

♦ TG/GNWT work with 
the BGCTWG to 
develop monitoring 
thresholds for climate 
indicators by March 
2017. 

♦ GNWT/TG vary. 
GNWT/TG are willing 
to review with the 
BGCTWG annual 
information on climate 
indicators and discuss 
thresholds for 
indicators relevant to 
caribou. GNWT/TG 
would support 
research that links 
climate indicators to 
caribou demography; 
at this point, linkage 
between climate 
indicators and caribou 
population trend is not 
well established. 
GNWT would request 
clarification of what 
WRRB is proposing 
on thresholds for 
climate indicators. 

♦ Incomplete 
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APPENDIX F List of Registered Parties 
 

Proponents 

Tłı̨chǫ Government 

Department of Environment & Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest 

Territories 

 

Intervenors 

Canadian Arctic Resources Committee 

Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Government 
North Slave Métis Alliance 

Yellowknives Dene First Nation 

 

Registered General Public 

Louis Wedawin 

Chief Charlie Football 

Lucy Lafferty 

Phillip Dryneck 

Henry Gon 

Jimmy Kodzin 

Michel Moosenose 

Bobby Pea’a 

Pierre Tlokka 

Jimmy Arrowmaker 

Alphonse Apples 

Charlie Apples 

Joe Mantla  
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APPENDIX G Summary Table of Party Recommendations 



Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response

Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 
Government

Follow the Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Plan of Action 
for Caribou Conservation, entitled 
"Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for 
All Time"

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

Set a variable TAH of up to 300 bull-only 
BNE caribou per season. Sec 7.2.4. Determination #1-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀)

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Party Recommendation WRRB Response

Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 
Government

Follow the Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Plan of Action 
for Caribou Conservation, entitled 
"Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for 
All Time"

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Do not agree with the proposed harvest 
allocation of 6 bulls for YKDFN Sec 7.3.4., Determination #2-2019 (Sahtì ekwǫ̀)

Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response

Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 
Government

Follow the Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę Plan of Action 
for Caribou Conservation, entitled 
"Belare wı́le Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for 
All Time"

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

TG and ENR need to outline within the 
management plan how exactly they will 
deal with the enforcement to ensure 
adherence.

Sec 7.4.4., Recommendation #1-2019 (Sahtì 
Ekwǫ̀)

Consideration should be given to 
ensuring capacity building in the event 
thae ENR staff cannot already 
distinguish among caribou herds by 
appearance in the field

Party Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

The ENR should undertake predator 
population surveys and collar monitoring
programs immediately, starting in 2019. 
The surveys and monitoring should
precede any aggressive programs (e.g., 
aerial shooting or ground shooting at 
den sites). At a minimum, the following 
data must be obtained before 
aggressive predator (wolf or grizzly) 
removal programs take place:
- Population
- Productivity
- Pup survival rate
- Main prey and its % of the diet
- Satellite collar monitoring

Appendix H - WRRB Predator Management 
Recommendations and Government Response

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Wolves should be collared to provide a 
dataset that can be matched against 
exisiting and future collared caribou data. 

Appendix H - WRRB Predator Management 
Recommendations and Government Response 

Total Allowable Harvest

Predators

Harvest Allocation

Harvest Monitoring

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

1



Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government
North Slave Métis 

Alliance

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Further analysis should be done on how 
caribou behaviour is affected by 
development and mines. 

Sec 7.9 Research & Monitoring, 
Recommendation #15-2019 (Sahtì E)

Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

TAH should be annually reviewed based 
on cow and calf survival rates, using an 
adaptive management framework and 
response plan. 

Sec 7.8. Adaptive Management 

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government
North Slave Métis 

Alliance

Caribou should not be monitored with 
collars. 

Sec 7.9. Research and Monitoring, 
Recommendation #13-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀)

Caribou should be monitored on the land. Sec 7.9. Research and Monitoring, 
Recommendation #15-2019 (Sahtì Ekwǫ̀)

Intervenor Recommendation WRRB Response
Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government

“The management proposal on reduction 
of wolf numbers”, GNWT should 
immediately invite the NSMA to the 
ongoing discussion, without waiting for 
the completion of the full draft

Identifying “appropriate cultural activities 
and harvest of other wildlife”, the GNWT 
should invite the NSMA to the ongoing 
discussion or initiate a new bilateral 
discussion with the NSMA

The “monthly” staff meeting on the 
management of BNE, Bathurst, and 
Beverly/Ahiak caribou herds, GNWT 
should immediately invite the NSMA 
staff to the meetings.
“Supporting other harvesting initiatives”, 
GNWT should invite the NSMA to the 
ongoing discussion or initiate a new 
bilateral discussion with the NSMA

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

Management Proposals should be 
written with input from YKDFN and other 
Indigenous communities. 

North Slave Métis 
Alliance

Adaptive Management 

Research and Monitoring 

Other

Habitat and Land Use

Yellowknives 
Dene First Nation

2
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APPENDIX H WRRB Predator Management Recommendations and 
Government Response 

 



 

 

 

February 6, 2019 
 
Hon. Robert C. McLeod, Minister 
Environment and Natural Resources  
Government of the Northwest Territories  
Box 1320 
Yellowknife, NT   X1A 2L9  
Email: Robert_C_McLeod@gov.nt.ca  
 
Grand Chief George Mackenzie 
Tłı̨chǫ Government 
Box 412 
Behchokǫ̀, NT   X1A 1Y0 
Email: georgemackenzie@tlicho.com 
 
Re: Section 12.5.6 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement – WRRB Predator Management Recommendations 
 
Dear Minister McLeod & Grand Chief Mackenzie: 
 
Background: 
The Kokètì Ekwǫ̀ (Bathurst caribou) and Sahtì Ekwǫ̀ (Bluenose-East caribou) herds are both in a 
precipitous decline. The decline of the kokètì ekwǫ̀ herd was first documented in 1996 when the 
population was estimated at 349,000 animals, down from 420,000 in 1986. Management actions to 
date have failed to halt the decline and the herd’s population was estimated at 8,200 animals in 2018. 
The decline of the sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd was first documented in 2013 when the herd’s population was 
estimated at 68,000 animals, down from 121,000 in 2010. In 2018, the herd’s population was estimated 
at 19,000 animals.  
 
Range management, harvest restrictions and intensive study are being implemented or are already 
occurring in Wek'èezhìı for both herds. Previous joint management proposals for the kokètì ekwǫ̀ herd 
by the Department of Environment & Natural Resources (ENR), Government of the Northwest 
Territories (GNWT) and Tłı̨chǫ Government (TG) resulted in the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources 
Board (WRRB) holding public hearings in 2010 and again in 2016. A public hearing was also held to 
address management proposals for the sahtì ekwǫ̀ herd in 2016.  
 
On January 14 and January 22, 2019 respectively, the WRRB received joint management proposals 
for the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds. These management proposals propose a number of actions. 
However, despite WRRB recommendations for the implementation of predator control dating as far 
back as 2010, neither of the current management proposals includes a plan for predator management 
in either the sahtì ekwǫ̀ or kokètì ekwǫ̀ ranges. Instead your governments have indicated their intention 
to address the control of predators, more specifically Dìga (wolves), in a separate joint management 
proposal later in the spring of 2019. 
 
 

Via Email 
Robert_C_McLeod@gov.nt.ca 
georgemackenzie@tlicho.com 

mailto:Robert_C_McLeod@gov.nt.ca
mailto:georgemackenzie@tlicho.com
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The Issue: 
The situation for both of these herds is dire. Analysis of the joint management proposals by the 
Board and its advisors indicates an immediate need for action to reduce predation on the herds. 
During its 2016 public hearings and most recently in the TG-ENR Ekwǫ̀ (barren-ground caribou) 
consultation tours, conducted on January 21-23, 2019, the WRRB has heard from the community 
members that dìga are continuing to put pressure on ekwǫ̀ populations. Community members would 
like to see action taken now. The Board agrees. 
 
The Authority for WRRB Recommendations: 
Section 12.5.6 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement states: 
 

The Wek'èezhìı Renewable Resources Board may, without waiting for a proposal from a Party, 
make the following recommendations or determinations, after consulting with any Party or 
body with powers to manage any aspect of the subject matter of its recommendation or 
determination: 

(a) Recommend actions for management of harvesting in Wek'èezhìı, including  
(i) A total allowable harvest level for any population or stock of fish,  
(ii) Harvest quotas for wildlife or limits as to location, methods, or seasons of 

harvesting wildlife, or 
(iii) The preparation of a wildlife management plan; … 

 
The WRRB has chosen not to wait for ENR and TG to submit their predator management proposal to 
the Board later this spring. The 20% rate of annual decline of the kokètì ekwǫ̀ and sahtì ekwǫ̀ herds is 
in the Board’s opinion so serious that waiting any longer to act will make recovery of the herds even 
more difficult. The Board is convinced that early action is essential. 
 
In consideration of the updated 2018 sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herd estimates and recent 
consultations with Tłı̨chǫ communities the WRRB makes the recommendations set out below to 
GNWT and the TG: 
 
Recommendation #1-2019 (Predator): The WRRB supports continuing the ENR’s dìga harvest 
incentive program and the TG’s Community Based Dìga Harvesting Project as an education tool. 
 
Recommendation #2-2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga monitoring be 
undertaken so that population estimates, or indexes are generated. In addition, as much information 
as possible, including condition, diet, and reproductive status, should be collected from each 
harvested dìga. 
 
Recommendation #3-2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga management be 
undertaken in Wek'èezhìı. TG and ENR should review the “Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: 
Options for Managing Wolves on the Range of the Bathurst Barren-ground Caribou Herd” 
submitted in November 2017 to determine the most effective, humane and cost-efficient methods that 
would have the least impact and disturbance on the ekwǫ̀ herds themselves.  
 
Recommendation #4-2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga management should be 
closely monitored for effectiveness of halting or slowing the decline of the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì 
ekwǫ̀ herds in order to provide future harvesting opportunities. 
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Recommendation #5-2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that the GNWT and TG work with 
the Government of Nunavut to enact predator management actions on the calving grounds of sahtì 
ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ in Nunavut. 
 
Recommendation #6-2019 (Predator): The WRRB commits to striking a working group to begin 
work on a sahcho (grizzly bear) biological assessment by June 2019, specifically on the sahtì ekwǫ̀ 
and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds herd ranges. This working group will include at minimum the GNWT, TG 
and the Government of Nunavut. WRRB staff recommend that sahcho are monitored in order to 
determine if pressures are increasing on ekwǫ. 
 
Recommendation #7-2019 (Predator): WRRB staff recommend that golden det'ǫcho (golden 
eagle) are monitored in order to determine if pressures of golden det'ǫcho are increasing on ekwǫ̀. 
WRRB staff recommends that TG and the GNWT work with the Government of Nunavut to support 
golden det'ǫcho monitoring. 
 
In addition, as per Section 12.5.8 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the Board requests a response to these 
recommendations by March 6, 2019. 
 
Conclusion: 
The WRRB believes that predator management must begin by May 2019 in order to promote recovery 
of the herds. This action is essential to ensure the potential for a future harvest of sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì 
ekwǫ̀.  
 
The WRRB will, in accordance with the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement participate in any consultations on these 
proposals that the ENR or TG decides to undertake. 
 
If there are any questions, please contact our office at (867) 873-5740 or jpellissey@wrrb.ca.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Joseph Judas, Chair 
Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board 
 
Cc Dr. Joe Dragon, Deputy Minister, ENR-GNWT 
 Rita Mueller, Assistant Deputy Minister, Operations, ENR-GNWT 
 Bruno Croft, Superintendent, North Slave Region, ENR-GNWT 
 Laura Duncan, Tłı̨chǫ Executive Officer, TG 
 Tammy Steinwand-Deschambeault, Director, Culture and Lands Protection, TG 
 Michael Birlea, Manager, Culture and Lands Protection, TG 

mailto:jpellissey@wrrb.ca






WRRB Predator Management Recommendations 
 
Recommendation #1‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB supports continuing the ENR’s dìga harvest incentive 
program and the TG’s Community Based Dìga Harvesting Project as an education tool. 
 
Response:  
 
ENR and TG accept this recommendation.  
 
ENR thanks the WRRB for their support of the Enhanced North Slave Wolf Harvest Incentive Program 
and notes that the program will continue until the prime fur season for wolves ends on May 31.   
 
TG acknowledges and thanks the WRRB for its support of the Tłıc̨hǫ Community‐Based Dìga Harvesting 
Project, which is still under development.  Tłıc̨hǫ elders have been key proponents for developing and 
implementing a training program for Tłıc̨hǫ hunters to become knowledgeable and effective harvesters 
of dìga.  The training program engages Tłıc̨hǫ elders directly so that Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge and practices for 
hunting dìga are maintained and transmitted to the next generation of hunters.  TG staff are working 
with selected Tłıc̨hǫ hunters to provide them with additional training on harvesting and skinning 
methods through workshops that will be held in collaboration with ENR.  
 
 
 
 
Recommendation #2‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga monitoring be undertaken so 
that population estimates, or indexes are generated.  In addition, as much information as possible, 
including condition, diet, and reproductive status, should be collected from each harvested dìga.  
 
Response: 
 
ENR and TG accept this recommendation.  ENR and TG agree that important aspects for assessing wolf 
management actions will be to a) monitor the relative abundance of dìga based on  indices as removal 
actions are undertaken and b) evaluate health and condition of dìga including age, sex, diet, and 
reproductive status.   

ENR and TG will develop and pilot a protocol for monitoring relative abundance of dìga in an adaptive 
manner to evaluate feasibility of sampling and robustness of results.   

For each wolf carcass ENR receives, basic data on age, sex, diet, and reproductive status will be 
collected.   

 

   



Recommendation #3‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga management be undertaken in 
Wek'èezhìı. TG and ENR should review the “Wolf Technical Feasibility Assessment: Options for Managing 
Wolves on the Range of the Bathurst Barren‐ground Caribou Herd” submitted in November 2017 to 
determine the most effective, humane and cost‐efficient methods that would have the least impact and 
disturbance on the ekwǫ̀ herds themselves. 

Response: 

ENR and TG accept this recommendation, and will use the feasibility assessment to develop the 
program.  

ENR’s Enhanced North Slave Wolf Incentive Program encourages harvesters to undertake ground‐based 
shooting and/or snaring on the winter range of the Bluenose‐East and Bathurst barren‐ground caribou 
herds.  The program is an extension of the previous program and was implemented to address requests 
from Indigenous hunters for further incentives to harvest wolves.  This pilot project includes monitoring; 
ENR will track the number of dìga harvested and the observations of dìga reported by hunters as well as 
hunters’ feedback on the logistics of harvesting dìga on the winter range.  ENR will adaptively manage 
this program; if it is clear that this program is not resulting in a significant number of harvested dìga, 
enhancements will be made to the program and/or other options outlined in the feasibility assessment 
will be considered.   
 
 
 
 
Recommendation #4‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that dìga management should be closely 
monitored for effectiveness of halting or slowing the decline of the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds in 
order to provide future harvesting opportunities. 

Response: 

ENR and TG accept this recommendation.  ENR and TG are working together to develop management 
actions to help recover caribou and developing a joint proposal on dìga management.  Monitoring will 
be included as part of the implementation of any wolf management program.  At the same time, ENR 
and TG have proposed to increase the monitoring of both the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds as 

outlined in the Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bluenose‐East Æekwö (Barren‐ground 
caribou) Herd: 2019‐2021 and the Joint Proposal on Management Actions for the Bathurst Æekwö 
(Barren‐ground caribou) Herd: 2019‐2021.   

   



Recommendation #5‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB recommends that the GNWT and TG work with the 
Government of Nunavut to enact predator management actions on the calving grounds of sahtì ekwǫ̀ 
and kokètì ekwǫ̀ in Nunavut. 

Response: 

As neither ENR nor TG have law‐making jurisdiction in Nunavut we are unable to accept the 
recommendation as worded.  ENR and TG would like to vary this recommendation, as the GNWT and TG 
can discuss potential predator management actions on the calving grounds of sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì 
ekwǫ̀ with the Government of Nunavut. 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation #6‐2019 (Predator): The WRRB commits to striking a working group to begin work on 
a sahcho (grizzly bear) biological assessment by June 2019, specifically on the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì 
ekwǫ̀ herds herd ranges. This working group will include at minimum the GNWT, TG and the 
Government of Nunavut. WRRB staff recommend that sahcho are monitored in order to determine if 
pressures are increasing on ekwǫ. 

Response:  

ENR and TG accept the first half of this recommendation.  ENR and TG will participate in a collaborative 
process to work on a sahcho biological assessment led by WRRB staff.  ENR can provide information on 
sahcho from the Northwest Territories.  In April 2017, the Northwest Territories Species at Risk 
Committee released the “Species Status Report for Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos) in the Northwest 
Territories”, which includes both traditional knowledge and science.  This status report provides a 
thorough biological assessment of sahcho within the NWT and should form a basis for the biological 
assessment. 

As neither ENR nor TG have jurisdiction in Nunavut we are unable accept the second half of this 
recommendation as worded.  Despite this, ENR can discuss potential sahcho monitoring in order to 
determine if pressures are increasing on ekwǫ with the Government of Nunavut.  ENR and TG recognize 
that sahcho are an important predator on the calving and post‐calving grounds of ekwǫ.  As the majority 
of the calving grounds and post‐calving ranges of the sahtì ekwǫ̀ and kokètì ekwǫ̀ herds are in Nunavut, 
monitoring the pressures of sahcho on ekwǫ will occur in Nunavut and be the responsibility of the 
Government of Nunavut.   

The TG Boots on the Ground program is one method of tracking sahcho on the Bathurst range and in the 
future on the Bluenose‐East range.  Sahcho have been observed during the TG Boots on the Ground 
program.   

   



Recommendation #7‐2019 (Predator): WRRB staff recommend that golden det'ǫcho (golden eagle) are 
monitored in order to determine if pressures of golden det'ǫcho are increasing on ekwǫ̀. WRRB staff 
recommends that TG and the GNWT work with the Government of Nunavut to support golden det'ǫcho 
monitoring. 

Response: 

As neither ENR nor TG have jurisdiction in Nunavut we are unable accept the recommendation as 
worded.  ENR and TG would like to vary this recommendation, as TG and ENR can discuss potential 
options for monitoring both golden det'ǫcho and bald eagles with the Government of Nunavut.   

ENR and TG recognize that eagles and in particular golden det'ǫcho have been identified as a significant 
predator of caribou calves in other barren‐ground caribou herds.    

The TG Boots on the Ground program is one method of tracking eagles on the Bathurst range and in the 
future on the Bluenose‐East range.  Bald eagles have been observed during the TG Boots on the Ground 
program.   
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Madelaine Chocolate, Gamètı  ̀Community 
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Tłıc̨hǫ Philosophy 

Grand Chief Jimmy Bruneau directed the Tłı̨cho ̨ people to know both Western and Tłı̨cho ̨ 

knowledge so each Tłı̨cho ̨ citizen would be strong like two people.  Bruneau’s 

philosophy and direction was not new to the Tłı̨cho ̨ people, who have always been 

interested in the ways and knowledge of others.  This philosophy has been noted in 

both their oral narratives and the journals of the trading post factors.  Each tells of 

Tłı̨cho ̨ leaders learning the knowledge and negotiating techniques of trading post 

factors to ensure the best return for their people’s furs.  This philosophy is also evident - 

in oral narratives telling of activities leading up to discussions with the Federal 

Commissioner in 1921 when Möwhì signed Treaty 11. The stories explain that Tłı̨cho ̨ 
were aware of the European perspective based on information they acquired from the Slavey and 
Chipewyan further south.  Upon learning from the experience of their southern 

neighbours they were better prepared to deal with the Treaty Party.  

Tłı̨cho ̨ oral narratives stress the importance of understanding a problem, finding a 

solution and taking action. Their approach to learning, knowing and taking action is 

evident in most Tłı̨cho ̨ oral narratives, as well as the manner in which past research 

projects were approached. The Tłı̨cho ̨ have rarely allowed others to do research to 

address a problem they wish to know about themselves.  They insist that they take an 

active part in research and monitoring.  Specifically the Tłı̨cho ̨: 

. Explained to the managers of Rayrock Mine (1950s) that their observations 

were indicators of serious problems in the environment. They identified 

problems that they observed with plants and wildlife –such as beaver, marten 

and fish.  These problems were particularly evident to those Tłı̨cho ̨ who 

either used the area frequently or worked at the mine.  

. Insist research focus on their needs and priorities – take for example the 

priorities set by the Dogrib Renewable Resources Committee during the early 

1990s:  where caribou, habitat, water and heritage were of greatest concern. 

. Insist on adequate funding to ensure Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers were employed as 

permanent, full time employees for the life of research projects – take for 

example the Traditional Justice and Traditional Medicine project in Whatì 

(1987-92); the Traditional Governance project in Gamètı̀ (1993-1996); and the 

caribou and place names projects in all the Tłı̨cho ̨ communities (1996-2001). 

. Use the participatory action research (PAR) method that includes researcher 

training; an elders – both male and female elders – committee/s; rigorous 

research methods carried out by Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers and overseen by the 

elders’ committee; and verification of shared information.  The PAR process 

ensures accurate understanding of the traditional knowledge that is 
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documented and ensures it leads to positive actions based on the 

recommendations. 

Today, it is vital that the Tłıc̨hǫ lead by undertaking their own harvesting and 

monitoring studies as the impacts of development on Tłıc̨hǫ lands and the environment 

are becoming ever more evident.   The Tłıc̨hǫ Government and agencies have been given 

the authority to manage the land in the Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement, but to do this effectively 

requires a system of research and monitoring that will feed into management decisions. 

The Tłı̨cho ̨ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program, which includes the collection 

of harvest information, outlined below is based on Tłı̨cho ̨ philosophy.   First, the current 

issues for which this TK program was designed to solve are discussed, followed by a 

summary of the discussion with Tłı̨cho ̨ citizens that helped formulate the solutions.  

Thirdly, the program structure is described. There are five appendices that outline 

activities, outputs, and the evaluation questions so the TK Research and Monitoring 

Program can be improved through time. Appendices are as follows: 

• Appendix I consists of the Program Design and Implementation Plan.

• Appendix II outlines the Evaluation Frameworks for both the on-going program 
activities and for the implementation activities.

• Appendix III is the Tłıcho Research and Monitoring Program Using Tłıcho 
Knowledge to Monitor Barren-ground Caribou.

• Appendix IV is a draft Tłıcho Knowledge Policy.  

It should be noted that evaluation is done to ensure the best possible TK is being 

documented for future monitoring, education and understanding of the Tłı̨cho ̨ 

perspective. 
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Current Issue 

The Tłı̨cho ̨ Agreement directs Boards, Agencies and the Tłı̨cho ̨ Government to i)use 

traditional knowledge, ii) promote cultural perspectives, and iii) select Board members 

that have knowledge of Tłı̨cho ̨ way of life. Yet the current systems – most of which are 

based on Western perspectives and the British legal system – make it difficult for Tłı̨cho ̨ 

knowledge (TK) to be used in a manner that is consistent within the Tłıc̨hǫ cultural 

perspective and way of life. 

The Agreement states that: 

Section 12.1.6 

In exercising their powers under this chapter, the Parties and the Wek’èezhìi 

Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional 

knowledge as well as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 13.1.5 

In exercising their powers in relation to forest management, the Government of the 

Northwest Territories, the Tłı ̨chǫ Government and the Wek’èezhìi Renewable 

Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional knowledge as well 

as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 14.1.4 

In exercising their powers in relation to the management of plants, the Government 

of the Northwest Territories, the Tłı ̨chǫ Government and the Wek’èezhìi Renewable 

Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional knowledge as well 

as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 22.1.7 

In exercising their powers, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review 

Board and the Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board shall consider traditional 

knowledge as well as other scientific information where such knowledge or 

information is made available to the Boards. 

Furthermore, Section 12.5.5 of the Tłıc̨hǫ Land Claim and Self-government Agreement 

(the Agreement) states that the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) shall: 

(a) Make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation to a

proposal

i. Regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìi, except for fish,
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ii. Regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest levels for

Wek’èezhìi to groups of persons or for specified purposes, or

iii. Submitted under 12.11.1 for the management of the Bathurst caribou herd with

respect to its application in Wek’èezhìi;

 The Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement authorizes the WRRB responsibility for total allowable harvest 

(TAH) for wildlife, forests and plants and authorizes the Minister of Fisheries and 

Oceans (DFO) responsibility for fish conservation and the establishment of TAH for fish 

stocks. Both WRRB and DFO have an obligation under terms of the Agreement to 

determine TAH through assessment studies and other research.  

For WRRB and DFO to have information necessary for sustainable management it is 

imperative that the Tłıc̨hǫ undertaken their own monitoring by documenting their 

observations and harvesting information to ensure they contribute to the process. If 

allocations are to be made among users of the resource it will be necessary to determine 

basic needs levels of the beneficiaries of the claim. Allocations of fisheries and wildlife 

resources will be difficult without this basic harvest information from the harvesters 

themselves.  

For the Agreement to be honoured three activities need to occur: 

1. Baseline information must be gathered from elders on known trends as

harvest, wildlife and vegetation distribution.

2. Information gathered through Tłıc̨hǫ traditional methods of monitoring needs

to be documented on an on-going basis.

3. Realistic harvest studies need to be ongoing.

Although scientific information is readily available, most Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is in the 

minds of the elders and harvesters. For this reason, a program is needed so Tłıc̨hǫ 

researchers can work with elders and harvesters to document their knowledge in a 

manner that does not lose the Tłıc̨hǫ perspective. This is usually detailed knowledge of 

past conditions that they share with their descendants while sharing their current 

observations of wildlife and wildlife habitat. And, as is the traditional mode of sharing, 

numbers of species observed and harvested, are shared with others in the community 

along with other information such as behaviour of wildlife and the people harvesting.  

All information available is used to make management decisions.  

One of the important features of Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is that it is acquired, enhanced and 

communicated on the land while people are engaged in land-based activities. It is also 

communicated after harvesters return to the community through oral narratives.   
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Modern harvest studies often ask harvesters to fill out survey forms in English, or to 

provide limited information that can be taken out of context.  These studies may fail 

because they are not compatible with how Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge, including information 

about harvest, is transmitted through oral narratives. 

This project was designed to ensure that both monitoring and realistic harvesting 

numbers can be recorded in a culturally appropriate manner. This will help alleviate the 

problem that many respondents choose not to answer correctly harvest study questions 

posed by non-community members. (see Harvest Study Report, 2009). 

Finding a Solution 

In 1999-2000, the Tłı̨cho ̨ Regional Elders’ Committee – under the direction of K’àowo1 

Jimmy Martin – requested Dogrib Treaty 11 staff who were working with the elders to 

bring male and female harvesters from each community to discuss a Tłıc̨hǫ monitoring 

program. Funding for this meeting was secured from Cumulative Impacts and 

Monitoring Program, Environment Canada. The elders and harvesters directed staff to 

initiate monitoring around the diamond mines – with research/hunting camps located 

in strategic locations around the mines that would enable harvesters to observe the 

behaviour of caribou in relation to the mines. They also suggested a camp be located at 

Gots’ôkàtì and Deèzhàatì so caribou behaviour could be compared with non-mining 

areas. 

In September 2008 the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) and the Tłı̨cho ̨ 

Government started work towards implementing a Tłıc̨hǫ  monitoring program.  Also at 

that time members of the Wek’èezhìi Forum requested that work be done to develop TK 

policy.  

The TK program design with associated policy guidelines were developed based on 

discussions held during the household visits made by the Project Team between April 

2009 and December 31, 2009. All households in the three fly-in communities of Gamètı̀, 

Wekweetì and Whatì were contacted.  Behchokö has a significant population therefore 

only those households with active harvesters and elders were contacted.  During these 

visits Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers, along with Dr. Allice Legat, explained the importance of Tłı̨cho ̨ 

knowledge in the Tłı̨cho ̨ Agreement and the possibility of establishing a monitoring 

program as originally laid out by the elders and harvesters in 1999.  Two Tłıc̨hǫ 

researchers – Ms. Camilla Nitsiza and Ms. Madelaine Chocolate - did conducted the 

household visits, although Ms. Mary Adele Wetrade did assist Madelaine Chocolate in 

1 Translated as ‘boss’. The role is significantly different than the Western concept for ‘chair’. 
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Gamètı̀.  Household visits took longer than anticipated because i) individuals wished to 

express their views after hearing the role of the WRRB as it is mandated in the Tłıc̨hǫ 

Agreement; and ii) individuals were delighted to expound on the potential for 

harvesters and elders working together with Tłıc̨hǫ researchers to monitor the land as 

first set out by the elders in 1999-2000.  Their excitement at building on their traditional 

management practices was clear. 

After completing household visits and analyzing Tłı̨cho ̨ responses, it became clear that 

it would be culturally appropriate to develop interview guidelines that allowed 

harvesters to share information in a manner similar to how they normally explain their 

harvest and observations to one another and to their elders.  The Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers 

found harvesters would prefer to discuss their activities – both observations 

(monitoring) and harvesting – in either a home or office setting, but at their own 

convenience. Finally, they found that harvesters thought if Tłı̨cho ̨ were doing the 

documenting and report writing they could then be assured: i) individual harvest 

numbers would remain confidential; ii) their information would be documented 

realistically; and iii) their observations would remain in the context within which their 

observations were made. 

Following the household visits, the next step was to hold community meetings, and 

establish Community Elders’ and Harvesters’ Committees to assist with the final design 

of the program and program guidelines.   

After the first community meeting in Gamètı̀, the elders met to select a committee. The 

Gamètı̀ Committee met four times with the TK staff, Rita Wetrade, and Allice Legat to 

discuss what had been heard at the household level and to hear more specific views.  

During the fourth meeting, the Committee recommended a Regional TK 

Elders/Harvesters Working Group (TK Regional Working Group) be established to 

complete the work. Gamètı̀ Committee members thought that it would be better if Tłıc̨hǫ 

from all four communities worked together from the start so they could address all 

issues together. Six (6) members on the TK Regional Working Group had been active on 

the TK Regional Elders Committee from 1996-2002 while the remaining ten (10) 

harvesters and elders were named by the Tłıc̨hǫ WRRB members.  The Working Group 

meetings were held between January and March 31, 2010: three in Gamètı̀,2 one in 

Wek’weetì, and one in Behchokö.   

                                                 

2 Under the direction of John B. Zoe, TEO, a TK Office has been established in Gametì.  However office 

furniture and computers have yet to be purchased and staff has yet to be hired. 
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The following is a summary of how discussions at the household level and at 

community and TK Regional Working Group meetings have informed key components 

of the program design. 

Species Important to Local Harvesters 

Caribou and fish are always cited as the most important. Nevertheless, all Tłı̨cho ̨ elders 

and harvesters explain – as is consistent with members of hunting and gathering 

societies – that all species are important, including human. They also explained that if 

one is to understand trends and impacts within Wek’èezhìi, human behaviour should 

be monitored noting  what is being harvested by both male and female harvesters and 

whether or not all is used or if resources are wasted. 3 

Everyone agreed that all harvested animals should be documented as it would 

demonstrate a more realistic flow of events and levels during the annual cycle, and a 

more accurate account of their observations and land use.  

Tłıc̨hǫ Citizens to be Interviewed 

During conversations at the household level, it became apparent that many younger 

people felt they did not know enough about the environment to speak with the 

researchers, but did think that they could report what they had harvested and observed 

as long as older, more experienced elders and harvesters were present to help them to 

understand their observations.  Specifically younger people thought that if elders and 

harvesters were present they would gain a better understanding of how their 

observations were similar or different than the past and how their own knowledge and 

behaviour impacts on their observations. 

During past discussions – prior to this project - elders thought that all individuals 

should be encouraged to report their observations and harvest – even if observations 

are made while ‘picnicking’ or traveling with family members and harvesting is not the 

main goal. 

Most of the elders and harvesters participating in the TK Regional Working Group 

thought leaders should tell harvesters to report their observations and harvest.   

During discussions after the meetings, the Project Team thought that once the 

Community Elders’ Committees are established the elders – specifically the k’aawo on 

those committees - would encourage individuals to visit the Tłı̨cho ̨ Knowledge 

Research and Monitoring office and report their observations and harvest.  

                                                 

3 Although not discussed during the household visits or during the meetings, most elders and active 

harvesters suggest that human activities associated with industrial development and exploration should 

be monitored by stewards of the land. 
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Researchers documenting the information would be trained to note whether the 

individual is an experienced or inexperienced harvester, and whether or not they are a 

full-time or part-time harvester; and whether or not their main activity at the time of 

sighting resources was harvesting. 

Sharing Information 

Throughout all discussions it became clear that community members would be more 

open about sharing their harvesting information as well as their observations if they 

understood that their oral narratives and their observations - ‘raw data’ - would remain 

with and be safeguarded by the Tłı̨cho ̨ Government, and kept in the Tłı̨cho ̨ 

communities.  

Several individuals expressed that they feel they are being “checked-up on” when non- 

Tłı̨cho ̨ ask questions and are worried that it can be used against them.  

Schedule of Discussions wıth Households 

Based on the manner in which Dene pass information, it was made abundantly clear 

during household visits and during the TK Regional Working Group meetings, that oral 

narratives are the process for sharing detailed information. (see also Basso, Cruikshank, 

Goulet, and Sharp on the importance of oral narratives among all Dene). For this reason 

the researchers/interviewers will be trained to use an ‘gathering oral narratives guide’ 

while documenting information shared by harvesters.  

The TK Regional Working Group thought the office should be open at least five days a 

week so harvesters could report when convenient and on an ongoing basis so numbers 

and observations are recorded quickly. 

Expectations of Harvesters and Elders 

All Tłı̨cho ̨ citizens with whom the researchers spoke liked the idea that monitoring 

skills and harvesting information would be given back to the community every few 

months – by the Tłı̨cho ̨ researchers. They thought the communities could benefit from 

hearing this information and verifying the researchers’ interpretations so 

misunderstandings could be clarified. 

The TK Regional Working Group thinks that reporting back to the community at public 

meetings is extremely important. If the researchers share a summary of what they have 

heard with the community, then harvesters will be more likely to provide their 

observations and harvest numbers. They reasoned that the harvesters would know they 

were being heard and that their knowledge and information was being documented 

accurately.  For example,  
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1. Their observations of the environment about health of animals and state of 

habitat, etc -  are being heard; 

2. Harvesters will feel secure that harvesting data is correct and their elders and 

leaders can use the information for management decisions. 

Compensation for Harvesters 

This has not been discussed with harvesters during the household visits or at the elders 

and harvesters meetings. During past discussions with elders, it was thought that 

harvesters should report on a volunteer basis, but should be compensated when 

attending the verification and sharing meetings when more information on their 

observations can be noted.  Only those harvesters who participated on a volunteer basis 

would be compensated at the verification and working group meetings. 

It is proposed that this is a decision for the Tłı̨cho ̨ leadership after being discussed at a 

Tłı̨cho ̨ Assembly, recognizing that availability of resources may be a constraint. 

Reporting 

Since using Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge in environmental management is important to Tłıc̨hǫ, it is 

recommended that after the verification meetings with elders and harvesters, report/s – 

annual or bi-annual - should be written for the Chief Executive Council that would then 

be released to the public – Boards, agencies, Industry, Federal and Territorial 

governments. 

Duration of Harvest Study within Monitoring Program 

During the household visits, the community meeting and the TK Regional Working 

Group meetings, the vast majority (young people did not speak to this topic) of Tłı̨cho ̨ 

citizens thought the harvest study within the monitoring program should be on-going.  
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Program Structure 

The Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program is designed to capture 

knowledge in a manner that is compatible with the Tłıc̨hǫ cultural perspective.  It is also 

designed to acknowledge the continued importance of oral narratives as the medium 

with which to share information and the importance of Tłı̨cho ̨ land-based activities in 

learning and being able to apply and promote Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge. 

Program Goals 

A Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program will support goals that assist the 

Tłı̨cho ̨ Government, and the boards and agencies under the Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement, to fulfill 

their mandate within the co-management regimes. It will also provide direction to 

industry and non- Tłıc̨hǫ researchers on expectations and costs.   This program will 

support the following program outcomes: 

1. Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge and perspectives are utilized in management and decision-

making. 

2. The Tłıc̨hǫ Government and its boards and agencies have the information they 

need to play a strong role in co-managing the environment, and to support 

programs such as education. 

3. The Tłıc̨hǫ Government has the information it needs to play a strong role in 

managing caribou and other wildlife, plants and forests; and has its own 

information and reports to support bargaining and negotiations. 

4. Harvesting maintains its role as a respected and important economic and social 

endeavour. 

5. Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge, perspective and language are strengthened through oral 

narratives and land-based activities. 

6. Integrated knowledge transfer is occurring across generations. 

7. Tłıc̨hǫ place names are documented accurately to express bio-geographical 

information, and to support the process of acquiring official place name status.  

Social Impacts 

If the program successfully achieving the above goals, it will help to support broader 

social impacts such as the following: 

• Tłıc̨hǫ citizens will fulfil their traditional stewardship responsibilities to care for 

the land. 

 TK is transmitted in a manner that is compatible with Tłıc̨hǫ culture and social 

structure.  



13 | P a g e  

 

 Tłıc̨hǫ language is strong and used in daily conversations. 

 Tłıc̨hǫ citizens are emotionally and spiritually healthy. 

 There is a structured process for Tłıc̨hǫ youth to learn land-based skills and 

knowledge.  

 Tłıc̨hǫ place names become official. 

Program Design and Implementation 

The establishment of a fully developed, effective Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and 

Monitoring Program is a necessary but ambitious undertaking.  It will require 

substantial resources and careful planning.  It will also require investment in training 

and in information technology.  The program will take approximately two years to 

implement, and five years to become fully operational.  It will take at least two years to 

develop TK policies, guidelines and directives that are consistent with the Tłı̨cho ̨ 

perspective and the Tłı̨cho ̨ Agreement, and provide direction and clarity for boards, 

agencies and TG departments that is both practical and respectful of Tłı̨cho ̨ knowledge. 

Guidelines and directives developed for boards, agencies and TG departments will 

reflect Tłı̨cho ̨ Government policy on access and use of Tłı̨cho ̨ knowledge.  

There are several activities that need immediate attention if the program is going to 

provide information for  caribou management,  for the Environmental Assessment of 

the proposed highway route within Wek’èezhìi, and for Fortune Mineral’s mining 

venture, with respect to impacts on land, wildlife and water. 

To ensure harvesters’ and elders’ observations, knowledge and harvest are documented 

and used, the following activities will be undertaken within the next two years when 

initiated in November 2010:   

1. Establish a comprehensive database to support the organization and storage of 

Tłıc̨hǫ monitoring and harvest data in a manner that is consistent with oral 

narrative and protocol; 

2. Digitize and enter existing information into the database; 

3. Establish operating procedures for the program, including human resource 

policies and procedures, compensation policies, and development of research 

methods; 

4. Establish training programs for researchers and data entry clerks; 

5. Hire and train staff; 

6. Undertake promotion and outreach to ensure that communities understand and 

support the program, and that harvesters participate; 

7. Establish community Elders’ Committees; 
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8. Develop a Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Policy4 for approval by the Tłıc̨hǫ Government.

Appendix I contains a more detailed outline of the proposed structure of the program, 

including a comprehensive list of proposed activities required to implement the 

program and a comprehensive list of program activities over the longer term, together 

with anticipated outputs from those activities. 

Appendix II contains a draft evaluation framework for implementation evaluations in 

Year 2, and a more fulsome outcome evaluation in Year 5.  These evaluations will help 

to measure whether the program is on track to achieve the goals/outcomes outlined 

above.   

The Tłıc̨hǫ are faced with two urgent issues that require immediate attention: i) the need 

for caribou monitoring in the face of current concerns about the integrity and health of 

the Bathhurst caribou herd and harvest numbers; and ii) the Fortune Minerals and all-

weather road proposals.   It is proposed that program implementation be fast-tracked 

with specific regard to these two issues.  More detail on the activities required for the 

Special Project: Caribou Monitoring and Harvest Study can be found in Appendix III. 

Special Project Design for Environmental Assessments TK baseline research associated 

with Fortune Minerals and the proposed road will be completed in the near future.   

In addition, the Tłıc̨hǫ Government requires knowledge of several areas that are being proposed 
as protected areas. 

4 See Draft policy in Appendix IV. 
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Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Summary Table of Proposed Structure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

SOCIAL IMPACTS 
• Tłıc̨hǫ citizens will fulfil their traditional stewardship responsibilities to care for the land. 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is transmitted in a manner that is compatible with Tłıc̨hǫ culture and 

social structure.  

• Tłıc̨hǫ language is strong and used in daily conversations.  

• Tłıc̨hǫ citizens are emotionally and spiritually healthy.  

• There is a structured process for Tłıc̨hǫ to youth learn land-based skills and knowledge. 

• Tłıc̨hǫ place names become official 

 

GOALS 
• Tåîchô knowledge and perspectives  are utilized in management and decision-making. 

• The Tåîchô Government and its boards and agencies have the information they need to play 

a strong role in co-managing the environment, and to support programs such as education. 

• The Tåîchô Government has the information it needs to play a strong role in managing 

caribou and other wildlife, plants and forests; and has its own information and reports to 

support bargaining and negotiations. 

• Harvesting maintains its role as a respected and important economic and social endeavour. 

• Tåîchô knowledge, perspective and language are strengthened through oral narratives and 

land-based activities. 

• Integrated knowledge transfer is occurring across generations. 

• Tåîchô place names are documented accurately to express bio-geographical information, 

and to support the process of acquiring official place name status.  

 

ACTIVITIES 
• Establish a comprehensive database to support the organization and storage of Tłıc̨hǫ 

monitoring and harvest data in a manner that is consistent with oral narrative and protocol. 

• Digitize and enter existing information into the database. 

• Establish operating procedures for the program, including human resource policies and 

procedures, compensation policies, and development of research methods. 

• Hire and train staff – research, data entry, etc. 

• Undertake promotion and outreach to ensure that communities understand and support 

the program, and that harvesters participate. 

• Establish an Elders’ Committees to guide the programme. 

• Develop a Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Policy1 for approval by the Tłıc̨hǫ Government. 

• Evaluate the program to make sure it is achieving the goals. 

• Implement culturally appropriate research and monitoring activities. 
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Program Design and Implementation 

By Allice Legat 

Gagos Social Analysts, Inc 



17 | P a g e  

 

Program Design and Implementation 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Program Structure: Implementation Phase 

   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Data Base Design and develop database to compile and retain 

Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge and to follow oral narrative protocol 

Copy tapes and photos in digital format. 

Enter photo information into photo data base 

 

• Comprehensive and functioning database completed 

and operational 

 

• Tapes and photos can be used via computer and 

internet 

 

Tłıc̨hǫ 

Knowledge 

Policy 

Comprehensive TK policy approved by TG  
• WLWB and WRRB policies can complement TG 

 

• Industry knows TG’s expectations 

 

• TK staff understand role of TK for future 

 

Training Identify staff training requirements and design 

training plans 

 

• Staff will have the skills required to make the program 

a success 

 

• Training programs are designed for all aspects of 

program operations 
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   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

TK Elders’ 
Committee/s 

Elders Committee are established and  functioning as 

per the Terms of Reference 

 

• Terms of reference are established and approved by 

TG 

• Elders Committee is operational 

• Elders are guiding the design and implementation of 

the program 

• Elders are working with community residents to 

know their traditional roles and responsibilities 

Promotion and 

Outreach 

Promote and explain the program to Tłıc̨hǫ citizens 

 

• Community residents are aware of the TKRM 

program 

• Tłı̨cho ̨ citizens support the program 

 Describe steps taken to develop program in academic 

setting 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge program gains credibility with a 

broader audience 

• Success in external fund-raising 

Program 

Administration 

Develop operating procedures for the program 

 

Develop comprehensive guidelines for program 

including issues such as harvester compensation, 

participation criteria 

 

• Job descriptions  are written and staff are hired 

• Required policies and procedures are in place 

• Compensation policy for participating harvesters is 

implemented 

• Concept of “harvester” is defined for the purposes of 

the program 

• Protocol for community meetings is established 

• Protocol for producing and distributing reports is 

established 

 Develop activity outline for pilot projects:  
• caribou monitoring and harvest study 

• Baseline for Fortune minerals and proposed road 

 Main office established  
• Office space secured 

• Archival section established 

 Budget finalized 

Funding is secured for program start-up and fund-

raising plans are developed 

• Core funding requirements for six years determined 

• Final budget approved by TG 

• Effective fund-raising approach results in external 

funding support (industry, GNWT, DFO, WLWB, 

WRRB) 
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   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Research and 

Monitoring 

Methodology 

Implement culturally appropriate process for 

harvesters to share observations and harvest 

 

• Harvesters are comfortable with the process 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is transmitted in a culturally 

appropriate manner 

 

 Describe program development process in academic 

paper and present at conference 

• Papers written 

• Conference attended 
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Program Design and Implementation 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Program Structure: Ongoing 

   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Data Base Maintain and update database regularly after each 

information exchange wıth harvesters and elders. 

 

Produce reports regularly and review at community 

meetings and with Elders’ Committee 

 

Produce reports in response to requests 

 

 

• Database is up to date and capable of creating reports 

upon demand 

• Baseline information is available for environmental 

assessments, and environmental management 

• The store of Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is expanded as new 

information is entered into the database  

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge 

Policy 

 

The policy and associated directives provide 

appropriate guidance for TG elected representatives 

and staff, and external agencies 

 

 

• The role of Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is understood 

• Industry is clear about TG expectations 

• Boards are clear about TG expectations 

• Federal and Territorial Governments are Clear on TG 

expectations 

Collaborate with 

TG Departments 

Sharing of information and expertise established 

through inter-department guidelines 

• Process for intra-TG access to data base. 

• Information on TCSA tapes entered in data base. 

• Information on TK tapes storied in Land Department 

entered in data base. 

• Tłıc̨hǫ language training schedule. 

• Land Department uses TK information and reports for 
management of land, wildlife and associated habitat. 
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   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Training On-going training for program staff to ensure they 

are effective cultural interpreters  

• Process for on-going training established. 

• Process for inter-department training to access and 

use data base to complete land, wildlife and other 

applications and permits. 

• Trained TK community researchers are available to 

work with harvester and elders.  

• Database administrator is trained to maintain the 

database. 

• Staff have the skill to: 

o Efficiently document interviews. 

o Use interview guidelines. 

o Maintain archives and produce reports.  

o ‘Go after’ concepts of Tłıc̨hǫ and English terms. 
o Write Tłıc̨hǫ. 
o Identify similarities and differences between 

Tłıc̨hǫ and western management ideals.  

TK Elders’ 

Committee/s 

 

Tłıc̨hǫ elders provide on-going guidance to the 

program 

• Elders’ Committee is functioning effectively 

• Elders play a meaningful role in all phases of program 

• Elders work with Tłıc̨hǫ citizens to know their 

traditional roles and responsibilities 

Promotion and 

Outreach 
Elders and leaders promote and explain the program 

to Tłıc̨hǫ citizens 

Community meetings are held to promote program 

and review information. 

 Establish network with WRRB and WLWB to ensure 

they have information needed for environmental 

management decision. 

Describe program in academic papers and settings. 

• Community residents are aware of the program and 

its importance for Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge 

• Tłıc̨hǫ citizens support the program 

• A majority of harvesters participate in the program by 

providing information 

• Biannual reports are released publicly 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge program gains credibility with a 

broader audience 

• Success in external fund-raising 
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   ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

OUTPUTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Culturally 

appropriate 

research, 

monitoring and 

harvest study 

Implement culturally appropriate process for 

researchers to interview and receive information from 

elders and harvesters 

 

Establish protocols for providing monitoring and 

harvesting reports to appropriate agencies 

 

Conduct field camps with elders and Tłıc̨hǫ 

researchers (including those in Land Department) to 

review data, expand database and build skills of 

researchers 

Collaborate with TCSA to link youth to the program 

• Harvesters and elders  are comfortable with the 

interview process 

• Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is transmitted in a culturally 

appropriate manner 

• Tłıc̨hǫ place names are effectively documented 

• Three field camps are held annually, with 50 

participants including youth 

• Field camps include participation across four 

generations 

• Information compiled by researchers is verified and 

expanded upon 

• Harvesters are fairly and appropriately compensated 

for their contribution. 

• Trends are made available to agencies on a timely 

basis 

Research and 

Monitoring 

Methodology 

Program operates efficiently and effectively 

Participatory Action Research method utilized 

• Interview guidelines utilized 

• Information organized 

• Team members understand final goals 

• On-going training accomplished 

Program is successful in achieving goals 

• Useful information being collected and analyzed 

• Working within budget 

• Evaluation frameworks are established 

• Evaluation reports are completed 

• Program changes are made as required based on 

evaluation 
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Evaluation Frameworks 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Evaluation Framework: Five-Year Outcome Evaluation 

Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goal #1:  Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge and 

perspectives are used in 

environmental 

management and 

decision-making 

Is Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge used 

by the Tłıc̨hǫ Government, 

Boards, other 

governments to inform 

environmental 

management and 

decision-making? 

Is industry aware of Tłıc̨hǫ 

Government expectations 

regarding use of Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge?  Is this 

reflected in development 

proposals? 

 

Are harvester 

observations being used to 

flag emerging trends and 

issues for regulatory 

agencies? 

 

# of reports requested by all 

government agencies and 

Boards 

 

#  of regulatory decisions that 

incorporate Tłı̨cho ̨ 

knowledge in written 

decisions 

 

# of times Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge is 

reflected in government 

plans and policies 

# of reports requested by 

industry 

 

# of emerging issues flagged 

through harvester 

observations 

Program files – 

TKRMP, TG, WRRB, 

WLWB 

 

Information requests 

will be entered into the 

database on an on-

going basis 

 

Information from 

external agencies, e.g. 

federal and territorial 

departments, MVEIRB, 

MVLWB 

  

Database reports 

Program management in 

consultation with other 

agencies 

 

Contractor  or Program 

Management to conduct 

interviews with external 

agencies, file research as 

required 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goals #2 and #3:   

The Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

and its boards and 

agencies have the 

information they need to 

play a strong role in co-

managing the 

environment and to 

support programs such as 

education. 

 

The Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

has the information it 

needs to play a strong 

role in managing caribou 

and other wildlife, plants 

and forests; and has its 

own information and 

reports to support 

bargaining and 

negotiations. 

 

Is the level of information 

available sufficient to meet 

the needs of government 

agencies for management 

decisions? 

Is the program 

documenting information 

on all aspects of 

harvesting, including 

harvest data, observations 

about trends, observations 

from women’s  as well as 

men’s processing of 

products? 

Is the database working as 

an effective tool to access 

information? 

Have Tłı̨cho ̨ government 

agencies and boards used 

the information in 

reports? 

Are boards and agencies 

satisfied with the 

information that has been 

provided? 

# of information requests 

received 

 

# of requests turned down 

because information not 

available 

 

# of reports produced in 

response to requests 

 

Compliance with established 

reporting protocols 

 

Reflection of information 

provided in regulatory and 

environmental decision-

making 

 

Level of satisfaction with 

reports provided 

 

Incorporation of TKRMP 

information incorporated into 

curriculum development 

Database  

 

Program files 

 

 

 

 

  

Review of regulatory 

and environmental  

decisions and reports 

 

 

 

Consultation with 

other TG agencies 

Archivist and database 

manager 

 

Program management 

 

External contractor to 

conduct file review, 

consult clients 
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Is information being used 

to inform curriculum 

development? 

Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goal #4:  

 Harvesting maintains its 

role as a respected and 

important economic and 

social endeavour 

Is the proportion of Tłıc̨hǫ 

citizens involved in 

harvesting activities 

increasing, decreasing or 

staying stable? 

 

What role does harvesting 

play in providing food to 

Tłı̨cho ̨ households? 

 

How many Tłıc̨hǫ citizens 

are earning an income 

from harvesting activities? 

Are young people 

requesting time with 

harvesters so they can 

learn  harvesting skills, 

including use of resources 

through production of 

crafts? 

# of residents involved in 

harvesting and related 

activities 

 

# of harvesters participating 

in the TKRMP 

 

Amount of country food 

consumed by Tłı ̨cho ̨ citizens 

 

 

Income from trapping 

 

Income from production of 

traditional crafts (including 

clothing) 

 

Baseline information 

on participation in 

harvesting activities 

 

Participation and 

consumption rates 

from database 

 

 

 

 

Income information 

from census, GNWT 

 

Baseline information - 

program management to 

compile as soon as 

possible 

 

 Community researchers 

to enter results of 

harvester debriefs daily 

 

Program management to 

work with external 

contractor to compile 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goal #5: Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge, perspective 

and language are 

strengthened through 

oral narratives and land- 

based activities 

Is TKRMP information 

being shared in a manner 

that is culturally 

appropriate? 

 

Is the program utilising 

the expertise of families 

with knowledge in 

specific geographical 

areas? 

 

 

 

 

 

Is the Elders’ Committee 

effective in providing 

guidance to the program 

and participating in on-

going evaluation? 

 

 

Is the program achieving 

recognition and credibility 

outside the Tłıc̨hǫ area? 

# of citizens participating in 

TKRMP review meetings, 

and trends 

 

# of participants who are 

comfortable with the process, 

and trends 

# of harvesters visiting the 

offices or requesting home 

visits, and participation 

trends 

Effectiveness of research 

methodology in acquiring 

enhanced Tłı̨cho ̨ knowledge 

Role of the Committee in 

influencing program 

operations and reports 

 

Number of presentations to 

external agencies or academic 

conferences 

 

External requests for 

information 

 

Database 

 

Program files 

 

 

Interviews with 

program participants 

and clients (using 

appropriate methods) 

to determine 

effectiveness  

 

 

Focus groups and file 

research 

 

 

 

Elders’ Committee 

evaluation 

 

 

Community researchers 

through regular data 

inputs 

 

Program management 

 

External contractor 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will 

be needed and where 

will we find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Goal #6:  Integrated 

knowledge management 

and transfer is occurring 

across four generations 

Are field camps being 

held on a regular basis?  

How effective are the field 

camps in providing a 

forum for knowledge and 

values transfer? 

Is the knowledge of elders 

being transmitted 

successfully to younger 

generations? 

Is information from the 

TKRMP being used to 

educate youth and inform 

school curricula? 

# and regularity of field 

camps 

 

Field camp participation rates 

and level of knowledge 

acquired by participants 

 

Satisfaction levels of field 

camp participants 

 

Ability of youth and elders to 

communicate about Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge in the Tłıc̨hǫ 

language 

 

Youth awareness of program 

and understanding of Tłıc̨hǫ 

knowledge 

 

Incorporation of TKRMP 

information and methods 

into school programs 

Program files 

 

 

Field camp pre- and 

post-tests 

Field camp evaluation  

results 

 

 

 

 

Explore partnership 

with TCSA to monitor 

 

 

 

 

 

TCSA program  files 

and staff 

Pre- and post-tests to be 

designed in Year 2 and 

administered by program 

staff at all field camps 

 

Field camp evaluation 

format to be designed in 

Year 1 and administered 

by program staff at all 

field camps 

 

Program management and 

external contractor 
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Goal #7:  Information on 

Tłıc̨hǫ place names is 

documented accurately to 

express bio-geographical 

knowledge, and to 

support the process of 

official place names 

Is place name information 

being compiled and 

documented through 

research process? 

Are place names 

translated and spelled 

correctly to ensure 

accuracy of meaning? 

 

Is information being used 

to support the process of 

establishing Tłıc̨hǫ names 

as official place names? 

# of place names identified 

through research methods 

 

 

Review place names for 

accuracy and satisfaction 

 

 

# of official place names 

processed based on TKRMP 

information 

 

 

Database 

 

 

 

Researchers and 

Elders’ Committee to 

conduct regular 

review. 

 

 

 

Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

toponymy files? 

Community researchers to 

update database daily 

 

 

Program management to 

establish process in Year 2 

 

 

 

 

External contractor to 

compile 
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Evaluation Frameworks 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Evaluation Framework: Implementation Evaluation 

Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Database Is the database 

operational and adequate 

to meet program needs? 

Have past records been 

digitized and entered into 

the database? 

Have existing photos been 

digitized and entered into 

the data base? 

Are researchers using the 

database and regularly 

updating it? 

Does database follow oral 

narrative and protocol? 

Is information accessible 

on the internet? 

# of tapes digitized 

# of  photos digitized 

# of new entries made per 

month relative to 

harvesters’ oral narrations 

and observations 

Volume of backlogged 

data entry being 

accomplished by staff 

- Baseline

assessment of

existing data to be

digitized

- Data base

- Program files

- Researchers

Baseline information - 

program management as 

soon as possible 

Program director in 

consultation with 

researchers, at end of first 

and second years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Policy  

 

Has the comprehensive 

TK policy approved by 

CEC? 

 

 

Has the TK policy been 

forwarded to Boards and 

Agencies, GNWT and 

Federal Departments? 

 

Have TG departments and 

agencies developed 

associated guidelines and 

protocols? 

 

Is industry aware of Tłıc̨hǫ 

Government expectations? 

 

Status of policy and 

guidelines 

 

 

Is  policy publicly 

available on  TG web page 

 

# of  Boards, agencies, 

Government and business 

receiving policy 

 

 

TG and agency 

communications with 

industry 

 

- TG, WLWB and 

WRRB  records 

 

 

- Web page 

 

- TG and agency 

program files 

- Discussions with 

TG and agency 

program staff 

Program management at 

end of first and second 

years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Training Have training plans been 

developed? 

 

Has schedule for training 

workshops been set? 

 

Have training programs 

been developed for : 

- Literacy in two 

languages 

- TK concepts and 

perspectives 

- Interview 

techniques 

- Report writing 

- Archival skills 

 

 

Is further training 

required? 

# of training workshops 

designed and delivered 

 

# of staff who successfully 

complete training 

 

Degree of staff 

turnover(link to reason) 

 

#of staff with literacy in 

English and Tłıc̨hǫ 

 

Staff use of interview 

techniques (guidelines) 

when listening to 

harvesters and elders 

 

#of documented material 

with correct numbering 

 

Staff acquisition of the 

necessary skills  

 

 

- Training 

evaluation sheets 

 

- Personnel files 

 

 

- Program files 

 

- Program 

management 

observations 

 

 

Training providers to 

ensure evaluations are 

completed of training 

sessions 

 

 

Program management, in 

consultation with trainers, 

harvesters and Elders’ 

Committee; at end of first 

and second years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Operation of Elders’ 

Committee 

 

Is the Committee 

operating as it was 

intended? 

 

Has the Elders Committee 

replaced the Working 

Group? 

 

Did Regional working 

Group develop Terms of 

Reference for elders’ 

committee? 

 

Are the elders satisfied 

with the research results 

and interactions of 

program staff with the 

community? 

 

Status of  Terms of 

Reference  

 

 

Extent to which  

committee operations are 

consistent with TOR 

 

# of community meetings 

held 

 

Attendance at meetings 

 

Satisfaction of Committee 

members with process 

and support 

 

- Program files 

(attendance and 

committee 

minutes) 

 

- Survey of 

Committee 

members 

 

 

 

 

Program management, at 

end of first and second 

years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Promotion and Outreach 

 

Are elders and leaders 

encouraging 

participation? 

 

Are harvesters aware of 

the program? 

 

Are harvesters fairly and 

adequately compensated 

for their participation? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Are program goals and 

achievements being 

shared with a broader 

audience? 

# of community residents 

who are aware of program 

 

# of introductory meetings 

held 

 

# of home visits 

 

Degree of expressed 

support for the program 

 

Degree of participation by 

harvesters 

 

Degree of satisfaction with 

compensation 

 

Number of presentations 

to external agencies or 

academic conferences 

 

External requests for 

information 

Comparative information 

with household visits 

2008-2010 

 

Program files and data 

base 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program files 

 

Baseline information - 

program management as 

soon as possible 

 

Community researchers to 

enter results of harvester 

debriefs daily 

 

Program management to 

compile annually 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program management to 

compile annually 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Research and Monitoring 

Methodology 

Are harvesters 

comfortable with the 

process? 

 

Is Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge 

transmitted in a culturally 

appropriate way? 

 

Has a methodology been 

established to ensure an 

effective role for elders in 

program evaluation? 

 

# of harvesters sharing 

observations and  harvest 

information through the 

program 

 

Harvester participation 

rates by category (i.e. 

women, youth, children) 

 

 

degree of harvester 

comfort with research 

methodology 

 

 

rate of participation in 

community meetings 

 

success of discussions at 

community meetings 

 

- Data base 

- List of harvesters 

- Comments to 

researchers 

- Elders Committee 

evaluation 

Community researchers to 

enter results of harvester 

debriefs daily 

 

Elders’ Committee to 

provide input 

 

Program management, at 

end of first and second 

years 
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Evaluation Issue Evaluation Question How Will we Measure It? 

What information will be 

needed and where will we 

find it? 

Who will collect this 

Information for 

Evaluations and When? 

Program administration 

 

Do all staff have job 

descriptions? 

 

Are required policies and 

procedures in place? 

 

Has a space been secured 

for TK office? 

 

Are training and 

procedure manuals 

available for staff? 

 

Funding: 

 

Has core funding been 

established 

 

Has a funding raising plan 

been developed 

 

Does program have 

adequate funding 

% of job descriptions 

completed 

 

% of policies, procedures, 

manuals  and guidelines 

completed 

status of compensation 

guidelines and number of 

issues raised by harvesters 

or program administrators 

 

 

Funding: 

 

Status of budget 

development 

 

Availability of funding 

 

 

Success of external fund-

raising efforts 

Program files  

 

 

TG, WRRB and WLWB 

program files 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program management, at 

end of first and second 

years 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



37 | P a g e  

 

 



Appendix III

Tåîchô Research and Monitoring Program

Using Tåîchô Knowledge to Monitor Barren-ground Caribou

Consultation, Verification and Program Design 

Allice Legat 

Camilla Nitsiza 

Madeline Chocolate-Pasquayak 

August 30, 2010 



TK Monitoring 

Table of Contents

Table of Contents ............................................................................................................................ 1 

Tåîchô Philosophy ........................................................................................................................... 1

Current Issue ................................................................................................................................... 3 

Program Structure ........................................................................................................................... 6 

Program Goals ........................................................................................................................ 6 

Social Impacts ......................................................................................................................... 6 

Program Design and Implementation ......................................................................................... 7 

Tåîchô Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program Summary Table of Proposed Structure 8

Caribou Monitoring and Harvest Study .......................................................................................... 9 

Finding a Solution ..................................................................................................................... 11 

Species Important to Local Harvesters ............................................................................. 12 

Tåîchô Harvesting information to be Documented ........................................................... 12

Sharing Information .......................................................................................................... 13 

Schedule of Interviews ...................................................................................................... 13 

Expectations of Harvesters and Elders ............................................................................. 13 

Compensation for Harvesters ............................................................................................ 14 

Reporting........................................................................................................................... 14 

Duration of Harvest Study within Monitoring Program ................................................... 14 

Activities Specific to Caribou Monitoring and Caribou Harvest Study ............................... 15 

Autumn Migration ............................................................................................................ 16 

Wintering Areas ................................................................................................................ 16 

Spring Migration ............................................................................................................... 16 

Summer: Post Calving Area.............................................................................................. 16 

Project Structure: Activities and Products ............................................................................ 17 



1 | 20 P a g e

Tåîchô Philosophy

Grand Chief Jimmy Bruneau directed the Tåîchô people to know both Western and Tåîchô
knowledge so each Tåîchô citizen would be strong like two people.  Bruneau‟s philosophy and

direction was not new to the Tåîchô people, who have always been interested in the ways and

knowledge of others.  This philosophy has been noted in both their oral narratives and the 

journals of the trading post factors.  Each tells of Tåîchô leaders learning the knowledge and

negotiating techniques of trading post factors to ensure the best return for their people‟s furs.  

This philosophy is also evident - in oral narratives telling of activities leading up to discussions 

with the Federal Commissioner in 1921 when Möwhì signed Treaty 11. The stories explain that 

Tåîchô were aware of the European perspective based on information they acquired from the

Slavey and Chipewyan further south.  Upon learning from the experience of their southern 

neighbours they were better prepared to deal with the Treaty Party.  

Tåîchô oral narratives stress the importance of understanding a problem, finding a solution and

taking action. This approach to learning, knowing and taking action is evident in most Tåîchô
oral narratives, as well as the manner in which past research projects were approached. The 

Tåîchô have rarely allowed others to do research to address a problem they wish to know about

themselves.  They insist that they take an active part in research and monitoring.  Specifically the 

Tåîchô:

. Explained to the managers of Rayrock Mine (1950s) that their observations were 

indicators of serious problems in the environment. They identified problems that they 

observed with plants and wildlife –such as beaver, marten and fish.  These problems 

were particularly evident to those Tåîchô who either used the area frequently or

worked at the mine.  

. Insist research focus on their needs and priorities – take for example the priorities set 

by the Dogrib Renewable Resources Committee during the early 1990s:  where 

caribou, habitat, water and heritage were of greatest concern.  

. Insist on adequate funding to ensure Tåîchô researchers were employed as permanent,

full time employees for the life of research projects – take for example the Traditional 

Justice and Traditional Medicine project in Whatì (1987-92); the Traditional 

Governance project in Gametì (1993-1996); and the caribou and place names projects 

in all the Tåîchô communities (1996-2001).

. Use the participatory action research (PAR) method that includes researcher training; 

an elders – both male and female elders – committees; rigorous research methods 

carried out by Tåîchô researchers and overseen by the elders‟ committee; and

verification of shared information.  The PAR process ensures accurate understanding 

of the traditional knowledge that is documented and ensures it leads to positive 

actions based on the recommendations. 

Today, it is vital that the Tåîchô lead by undertaking their own harvesting and monitoring studies

as the impacts of development on Tåîchô lands and the environment are becoming ever more

evident.   The Tåîchô Government and co-management boards have been given the authority to
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manage the land in the Tåîchô Agreement, but to do this effectively requires a system of Tåîchô 
knowledge (TK) research and monitoring that will feed into management decisions. 

The Special Project: Using Tåîchô Knowledge to Monitor Barren Ground Caribou described

below is based on Tåîchô philosophy and is part of the Tåîchô Knowledge Research and 
Monitoring Program.  The description of this project follows the following format: first, the 

current issues, for which the TK program was designed to solve, are discussed. Second, the 

program structure, on which the caribou monitoring and collection of harvest information is a 

part, is described. 

It should be noted that evaluation is done to ensure the best possible TK is being documented for 

future monitoring, education and understanding of the Tåîchô perspective.  The purpose is not to 
pass judgment but to provide tools to fine tune the program to ensure TK is documented and 

used.  
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Current Issue 

The Tåîchô Agreement directs co-management boards, government agencies and the Tåîchô 

Government to i) use traditional knowledge, ii) promote cultural perspectives, and iii) select 

Board members that have knowledge of Tåîchô way of life. Yet the current systems – most of 

which are based on Western perspectives and the British legal system – make it difficult for 

Tåîchô knowledge (TK) to be used in a manner that is consistent within the Tåîchô cultural 

perspective and way of life. 

The Wek‟èezhìi Renewable Resources Board in collaboration with the Tåîchô Government 

decided to develop and implement a program that would be a positive step towards using Tåîchô 

knowledge in manner that considers Tåîchô perspectives. 

The Agreement states that:  

Section 12.1.6 

In exercising their powers under this chapter, the Parties and the Wek’èezhìi 

Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional 

knowledge as well as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 13.1.5 

In exercising their powers in relation to forest management, the Government of 

the Northwest Territories, the Tåîchô Government and the Wek’èezhìi Renewable 

Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional knowledge as well 

as other types of scientific information and expert opinion. 

Section 14.1.4 

In exercising their powers in relation to the management of plants, the 

Government of the Northwest Territories, the Tåîchô Government and the 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use 

traditional knowledge as well as other types of scientific information and expert 

opinion. 

Section 22.1.7  

In exercising their powers, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review 

Board and the Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board shall consider traditional 

knowledge as well as other scientific information where such knowledge or 

information is made available to the Boards. 

Furthermore, Section 12.5.5 of the Tåîchô Land Claim and Self-government Agreement (the 

Agreement) states that the Wek‟èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) shall:  

(a) Make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation to a 

proposal  

i. Regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìi, except for fish,  
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ii. Regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest levels for 

Wek’èezhìi to groups of persons or for specified purposes, or  

iii. Submitted under 12.11.1 for the management of the Bathurst caribou herd 

with respect to its application in Wek’èezhìi;  

 The Tåîchô Agreement authorizes the WRRB the responsibility for total allowable harvest 

(TAH) for wildlife, forests and plants and authorizes the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) 

responsibility for fish conservation and the establishment of TAH for fish stocks. Both WRRB 

and DFO have an obligation under terms of the Agreement to determine TAH through 

assessment studies and other research.  

For WRRB and DFO to have information necessary for sustainable management it is imperative 

that the Tåîchô undertaken their own monitoring by documenting their observations and 

harvesting information to ensure they contribute to the process. If allocations are to be made 

among users of the resource it will be necessary to determine basic needs levels of the 

beneficiaries of the claim. Allocations of fisheries and wildlife resources will be difficult without 

this basic harvest information from the harvesters themselves.  

For the Agreement to be honoured three activities need to occur:  

1. Baseline information must be gathered from elders on known trends as harvest, 

wildlife and vegetation distribution.  

2. Information gathered through Tåîchô traditional methods of monitoring needs to be 

documented on an on-going basis.  

3. Realistic harvest studies need to be ongoing. 

4. All collected information must be stored in such a way as to respect the provider of the 

knowledge. 

5. Reports to co-management boards will be sent several times per year to insure it will 

inform their management decisions. 

Although scientific information is readily available, most TK is in the minds of the elders and 

harvesters. For this reason, a program is needed so Tåîchô researchers can work with elders and 

harvesters to document their knowledge in a manner that does not lose the Tåîchô perspective. 

This is usually detailed knowledge of past conditions that they share with their descendants while 

sharing their current observations of wildlife and wildlife habitat. And, as is the traditional mode 

of sharing, numbers of species observed and harvested, are shared with others in the community 

along with other information such as behaviour of wildlife and the people harvesting.  All 

information available is used to make management decisions.  

One of the important features of Tåîchô knowledge is that it is acquired, enhanced and 

communicated on the land while people are engaged in land-based activities. It is also 

communicated after harvesters return to the community through oral narratives.   

Modern harvest studies often ask harvesters to fill out survey forms in English, or to provide 

limited information that can be taken out of context.  These studies may fail because they are not 

compatible with how Tåîchô knowledge, including information about harvest, is transmitted 

through oral narratives. 
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This project was designed to ensure that both monitoring and realistic harvesting numbers can be 

recorded in a culturally appropriate manner. This will help alleviate the problem that many 

respondents choose not to answer correctly the harvest study questions posed by non-community 

members.  
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Program Structure 

The Tåîchô Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program is designed to capture knowledge in a 

manner that is compatible with the Tåîchô cultural perspective.  It is also designed to 

acknowledge the continued importance of oral narratives as the medium with which to share 

information and the importance of Tåîchô land based activities in learning and being able to 

apply and promote Tåîchô knowledge. 

Program Goals 

A Tåîchô Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program will support goals that assist the Tåîchô 

Government, and the boards and agencies under the Tåîchô Agreement, to fulfill their mandate 

within the co-management regimes. It will also provide direction to industry and non- Tåîchô 

researchers on expectations and costs.   The caribou monitoring and harvest study portion of this 

program will support the following program outcomes: 

1. Tåîchô knowledge and perspectives are utilized in management and decision-making. 

2. The Tåîchô Government and co-management boards have the information they need to 

play a strong role in co-managing the environment, and to support programs such as 

education. 

3. The Tåîchô Government has its own information and reports to provide boards and 

government and information it needs to play a strong role in managing caribou and other 

wildlife, plants and forests. 

4. Harvesting maintains its role as a respected and important economic and social 

endeavour. 

5. Tåîchô knowledge, perspective and language are strengthened through oral narratives and 

land-based activities. 

6. Integrated knowledge transfer is occurring across generations. 

7. Tåîchô place names are documented accurately to express bio-geographical information, 

some of which are associated with caribou harvesting.  

Social Impacts 

If the program successfully achieving the above goals, it will help to support broader social 

impacts such as the following: 

 Tåîchô citizens will fulfil their traditional responsibilities to care for the land. 

 TK is transmitted in a manner that is compatible with Tåîchô culture and social structure.  

 Tåîchô language is strong and used in daily conversations. 

 Tåîchô citizens are emotionally and spiritually healthy. 

 There is a structured process for Tåîchô youth to learn land-based skills and knowledge.  

 Tåîchô place names become official. 
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Program Design and Implementation 

The establishment of a fully developed, effective Tåîchô Knowledge Research and Monitoring 

Program is a necessary but ambitious undertaking. It will require substantial resources, careful 

planning and a long term commitment to allow it to be successful.  It will also require investment 

in training and in information technology.   

Using Tåîchô Knowledge to Monitor Barren Ground Caribou and document caribou harvest is a 

constructive first step towards the development of the program.  

There are several activities that need immediate attention if the program is going to provide on-

going information for caribou monitoring and management. 

To ensure harvesters‟ and elders‟ observations, knowledge and harvest are documented and used, 

the following activities will be undertaken immediately when initiated in November 2010:   

1. Establish a comprehensive database to support the organization and storage of Tåîchô 

monitoring and harvest data in a manner that is consistent with oral narrative and 

protocol; 

2. Digitize and enter existing information into the database; 

3. Establish operating procedures for the program, including human resource policies and 

procedures, compensation policies, and development of research methods; 

4. Establish training programs for researchers and data entry clerks; 

5. Hire and train staff; 

6. Undertake promotion and outreach to ensure that communities understand and support 

the program, and that harvesters participate; 

7. Establish community TK Elders‟ Committees; 

8. Finalize the Tåîchô Knowledge Policy initiated through the Wek‟eezhii forum for 

approval by the Tåîchô Government. 
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Tåîchô Knowledge Research and Monitoring Program 

Summary Table of Proposed Structure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

SOCIAL IMPACTS 

 Tåîchô citizens will fulfil their traditional stewardship responsibilities to care for the land. 

 Tåîchô knowledge is transmitted in a manner that is compatible with Tåîchô culture and social 

structure.  

 Tåîchô language is strong and used in daily conversations.  

 Tåîchô citizens are emotionally and spiritually healthy.  

 There is a structured process for Tåîchô to youth learn land-based skills and knowledge. 

 Tåîchô place names become official 

 

GOALS 

 Tåîchô knowledge and perspectives are utilized in management and decision-making. 

 The boards and agencies mandated under the Tåîchô Agreement have the information they need to 

play a strong role in co-managing the environment and to support programs such as education. 

 The Tåîchô Government has the information it needs to play a strong role in managing caribou and 

other wildlife, plants, forests and protected areas; and has its own information and reports to support 

bargaining and negotiations. 

 Harvesting maintains its role as a respected and important economic and social endeavour. 

 Tåîchô knowledge, perspective and language are strengthened through oral narratives and land-based 

activities. 

 Integrated knowledge transfer is occurring across generations. 

 Tåîchô place names are documented accurately to express bio-geographical information, and to 

support the process of acquiring official place name status.  

 

ACTIVITIES 

 Establish a comprehensive database to support the organization and storage of Tåîchô monitoring 

and harvest data in a manner that is consistent with oral narrative and protocol. 

 Digitize and enter existing information into the database. 

 Establish operating procedures for the program, including human resource policies and procedures, 

compensation policies, and development of research methods. 

 Hire and train staff – research, data entry, etc. 

 Undertake promotion and outreach to ensure that communities understand and support the program, 

and that harvesters participate. 

 Establish an Elders‟ Committees to guide the programme. 

 Develop a Tåîchô Knowledge Policy for approval by the Tåîchô Government. 

 Evaluate the program to make sure it is achieving the goals. 

 Implement culturally appropriate research and monitoring activities. 
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Caribou Monitoring and Harvest Study
1
 

Section 12.5.5 of the Tåîchô Land Claim and Self-government Agreement (the Agreement) states 

that the Wek‟èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) shall: 

(a) Make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation to a proposal 

i. Regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìi, except for fish, 

ii. Regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest levels for 

Wek’èezhìi to groups of persons or for specified purposes, or 

iii. Submitted under 12.11.1 for the management of the Bathurst caribou herd with 

respect to its application in Wek’èezhìi;  

Tåîchô oral narratives tell of the annual cycles in which caribou and fish are key resources. For 

example, spring camp sites were and continue to be located along known caribou migration 

routes, good fishing locations and places known to have birch trees.  Tåîchô waited for the 

caribou during spring migration back to the barrens but if caribou choose a different route, the 

people had fish while building canoes that were used to travel trails that led to the barrens 

making them ready to harvest caribou when they once again crossed paths.  Even on the barren 

grounds Tåîchô camps continue to be located near good fishing locations that are known to be on 

caribou migration paths. Like traditional harvesting camps, current communities are located on 

or near fisheries and areas caribou are known to travel if they are in the area.  Both resources 

continue to be important to the well-being of Tåîchô – psychologically as well as physically.   

Tåîchô elders and harvesters who participated in the West Kitikmeot Slave Study (WKSS) 

research entitled, „Caribou Migration and the State of their Habitat’, (2001) and who originally 

participated in the design of the TK Monitoring Program in 1999-2000, think it is long past time 

to monitor barren ground caribou. The oldest Tåîchô elders know the WKSS researchers – 

Georgina Chocolate and Bobby Gon - focused on oral narratives from the past that provided 

baseline information.   

They emphasize the importance of continuing to collect the most senior elders‟ knowledge 

(baseline) given the hiatus of 10 years (2001-2010). In addition they want the caribou monitoring 

program to:  

1. Document current observations of the harvesters.  

2. Research and  data input and report writing to be done by adults that use both Tåîchô and 

English, and  

3.  Participation of young people through their school, during the summer and during other 

school or university breaks. 

Elders, harvesters and other members of households – whether young or old – continue to want 

the Tåîchô people and their government to maintain their responsibility to watch and care for 

(monitor and manage) the land, water and resources they use, observe and enjoy. They want 

                                                 
1
 The Caribou Monitoring and Harvest Study Project is a special project within the TK Research and Monitoring 

Program. 
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Tåîchô citizens to use traditional values and rule associated with caribou to manage their 

resources. 

The Tåîchô Agreement authorizes the WRRB‟s the responsibility for total allowable harvest 

(TAH) for wildlife, forests and plants. WRRB has an obligation under terms of the Agreement to 

determine TAH through assessment studies and other research for caribou. WRRB is 

recommending caribou harvesting targets rather than a TAH.  The success of this approach is 

dependent on having the information necessary for sustainable management.  It is, therefore, 

imperative that the Tåîchô undertaken their own monitoring by documenting their observations 

and harvesting information to ensure they contribute to the process. If the Chiefs use the TK 

Research and Monitoring Program to oversee the documentation of caribou harvesting among 

their citizens during this time of low caribou populations it will easier for the Land Protection 

Department, Tåîchô Government to maintain the target within a reasonable range and to allocate 

caribou resources to those in need, and for WRRB to receive reliable up to date information and 

to evaluate the success of the target approach. Furthermore, when caribou population numbers 

are higher, and allocations of this resource are more widespread, it will be necessary to 

determine basic needs levels of the beneficiaries of the claim.  

For the Agreement to be honoured five activities need to occur:  

1. Baseline information must be gathered from elders on known trends as harvest, wildlife 

and vegetation distribution. This information should be documented so it can be used to 

determine trends as well as indicators of change.  

2. Information gathered through Tåîchô traditional methods of monitoring needs to be 

documented on an on-going basis.  

3. Realistic harvest studies need to be ongoing. 

4. All collected information must be stored in such a way as to respect the provider of the 

knowledge. 

5. Reports must be provided to co-management boards to insure informed decisions can be 

made. 

Most Tåîchô knowledge is in the minds of the elders and harvesters. For this reason, a program is 

needed so Tåîchô researchers can work with elders and harvesters to document their knowledge 

in a manner that does not lose the Tåîchô perspective. The process would include a detailed 

knowledge of past conditions that are compared to current observations of caribou behaviour, 

fitness and interactions with predators and pests as well as landscape and vegetation use. And, as 

is the traditional mode of sharing information, numbers of species observed and harvested, are 

incorporated into oral narratives that are told in the community. All information available is used 

to make management decisions and determine the number of caribou to be harvested in the near 

future. 

One of the important features of Tåîchô knowledge is that it is acquired, enhanced and 

communicated on the land while people are engaged in land-based activities. It is also 

communicated after harvesters return to the community through oral narratives.   
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Modern harvest studies often ask harvesters to fill out survey forms in English, or to provide 

limited information that can be taken out of context.  These studies may fail because they are not 

compatible with how Tåîchô knowledge, including information about harvest, is transmitted 

through oral narratives. 

This project was designed to ensure that both monitoring and realistic harvesting numbers can be 

recorded in a culturally appropriate manner. This will help alleviate the problem that many 

respondents choose not to answer harvest study questions posed by non-community members.  

Finding a Solution 

In 1999-2000, the Tåîchô Regional Elders‟ Committee – under the direction of K’àowo
2
 Jimmy 

Martin – requested Dogrib Treaty 11 staff who were working with the elders to bring male and 

female harvesters from each community to discuss a Tåîchô monitoring program. Funding for 

this meeting was secured from Cumulative Impacts and Monitoring Program, Environment 

Canada. The elders and harvesters directed staff to initiate monitoring around the diamond mines 

– with research/hunting camps located in strategic locations around the mines that would enable 

harvesters to observe the behaviour of caribou in relation to the mines. They also suggested a 

camp be located at Gots‟ôkàtì and Deèzhàatì so caribou behaviour could be compared with non-

mining areas. 

In September 2008, the Wek‟èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) and the Tåîchô 

Government initiated work towards implementing a Tåîchô knowledge monitoring program that 

the Land Protection Department of the Tåîchô Government and  co-management boards 

mandated under the Tåîchô Agreement could use in their decision making.    

The TK program design with associated policy guidelines were developed based on discussions 

held during the household visits made by the Project Team between April 2009 and December 

31, 2009. All households in the three fly-in communities of Gametì, Wekweetì and Whatì were 

contacted.  Behchokö has a significant population therefore only those households with active 

harvesters and elders were contacted.  During these visits Tåîchô researchers, under the direction 

of Allice Legat, explained the importance of Tåîchô knowledge in the Tåîchô Agreement and the 

possibility of establishing a monitoring program as originally laid out by the elders and 

harvesters in 1999.  Two Tåîchô researchers – Camilla Nitsiza and Madelaine Chocolate - did 

conducted the household visits, although Mary Adele Wetrade did assist Madelaine Chocolate in 

Gametì.  Household visits took longer than anticipated because i) individuals wished to express 

their views after hearing the role of the WRRB as it is mandated in the Tåîchô Agreement; and ii) 

individuals were delighted to expound on the potential for harvesters and elders working together 

with Tåîchô researchers to monitor the land as first set out by the elders in 1999-2000.  Their 

excitement at building on their traditional management practices was clear. 

After completing household visits and analyzing Tåîchô responses, it became clear that it would 

be culturally appropriate to develop interview guidelines that allowed harvesters to share 

information in a manner similar to how they normally explain their harvest and observations to 

                                                 
2
 Translated as „boss‟. The role is significantly different than the Western concept for „chair‟. 
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one another and to their elders.  The Tåîchô researchers found harvesters would prefer to discuss 

their activities – both observations (monitoring) and harvesting – in either a home or office 

setting, but at their own convenience. Finally, they found that harvesters thought if Tåîchô were 

doing the documenting and report writing they could then be assured: i) individual harvest 

numbers would remain confidential; ii) their information would be documented realistically; and 

iii) their observations would remain in the context within which their observations were made. 

Following the household visits a Regional TK Elders/Harvesters Working Group (TK Regional 

Working Group) was established to complete the work.
3
 Gametì Committee members thought 

that it would be better if Tåîchô from all four communities worked together from the start so they 

could address all issues together. Six (6) members on the TK Regional Working Group had been 

active on the TK Regional Elders Committee from 1996-2002 while the remaining ten (10) 

harvesters and elders were named by the Tåîchô WRRB members or Chiefs in consultation with 

elders.  The Working Group meetings were held between January and March 31, 2010: three in 

Gametì,
 4

 one in Wek‟weetì, and one in Behchokö.   

The following is a summary of how discussions at the household level and at the TK Regional 

Working Group meetings have informed key components of the TK caribou monitoring and 

harvest study approach. 

 

Species Important to Local Harvesters 

Caribou and fish are always cited as key species. Nevertheless, all Tåîchô elders and harvesters 

explain – as is consistent with members of hunting and gathering societies – that all species are 

important, including human. They also explained that if one is to understand trends and impacts 

within Wek‟èezhìi, human behaviour should be monitored noting what is being harvested by 

both male and female harvesters and whether or not all is used.
 5
 

Tåîchô Harvesting information to be Documented 

During conversations at the household level, it became apparent that many younger people felt 

they did not know enough about the environment to speak with their local researchers, but did 

think that they could report what they had harvested and observed as long as older, more 

experienced elders and harvesters were present to help them to understand their observations.  

Specifically younger people thought that if elders and harvesters were present they would gain a 

                                                 
3
 Members of the Regional Working Group are Romie Wetrade, Laiza Mantla, Louis Zoe and Mary Adele Wetrade 

(with Fred Mantla attending in place of Mary Adele Wetrade) from Gametì; Pierre Beaverhoe, Dora Nitsiza, Robert 

MacKenzie Sophia Williah, and Francis Simpson from Whatì; and Elizabeth Michel, Robert MacKenzie, Harry 

Mantla and Eddy Weyellan from Behchokö; and Jimmy Kodzin, Elizabeth Whane, Rosa P‟ea, Elizabeth 

Arrowmaker. The Working Group members decided that since the working group was short term if someone missed 

a meeting – for any reason – they would not continue.   

4
 Under the direction of John B. Zoe, TEO, a TK Office has been established in Gametì.  However office furniture 

and computers have yet to be purchased and staff has yet to be hired. 

5
 Although not discussed during the household visits or during the meetings, most elders and active harvesters 

suggest that human activities associated with industrial development and exploration should be monitored by 

stewards of the land. 
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better understanding of how their observations were similar or different than the past and how 

their own knowledge and behaviour impacts wildlife, particularly caribou. 

Most of the elders and harvesters participating in the TK Regional Working Group thought 

leaders should tell harvesters to report their observations of caribou (and other wildlife) 

behaviour, fitness, number of young, etc as well as the number they harvested.  

Discussion outside the formal structure of the TK Regional Working Group, the researchers 

discussed the importance of  continuous „watching caribou‟, and teaching the young about 

caribou behaviour and rules governing their behaviour around caribou; and, that caribou should 

be observed whether hunting is taking place or not. 

Sharing Information 

Throughout all discussions it became clear that community members would be more open about 

sharing their  harvesting information as well as their observations if they understood that their 

oral narratives and their observations -  „raw data‟ - would remain with and be safeguarded by 

the Tåîchô Government, and kept in the Tåîchô communities.  

Several individuals expressed that they feel they are being “checked-up on” when non- Tåîchô 

ask questions and are worried that it can be used against them.  

Schedule of Interviews 

Based on the manner in which Dene pass information, it was made abundantly clear during 

household visits and during the TK Regional Working Group meetings, that oral narratives are 

the process for sharing detailed information. (see also Basso, Cruikshank, Goulet, and Sharp on 

the importance of oral narratives among all Dene). For this reason the researchers will be trained 

to use an interview guide while documenting information shared by harvesters.   

Researchers thought the oral narratives of the harvest and associated observations should be 

documented within two days of the harvester returning to the community. 

Expectations of Harvesters and Elders 

All Tåîchô citizens with whom the researchers spoke liked the idea that monitoring skills and 

harvesting information would be given back to the community every few months – by the Tåîchô 

researchers. They thought the communities could benefit from hearing this information and 

verifying the researchers‟ interpretations so misunderstandings could be clarified. 

The TK Regional Working Group thinks that reporting back to the community at public meetings 

is extremely important. If the researchers share a summary of what they have heard with the 

community, then harvesters will be more likely to provide their observations and harvest 

numbers. They reasoned that the harvesters would know they were being heard and that their 

knowledge and information was being documented accurately.  For example,  

1. Their observations of the environment – health of caribou, state of the landscape and 

vegetation caribou use – are being heard and understood. 

2. Harvesters will feel secure that harvesting data is correct, and their elders and leaders can 

use the information for management discussions with WRRB and the GNWT. 
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Compensation for Harvesters 

This has not been discussed with harvesters during the household visits or at the elders and 

harvesters meetings. During past discussions with elders, it was thought that harvesters should 

report on a volunteer basis, but should be compensated when attending the verification and 

sharing meetings when more information on their observations can be noted.  Only those 

harvesters who participated on a volunteer basis would be compensated at the verification and 

working group meetings. 

It is proposed that this is a decision for the Tåîchô leadership after being discussed at a Tåîchô 

Assembly, recognizing that availability of resources may be a constraint. 

Reporting 

Since using Tåîchô knowledge in caribou management is important to Tåîchô, it is recommended 

that after the researchers hold verification meetings with elders and harvesters, reports be written 

for the WRRB as well as for the Chief Executive Council and the Territorial governments. 

Reports will be sent to Boards, Governments and Land Protection Department at least three 

times per year. 

Duration of Harvest Study within Monitoring Program 

During the household visits and the TK Regional Working Group meetings, the vast majority 

(young people did not speak to this topic) of Tåîchô citizens thought the caribou harvest study 

within the TK monitoring program should be on-going. They also thought reporting on harvest 

should be on-going. 
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Activities Specific to Caribou Monitoring and Caribou Harvest Study 

Basically the steps to traditional monitoring and documenting information on caribou are as 

follows: 

 Harvesters have been taught since the time they were young to observe all that is around 

them and to consider their observations in relation to what they are harvesting, and in 

relation to all other aspects of their environment. It is these observations as well as 

information about their harvest that the researchers will document through digital 

recording and by entering key information into the data base. 

 As researchers listen to harvesting accounts of the harvester, they will have an interview 

guide that they will use to mentally check off information, and as they enter key 

information into the data base.  If necessary the researcher will ask the harvester for 

additional information, but only after they have shared their observations through a 

narration of their experience.   

 Through hunting and through use of the caribou harvested both male and female 

harvesters will note the behaviour of caribou in various situations and note texture, smell 

and taste of meat and characteristics of hides, bones, etc. Researchers are responsible for 

acquiring and documenting all information of caribou. 

 Researchers will mark the location of the harvester‟s observations and their harvest.  

 Researchers will note number of caribou harvested, locations, age, sex, fitness, etc. 

 Researchers will note information on wolf numbers associated with caribou as well as 

numbers harvested and fitness levels. 

 Researchers will listen to the digital recording of the account and enter relevant 

information into the data base.  They will also note additional questions for future 

reference, and, if necessary, they will visit the harvester for clarification. 

 Researchers will search the data base for additional caribou information from that 

location, and begin developing a compilation of the information contained in the oral 

narratives. 

 Harvesters will note and share through their oral narrative the condition of the 

environment, including landscape, vegetation, moist, snow depth, etc. 

 If appropriate will compare their observations with reports available from the YK Dene, 

Kugluktuk and Lutselk‟è who traditionally hunted in the region. Comparisons will be 

done by academic researcher in conjunction with community researchers. 

 Since very few harvesters will be hunting caribou over the next several years the 

following activities are examples of information documented by researchers: 
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Autumn Migration 

. Active male and female harvesters will travel to known water crossings  

 monitor caribou as they cross,  

 note number of calves, cows and bulls, 

 note direction of migration, 

 note number of wolves and other predators. 

. Tåîchô citizens – elders, harvesters, researchers and youth – travel to Gotsak‟atì to 

observe caribou  

. Active male and female harvesters will travel to Æek‟atì (Lac de Gras) area and 

observe caribou after leaving the Diavik and BHP claim blocks, around Æots‟ik‟è, 

Æek‟atìtata 

Wintering Areas 

. Elders will select places to observe caribou behaviour in those areas, and to note 

additional aspects of fitness if harvesting caribou. 

. Harvesters will also observe the state of the winter habitat 

Spring Migration 

. Active male and female harvesters will travel to places where caribou fences were 

located to observe the number of caribou (and gender and age) that travel through the 

area.  In addition the harvesters will note fitness level.  If caribou are taken, contents 

of their stomach and vegetation in mouths and in stools will be noted, as well as 

texture and smell of meat and state of hides, bones, and hair.   

. Harvesters will do a visual appraisal for pregnancy and report pregnancy from the 

cow harvest. 

. Harvesters will note number of wolves associated with the herds. 

. Harvesters will note behaviour associated with pests.  

. Active male and female harvesters should also travel to Gostak‟atì, Dezaahtì to 

observe caribou at that stage of their migration. 

Summer: Post Calving Area 

. Elders will advise on where active male and female harvesters should travel to 

observe bull, cows and calf behaviour in their summer habitat assessing abundance at 

key locations. 

. Harvesters also observe predators, insect levels, and other factors impacting caribou 

distribution, fitness and migration.   
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Project Structure: Activities and Products 

 SPECIAL PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

PRODUCTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Data Base Researchers enter harvest information into database the 

same day they hear and document it 

 

Maintain and update database regularly after each 

interview 

 

Produce reports regularly and review at community 

meetings and with Elders‟ Committee 

 

Produce reports in response to requests 

 

 Database is up to date and capable of creating reports upon 

demand 

 Baseline information is available for environmental 

assessments, and environmental management 

 The collections of Tåîchô knowledge is expanded as new 

information is entered into the database  

 Realistic and current Tåîchô information on caribou and 

their habitat  

 Understand annual resource use -when low numbers of 

caribou 

 Ability to compare current caribou information with past: 

   -is there a trend? 

   -are caribou being impacted – if so what from what? 

Training On-going training for program staff to ensure they are 

effective researchers and cultural interpreters  

 Trained TK community researchers are available to work 

with harvester and elders.  

 Database administrator is trained to maintain the database. 

 Staff have the skills to: 

o Efficiently document interviews. 

o Use interview guidelines. 

o Maintain archives. 

o  Produce reports.  

o Identify similarities and differences between the 

Tåîchô and western management concepts and 

terms. 
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 SPECIAL PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

PRODUCTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

TK Elders’ 

Committee/s 

 

Tåîchô elders provide on-going guidance to the program 

 

 

 Elders‟ Committee is functioning effectively 

 Elders play a meaningful role in all phases of program 

operations 

 Elders work with Tåîchô citizens to reinstate  their 

traditional roles and responsibilities  

 

Culturally 

Appropriate 

Research and 

Monitoring 

Methodology 

Interview and community meeting guidelines  

    -specific to caribou monitoring , caribou harvest and 

caribou habitat and loss of habitat due to fires and 

development 

 

 

 

 Realistic and current Tåîchô information on caribou and 

their habitat. 

 

 Ensure trends are well documented, not hearsay 

 

 Monitoring by harvesters 

 While harvesting 

 Specific to water crossings, caribou fence area, 

visit fire areas 

 If not harvesting caribou, then a form of 

compensation. 

 Detailed current Tåîchô information on caribou and their 

habitat that can be discussed – in Tåîchô – between elders 

and harvesters with researchers documenting. 

 

 

 Training specific to project 

 Caribou terminology 

 Laws and rules 

 Caribou management plan 

 Ability to work efficiently 

 

 

 Hold caribou meeting once every two months  Realistic and current Tåîchô information on caribou and 

their habitat  

 Information available to write report on caribou 

observations 
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 SPECIAL PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

PRODUCTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Promotion and 

Outreach 

Elders visit households and explain what can be used in 

lieu of caribou 

 

 Traditional use of resources due to ebb and flow of 

environment 

 

 Traditional sharing of information 

 

 More likely harvesters will visit and report harvest and 

observations 

 Chiefs sit with Tåîchô Knowledge Research and 

Monitoring Elders‟ Committees to go over restriction on 

and allocations of caribou harvest 

 

Project Directors explains monitoring process to chiefs 

and council with elders present 

 

 

 Elders Committee supports Chiefs‟ allocation on caribou 

harvest and their decision to monitor using elders and 

harvesters 

 Academic paper for journal and presented at appropriate 

conference 

 Unique methodology and process is shared 

 

 Researchers experience discussions on what they are doing 

outside their communities 
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SPECIAL PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

(What needs to be done) 

PRODUCTS 

(What we hope to achieve) 

Program 

Administration 

Budget for this project 
 Ability to carry out realistic fundraising

Fundraising 
 Sufficient money to monitor caribou and harvesting

Protocol for sharing reports with WRRB etc, 

Guidelines for verifying information in reports 

 Ensure research is rigorous



 Ensure results are not hearsay but based on Tåîchô
knowledge and perspective 

Hire researchers 
 Special project will enhance  long term goals of TK

programme

 Ensure use of information from Caribou migration and

state of habitat project

 Ensure data is collected and available to be used
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Tłı̨chǫ Government 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Policy 

Preamble 

 To ‘know something’ implies knowing its origin as well as experiencing and observing.  The 
body of Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge has been acquired through thriving in a world of constant change.  

Tłı ̨chǫ knowledge is constantly expanding, as the elders of each generation add their 
observations, experience,  their wisdom and insights to what is already known.  Tłıc̨hǫ 
knowledge has been, and continues to be, preserved and shared with others through oral 
narratives.  

The Tłıc̨hǫ respect, honor and value living within Tłıc̨hǫ neek’e – the place where Tłıc̨hǫ 
belong –referred to in the Tłıc̨hǫ Agreement as Mǫwhı ̀Gogha Dè Nıı̨t̨łèè in honor of Mǫwhı ̀
who valued Tłıc̨hǫ knowledge and traveled Tłıc̨hǫ nèèk’è observing all that was taking place 
and sharing with those who went on to negotiate the Tłıc̨hǫ Land Claims and Self-Government 
Agreement. 

Honoring brings with it a responsibility to learn and remember the knowledge that has been 
passed down while observing and experiencing all that is part of Mǫwhı ̀Gogha Dè Nıı̨t̨łèè so 
current and past oral narrative can be shared with other Tłıc̨hǫ who will continue to care for 
the place where they belong. 

Statement of Intent 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge represents the collective intellect of the Tłı̨chǫ, and forms the foundation 
upon which all Tłı̨chǫ Government programs, services and activities are built.  The 
knowledge and values of our ancestors should inform and influence all aspects of Tłı̨chǫ 
Government operations. 

The Tłı̨chǫ Government will encourage and promote the continued acquisition, use and 
distribution of Tłı̨chǫ knowledge, and will work to ensure that Tłı̨chǫ knowledge is 
protected and safeguarded for future generations, in a manner that respects those who 
have shared their knowledge and to whom the knowledge belongs. 

In accordance with the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, the Tłı̨chǫ Government will encourage 
Government departments, boards and agencies, and the prıvate sector to take steps to 
acquire and use Tłı̨chǫ knowledge in exercising their powers in relation to the dè, including 
management of human activities, land and water management, wildlife management, forest 
management, and management of plants; as well as during the environmental impact and 
review process.   



 

Draft # 7 December 2011 Page 4 
 

Principles 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge and values represent the cumulative and collective experience of the 
Tłı̨chǫ, and their acquisition and expression cannot be separated from the practice of 
traditional Tłı̨chǫ activities and practices associated with the dè. 

Tłı̨chǫ communities and harvesters are responsible for the use and preservation of Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge, in a manner that preserves the context, spirit and intent of oral narratives. 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge belongs to the people who share their oral narratives, and all Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge  that is documented will be safeguarded within Tłı̨chǫ communities. 

Tłı̨chǫ elders are the experts about Tłı̨chǫ knowledge and values and are best qualified to 
understand what needs to be acquired, documented, interpreted, and how best to apply 
this knowledge;  they will play a lead role in any initiatives dealing with Tłı̨chǫ knowledge. 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge and values are necessary for management processes dealing effectively 
with protected areas, land, water, habitat and wildlife. 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge and values should be preserved for future generations, and as the 
foundation for the continued accumulation of knowledge. 

Tłı̨chǫ place names are indicators of valuable information and should be documented and 
used as an aspect of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge. 

Documentation of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge should not replace the telling of oral narrative and 
experiencing Tłı̨chǫ nèèk’è – Mǫwhı ̀Gogha Dè Nıı̨t̨łèè where knowledge is passed on in 
culturally appropriate manners. 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge and values are best expressed in the Tłı̨chǫ language, and language 
enhancement and preservation is a critical component of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge initiatives. 

Holders of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge have a critical role to play in monitoring the cumulative 
impacts and on-going health and integrity of the Tłı̨chǫ nèèk’è - Mǫwhı ̀Gogha Dè Nıı̨t̨łèè. 

Definitions 

Dè – Often translated as ‘land’ but includes the understanding that all of Creation has spirit.  

External Institution – Institutions, agencies and boards both mandated and not mandated 
under the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. This includes but is not restricted to Governments, industry, 
universities and other educational facilities.  

Harvester – Any Tłı̨chǫ individual who participates in harvesting activities. 

Harvesting activities – refers to all activities in which the Tłı̨chǫ have traditionally 
participated, including but not limited to: hunting; trapping; fishing; cutting and gathering 
wood or branches; collecting  snow and ice; gathering plants and berries for medicine and 
food. 
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Informed consent - a statement of oral agreement that may be recorded  in audio or video 
formats  or in writing between a researcher and a Tłı̨chǫ knowledge holder that explains 
the nature of the research, and the manner in which the information the knowledge holder 
is giving, and how it can be used and accessed. 

Tłı̨chǫ Agreement, The Agreement, or the Red Book - refers to the Tłı̨chǫ Land Claims and 
Self-Government Agreement among the Tłı̨chǫ First Nation, the Government of the 
Northwest Territories and the Government of Canada. 

Mǫwhı̀ Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè is the traditional area of the Tłı̨chǫ described by Chief Mǫwhı̀ 
during the signing of Treaty 11 in 1921.  

Wek’èezhii is the management area of the Agreement.  

Tłı̨chǫ Lands are lands owned by the Tłı̨chǫ Government under the Agreement. 

Tłı̨chǫ knowledge holders – Individuals recognized by elders as possessing either or both 
specialized or general knowledge that has been passed on from previous generations who 
have the ability to integrate their own learning and share this knowledge with others. 

Elder – An older person who is at least 75 years of age who follows the Tłı̨ch̨o traditional 
system and is recognized by their peers as having expertise and are qualified to advise 
leaders and others.  

Tłı̨chǫ  knowledge - knowledge that elders and other community members hold from past 
intergenerational experience and is passed down to the Tłı̨chǫ through the generations.  It 
continues to grow and is brought forward through experience, and given to descendants 
through oral narratives. Tłı̨chǫ knowledge is not just from the past, but includes knowledge 
based on present experiences as it intertwines with knowledge of the past.   

Scope 

This policy applies to all departments and agencies of the Tłı̨chǫ Government and their 
staff and representatives.  The guidelines attached to this policy  provides direction to 
industry, co-management boards, other governments and agencies conducting operations 
on Tłı̨chǫ lands, and within the Wek’èezhìi and Môwhì Gogha Dè Nîîtåèè areas where the 
Tłı̨chǫ Agreement provides legislated mandates.  

Implementation 

It is imperative to have a meaningful role for Tłı̨chǫ elders in the implementation of this 
policy.  A regional committee will provide broad advice on policy and programming while 
the community committees will oversee any local projects and staff.  There will be an TK 
elders committee in each community whether the community has TK staff or  not. The 
following sets out in general their roles and responsibilities, detailed Terms of Reference 
are set out in Appendix I.  
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Regional Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Elders’ Committee 

• Reviews research and monitoring requests and applications.  May make 
recommendations for modifications or conditions to the Chiefs Executive Council. 

• Establishes traditional knowledge research and program priorities, and makes 
recommendations to Chief Executive Council for approval. 

• Responsible for overseeing a regional monitoring program and interpreting 
information collected to identify cumulative impacts and research needs.  

• Provides oversight to Tłı̨chǫ knowledge research. 

• Proposes and/or reviews proposed revisions to the Policy. 

• Assists with solving problems associated with implementing this policy 

 

Community Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Elders Committee 

• Oversees staff in community offices 

• Informs community of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge activities in their areas – by vısıtıng homes 
and reporting to community meetings 

• Updates Chiefs and Councıl on activities. 

• Oversees research and monitoring conducted on traditional lands 

• Assists with solving problems associated with implementing this policy 

Authority and Accountability 

Chief’s Executive Council 

• Reviews policy  recommendations from the Regional Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge  Elders’ 
Commıttee 

• Reviews and recommends to Assembly revisions to the Policy. 

• Monitors implementation of the Policy. 

• Approves priorities for research and monitoring. 

 

Tłıc̨hǫ Assembly 

• Approves policy 

• Approves amendments to policy 

• Formally appoints committee members  recommended by elders 
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Grand Chief 

• Responsible for overall implementation of the policy. 

• The Grand Chief will meet at minimum of twice per year with the Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge 
Regıonal Elders Commıttee to report on decisions of the Tłı̨chǫ Government in 
relation to Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge. 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Research & Monitoring  

The Tåîchô Agreement directs Boards, Agencies and the Tåîchô Government to i)use 
traditional knowledge, ii) promote cultural perspectives, and iii) select Board members 
that have knowledge of Tåîchô way of life. Yet the current systems – most of which are 
based on Western perspectives and the British legal system – make it difficult for Tåîchô 
knowledge (TK) to be used in a manner that is consistent within the Tåîchô cultural 
perspective and way of life. 

The Agreement states that:  

Section 12.1.6 

In exercising their powers under this chapter, the Parties and the 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and 

use traditional knowledge as well as other types of scientific 

information and expert opinion. 

Section 13.1.5 

In exercising their powers in relation to forest management, the 

Government of the Northwest Territories, the Tåîchô Government and 

the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire 

and use traditional knowledge as well as other types of scientific 

information and expert opinion. 

Section 14.1.4 

In exercising their powers in relation to the management of plants, the 

Government of the Northwest Territories, the Tåîchô Government and 

the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire 

and use traditional knowledge as well as other types of scientific 

information and expert opinion. 
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Section 22.1.7  

In exercising their powers, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact 

Review Board and the Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board shall consider 

traditional knowledge as well as other scientific information where 

such knowledge or information is made available to the Boards. 

Furthermore, Section 12.5.5 of the Tåîchô Land Claim and Self-government Agreement (the 
Agreement) states that the Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) shall:  

(a) Make a final determination, in accordance with 12.6 or 12.7, in relation 

to a proposal  

i. Regarding a total allowable harvest level for Wek’èezhìi, except for fish,  

ii. Regarding the allocation of portions of any total allowable harvest 

levels for Wek’èezhìi to groups of persons or for specified purposes, or  

iii. Submitted under 12.11.1 for the management of the Bathurst caribou 

herd with respect to its application in Wek’èezhìi;  

 The Tåîchô Agreement authorizes the WRRB responsibility for total allowable harvest 
(TAH) for wildlife, forests and plants and authorizes the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans 
(DFO) responsibility for fish conservation and the establishment of TAH for fish stocks. 
Both WRRB and DFO have an obligation under terms of the Agreement to determine TAH 
through assessment studies and other research.  

For WRRB and DFO to have information necessary for sustainable management it is 
imperative that the Tåîchô undertake their own research and monitoring by documenting 
their observations and harvesting information to ensure they contribute to the process. If 
allocations are to be made among users of the resource it will be necessary to determine 
basic needs levels of the beneficiaries of the claim. Allocations of fisheries and wildlife 
resources will be difficult without this basic harvest information from the harvesters 
themselves.  

For the Agreement to be honoured three activities need to occur:  

1. Baseline Tłı̨chǫ information must be gathered from elders on known trends on 
harvest, wildlife and vegetation distribution.  

2. Information gathered, through Tåîchô traditional methods of monitoring, needs to 
be documented on an on-going basis.  

3. Culturally appropriate harvest studies need to be ongoing. 

Although scientific information is readily available, most Tåîchô knowledge is in the minds 
of the elders and harvesters. For this reason, a program is needed so Tåîchô researchers can 
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work with elders and harvesters to document their knowledge in a manner that does not 
lose the Tåîchô perspective. This is usually detailed knowledge of past conditions that they 
share with their descendants while sharing their current observations of wildlife and 
wildlife habitat. And, as is the traditional mode of sharing, numbers of species observed and 
harvested, are shared with others in the community along with other information such as 
behaviour of wildlife and the people harvesting.  One of the important features of Tåîchô 
knowledge is that it is acquired, enhanced and communicated on the land while people are 
engaged in land-based activities. It is also communicated after harvesters return to the 
community through oral narratives.   

Modern harvest studies often ask harvesters to fill out survey forms in English, or to 
provide limited information that can be taken out of context.  These studies may fail 
because they are not compatible with how Tåîchô knowledge, including information about 
harvest, is transmitted through oral narratives. 

A program must be designed to ensure that research will acquire realistic harvesting 
numbers can be recorded in a culturally appropriate manner. This will help alleviate the 
problem that many respondents choose not to answer correctly, harvest study questions 
posed by non-community members.  

 The Tłı̨chǫ Government will conduct all of its own research under the guidance of the 
Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Regional Elders Committee and through the establishment of a Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge Department.  All outside researchers interested in conducting research in the 
Tłı̨chǫ settlement area are encouraged to contact this department to explore collaboration 
opportunities.  Further guidance is provided in the Appended Guidelines.  

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Department   

A department of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge will be established to facilitate the implementation of 
this policy and program.  The head offices will be located in Gamètı̀.  A Regional Director of 
Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge will oversee the program and implementation of the policy.  A Research 
Director will oversee all research and research staff.  A Data Base Manager will develop and 
maintain a data base in both Tłı̨chǫ and English . Each community will have a staff team of a 
minimum of two members who will carry out research and data collection and input. 

Researchers will work with the Land  Protection Department  to present research results in 
a format for ease of use to the Tłı̨chǫ Government and within the regulatory framework.  

Researchers will verify monitoring information  with those who provided information – 
elders and harvesters - at public community meeting prior to making the report public. 

In addition to conducting traditional knowledge research, the staff will work with active 
harvesters and the TK Community Elders’ Committees to monitor trends and occurrences 
on the land. They will employ traditional monitoring practices and good documentation 
practices that include individual reporting of observations followed by group discussion 
and analysis.  
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Ownership and Confidentiality 

Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge  belongs to Tłı̨chǫ collectively.  Original documents should be turned 
over to the Tłı̨chǫ government for archival management in the TK head office in Gamètı̀.  
High quality copies  and wıll also be stored ın storage systems wıth one ın the NWT 
Archıves untıl an archıves ıs buıld ın Gamètı̀.   Written permission must be obtained from 
informants and from local TK elders committee  for the publication of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge.  In 
addition, researchers will record statements of purpose and permission in audio or video 
format at the beginning of each interview.  See attached guidelines for more information. 

Elders want their oral narratives to stay in their own language, and if others wish to listen 
to the stories of their experience then they should use those middle-aged persons who 
understand Tłı̨chǫ to tell them the story (after lıstenıng to the dıgıtal recordıng) – rather 
than translating the recording. 

Provisions 

• The Department of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge  will establish methodology and research 
procedures to guide the acquisition of Tłı̨chǫ oral narratives and knowledge. 

• The Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Department will take the lead and work with the Wek’eezhii 
Forum  to establish procedures to guide the use of Tłı̨chǫ knowledge in each of their 
programs and services. Tłı̨chǫ researchers will work under the collective guidance 
of Tłı̨chǫ elders through the  Regional and Community Committee in the design of 
research projects and writing reports. 

• The Tłı̨chǫ Government will work in collaboration with the Wek’eezhii Land and 
Water Board and the Wek’èezhı̀i Renewable Resources Board to ensure that they 
have access to information about  Tłı̨chǫ knowledge that is required to implement 
their mandates as specified in the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. 

• The Tłı̨chǫ Government will encourage the Wek’eezhii Land and Water Board and 
the Wek’eezhii Renewable Resources Board to work with the Department of Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge to establish procedures and guidelines for the use and incorporation of 
traditional knowledge in regulatory and management processes within their 
mandates. 

• External institutions - including other governments, industry, and academia – who 
wish to conduct research on Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge will be encouraged to do so in 
accordance with the provisions of this policy and associated guidelines and 
protocols.   

• The Tłı̨chǫ Government will develop regulations to guide the ownership and use of 
Tłı̨chǫ knowledge , including provisions for ensuring confidentiality when 
knowledge holders have requested it; recognition of Tłı̨chǫ knowledge holders 
when appropriate; the storage of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge ; provisions for access; and 
publication and distribution.  These regulations  will complement existing research 
protocols established by the Government of the Northwest Territories, e.g. 
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requirements under the NWT Scientists Act to acquire research licenses and the 
attached Guidelines. 

• Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge  brought forward for consideration in the regulatory processes
administered by the WLWB and WRRB must be compiled in accordance with the
provisions of this policy and associated directives.

The following Appendices form part of this Policy: 

Appendix I:  Terms of Reference - Elders’ TK Community and 
Regional Committees 

Guidelines for Developers  

Sample Protocol Agreement 

Guıdelınes  for Researchers

Appendix II: 

Appendix III: 

Appendix IV: 

Appendix V:  Guidelines for Authors and Illustrators 
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Appendix I  
Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Regional and Community Elders’ Committees 

Terms of Reference 

Community Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Elders Committee 

• Each community will have an elders’ committee overseeing their Tłı̨chǫ knowledge
research and monitoring activities and providing advice to staff and researchers.
These committees will be known as the Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Communıty Elders’
Committee.

• Informs community of Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge activities in their areas – by vısıtıng homes
and reporting to community meetings

• Updates Chiefs and Councıl on activities.

• Oversees research and monitoring conducted on traditional lands

• Assists with solving problems associated with implementing this policy

The community of Wekweètı̀ will have two members on their local committee, Gameti and 
Whati will have four elders, two female and two male elders representatives, and Behchokǫ̀  
wıll have six members to reflect the size of each community.  Where possible, one male and 
one female wıll be the oldest members of the communıty  and two wıll be younger, who are 
chosen by the older elders. In Behchokǫ̀ two male and two females wıll be among the oldest 
elders , and two males and two females wıll be younger. Representative should be persons 
known to value Tłı̨chǫ knowledge and persons who know which individuals in their 
community has knowledge of specific places, events and wildlife,  plants, forests and fish. 

Tłıc̨hǫ Knowledge Regıonal Elders Commıttee 

• Reviews research and monitoring requests and applications.  May make
recommendations for modifications or conditions to the Chiefs Executive Council.

• Establishes traditional knowledge research and program priorities, and makes
recommendations to Chief Executive Council for approval.

• Responsible for overseeing a regional monitoring program and interpreting
information collected to identify cumulative impacts and research needs.

• Provides oversight to Tłı̨chǫ knowledge research.

• Proposes and/or reviews proposed revisions to the Policy.
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• Assists with solving problems associated with implementing this policy 

 

The Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Regional Elders’ Committee will consist of two of the oldest males 
and females from each community committee. 

The elders’ committees are participatory action committees who represent the collective 
interests of the elders and harvesters who continue to use the land and the resources from 
the land.  

The elders on the committee will be chosen by the current committee elders based on skills 
and land-based knowledge. 

Purpose of Committee 
The primary purpose of the Elders Committees is to provide Tłı̨chǫ elders with the 
opportunity to offer the wealth of knowledge and wisdom they have accumulated for the 
benefit of the current and future generations in the management of the land they know and 
love.  

Elders will be responsible to walk around and visit other members of the community to 
inform them of their activities and to identify individuals that should be interviewed on 
specific topics. 

During community meetings and at the annual assembly the Committee Members will be 
responsible for demonstrating the value of their work by working with staff to make 
presentations relevant to the topics at hand.   

Elders will ensure that time will be taken to do the research to their standards and will 
carry out activities that are aimed at  solving problems and addressing challenges 
important to the communities and region. 

To demonstrate the economic, social and cultural values of traditional land use.   

Role of Members 

a. Participate in local and regional Elders Committees  as a way to help formulate, 
document and pass on traditional cultural knowledge for future generations.  

b. Help make explicit and incorporate locally appropriate cultural values in all aspects 
of life in the community, while recognizing the diversity of opinion that may exist.  

c. Make a point to utilize traditional ways of knowing, teaching, listening and learning 
in passing on cultural knowledge to others in the community.  

d. Seek out information on ways to protect knowledge and retain copyright authority 
over all local knowledge that is being shared with others for documentation 
purposes.  

e. Verify through translators of cultural information that has been written down to 
insure accuracy.  

f. Follow appropriate traditional protocols as much as possible in the interpretation 
and utilization of cultural knowledge.  
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g. Assist willing members of the community to acquire the knowledge and skills 
needed to assume the role of Elder for future generations.  

h. To develop a vision statement that will enable all to understand the future that they 
wish to foster.  To develop a mission statement to guide the work of the Tłı̨chǫ 
Knowledge Department 

Payment to Elders 
Since elders on these committees will act more as advisors the older elders (including the 
k’àowo ) will be paid a consulting fee of $350/day, whereas the younger elders who are 
continuing to learn from the older elders will be paid $250/day. 

Meeting Attendance 
If a members misses meetings the k’àowo will speak to the individual and determine the 
cause, if two meetings are missed they will be replaced by an individual chosen by elders in 
their community. 

If a person has been drinking they will be asked to leave and will not be paid their per diem 
or their honorarium. 

Decision Making 
Following Tłı̨chǫ traditional governance practices only one topic will be discussed until a 
direction of action is reached. Eldest members will be invited to speak first and last on the 
topic under discussion.   

Members will strive to reach consensus on all matters before them.  Every effort will be 
made to hear and clearly understand any dissenting views.   

Staff Support 
Decisions of the committee will be recorded by staff.   Researchers will support Committee 
members by insuring that reports are written that reflect traditional information gathered. 
These reports will support the elders desire to influence decisions that are respectful and 
caring of all Tłı̨chǫ citizens, the land and the resources. 

Researches will carry out rigorous verification procedures with the Committee and 
information providers to ensure the integrity of the Tłı̨chǫ knowledge gathered and 
analysed.   

 

  



Draft # 7 December 2011 Page 15 

Appendix II 

Guidelines for Developers 

The Tłı̨chǫ  government encourages developers to work with us, and to work to understand 
ınformatıon that comes from our traditional knowledge. 

The Tłı̨chǫ Agreement states WLWB shall consider traditional knowledge, the Agreement 
does not specify how this will occur.  This policy clarifies the way in which Tłı̨chǫ 
knowledge will be considered within the Wek’èezhìi area. 

Consıder thıs policy as early as possible in the project planning cycle to avoid problems and 
conflicts before projects enter the formal regulatory process.  This will also provide the 
Tłı̨chǫ with the opportunity to make positive contributions and build constructive 
relationships.  

We concur with the following statements set out in the Mackenzie Valley Environmental 
Impact Review Board Guidelines for incorporating Traditional Knowledge: 

• Traditional knowledge shared specifically about the environment and the use and
management of the environment is important for establishing baseline conditions,
predicting possible impacts and determining appropriate mitigation and
monitoring methods.  This is particularly beneficial where there is no land use
plan, where there are social or cultural concerns or when scientific data is
inadequate.

• Early dialogue and relationships between the developer and traditional knowledge
holders may result in a sharing of knowledge about environmental phenomena
unavailable elsewhere.  Such information may allow for necessary project design
changes to take place even before the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA
process begins.

• Traditional knowledge can add to the understanding of the critical requirements of
and potential threats to valued components.

• Traditional knowledge can assist a preliminary screener in deciding whether a
proposed development might have a significant adverse impact or might be a
cause for public concern and

• Traditional knowledge is critical in the early stages of the process to help identify
issues as part of the EIA scoping and later on at community and formal hearings (if
any) to assist the Review Board in determining the significance of potential
impacts.
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The Tłı̨chǫ Land Claim and Self-government Agreement (Tłı̨chǫ Agreement) clause 22.1.7  
gives the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board and the Wek’eezhii Land 
and Water Board their mandate within Wek’èezhıı̀ı: 

In exercising their powers, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board 
and the Wek’èezhıı̀ Land and Water Board shall consider traditional knowledge as 
well as other scientific information where such knowledge or information is made 
available to the Boards. 

Tłı̨chǫ traditional knowledge is useful when considering how future development will 
impact on the environment and the people. Furthermore it can provide a more relevant and 
meaningful baseline to insure that the environmental effects of any project can be 
understood in the future.  If Tłı̨chǫ knowledge research is done in a rigorous and 
methodological manner during the initial stages of a development planning, then it is more 
likely a development project  will have minimal impact on the environmental and 
communities, especıally ıf socıal ıssues and concerns are also consıdered. 

General Principles 
No two projects are the same; therefore, a one-size-fits-all approach to considering Tłı̨chǫ 
knowledge is not possible. Nevertheless a number of general principles have been 
identified with respect to the extent to which knowledge should be collected in relation to 
development proposals. These are presented below. 

Where possible, the Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge Department (TKD) will conduct all traditional 
knowledge   research and provide the proponent with a report. Expectations regarding the 
extent of the research and type of research varies with the type of development 
applications, interested parties will identify their needs and explore with TKD staff, the 
time and budget required to meet these needs.  

Prior to research the Tłı̨chǫ government and the research team will be provided with clear 
and accurate information about the project proposal and the stage that it is at.  If the 
proposal has already entered the EIA process, the Developer will be asked to share copies 
of such applications to ensure that the Tłı̨chǫ government can accurately assess the scope 
of  Tłı̨chǫ Knowledge required and how it may be incorporated into the EIA process; 

Following a review of the information provided by the Developer the Tłı̨chǫ government 
will outline a proposal for carrying out traditional knowledge research and ask the 
Developer to enter into a Protocol Agreement that would enable such research to proceed.  
A sample of such an agreement is set out in Appendix IV. 
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Appendix III 

Sample Protocol Agreement 

Between:  (the Proponent, Developer, Federal and Terrıtorıal Government Agencıes) 
herein referred to as ____________________ 

and 

The Tłıc̨hǫ Government 

(hereinafter the “Parties”) 

WHEREAS  the Tłı̨chǫ Government are the caretakers of Tłı̨chǫ knowledge that has been 
and will be documented within Mǫwhı̀ Gogha Dè Nı̨ı̨tłèè,  Wek’èezhii and Tłı̨chǫ Lands; and 

WHEREAS  the Tłı̨chǫ Government wishes to protect Tłı̨chǫ knowledge from misuse; and 

WHEREAS  most of this knowledge is woven within the tapestry of the Tłı̨chǫ oral 
narratives; and 

WHEREAS the Parties wish to respect the wishes of the Tłı̨chǫ elders, who have shared and 
will continue to share their knowledge through oral narratives and to ensure that all 
information taken  from the oral narratives remains with Tłı̨chǫ; and 

WHEREAS the Parties would like to ensure Tłı̨chǫ knowledge is used in manner consistent 
with section 12.1.6 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement: 

NOW THEREFORE THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

A. INTRODUCTION

The Tłı̨chǫ oral narratives and traditional knowledge is first, and foremost, for the Tłı̨chǫ 
citizens, therefore it should be: 

a. Tłı̨chǫ citizens who carry out research on what Tłı̨chǫ  knowledge about any given
topic; and

b. Tłı̨chǫ elders and active harvesters who will assist with the design of Tłı̨chǫ
knowledge projects, and in the research and in the writing of reports.
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c.  With respect for the Tłı̨chǫ  Regional Elders’ Committee request that their stories 
not be translated to ensure that: 

1. Tłı̨chǫ citizens continue listening to and learning from the oral narratives that came 
from their ancestors in their own language;  

2. Individuals – whether Tłı̨chǫ  or non-Tłı̨chǫ – should work with a Tłı̨chǫ speaker, 
who has spent considerable time listening and experiencing with elders and 
harvesters the knowledge shared;  

3. Their descendents, and those who work with them, understand the knowledge 
within the context of an occurrence (as it was told and brought to the present),  and 
from the perspective of the Tłı̨chǫ; 

4. Non - Tłı̨chǫ who work with Tłı̨chǫ speakers to understand the relevance of the oral 
narrative, and the knowledge it encompasses, within the context all other variables 
being discussed by the storytellers;  

5. Tłı̨chǫ youth learn the oral narratives as well as to learn how to use these 
narratives to think with, and use that ability to write related reports. 

 

B. COMMITMENTS OF THE PARTIES: 

The Tłıc̨hǫ Government Commits To: 

1. Decide how, why and when Tłı̨chǫ the information is used.  

2. Indicate what information is confidential and what is public. 

3.  Ensure that the requester of information has the information required to participate 
effectively in the Regulatory process. 

 

(Proponent. Developer, Government Agency)_______________________________________________ 
Commits To: 

Assist with the costs of research and of entering relevant information into the data base so 
the oral narratives and information can be managed, and used with Tłı̨chǫ Government GIS 
system as follows:  

(enter budget info ) 
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C. INTERPRETATION AND IMPLEMENTATION: 

Entire Agreement 

This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between Parties with respect to the 
subject matters set forth herein. There are no other collateral agreements or undertakings 
related to the subject matter hereof. 

Further Acts 

The Parties shall do all acts and execute and deliver all such documents as may from time 
to time be necessary in order to achieve the purpose and intent of this Agreement. 

Applicable Laws 

This Agreement shall be governed by and interpreted in accordance with  Tłı̨chǫ laws, the 
laws of Canada, the Northwest Territories as applicable. 

Notices 

Any notices or communications required or permitted to be given pursuant to this 
Agreement shall be in writing and shall be delivered to, or sent by prepaid registered or 
certified mail, or confirmed facsimile, addressed as follows: 

(a) in the case of a notice or communication to the Proponent, Developer or 
Government Agency: 

 ____________________ 

 Tel:  

 Fax: 

(b) in the case of a notice or communication to the Tłıc̨hǫ Government: 

 The Executive Officer  

 Tłı̨chǫ Government  

 _________________ 

 Tel: (867) __________ 

 Fax: (867) __________ 

 

or to such other address as either Party may notify the other in accordance with this 
section.  
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Assignment 

The rights and privileges granted under this Agreement may not be assigned. 

Amendment 

This Agreement may be amended from time to time by consent of the Parties hereto by an 
instrument in writing.  

Term  

This Agreement shall come into effect on the date it is signed. 

This Agreement shall be for an initial term of one year and may be renewed by mutual 
consent of the Parties.  

Termination  

This Agreement can be terminated upon 30 days notice in writing by either of the Parties. 

Dispute Resolution  

In the event that a dispute arises, the Parties will exercise all reasonable effort to resolve it 
amicably. 

The Parties may resolve a dispute by mutual agreement at any time, and all such 
agreements shall be recorded in writing and signed by authorized representatives of the 
Parties. 

Where there is a dispute that cannot be resolved amicably, either Party may give notice of 
termination of the Agreement. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed in their 
respective names by their duly authorized representatives. 

 

Proponent or Developer    Tłıc̨hǫ Government  

 

per _____________________    per ________________ 

 

Dated: _______________, 20_____ 
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Appendix IV 

Guidelines for Researchers 

Researchers are ethically responsible for obtaining informed consent, accurately representing 
the Tłı̨chǫ perspective and protecting the cultural integrity and rights of all participants in a 

research endeavor. 

Researchers may increase their cultural responsiveness through the following actions: 

a. Enter into a Protocol Agreement with the Tłı̨chǫ Government
b. Effectively identify and utilize the expertise in participating communities to enhance

the quality of information gathering as well as the information itself, and use caution
in applying external frames of reference in its analysis and interpretation.

c. Explore ways in which to contribute to building local research capacity; all
researchers whether the principle investigator or the local researchers should make
a commitment to train those researchers with less skill.

d. Insure controlled access for sensitive cultural information that has not been
explicitly authorized for general distribution, as determined by members of the local
community.

e. Submit research plans as well as results for review by a Community or Regional
Elders Committees and abide by its recommendations to the maximum extent
possible.

f. Provide full disclosure of funding sources, sponsors, institutional affiliations and
reviewers.

g. Include explicit recognition of all research contributors in the final report.
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Appendix V 

Guidelines for Authors and Illustrators 

Authors and illustrators should take all steps necessary to insure that any representation of 
cultural content is accurate, contextually appropriate and explicitly acknowledged. 

Authors and illustrators may increase their cultural responsiveness through the following 
actions: 

a. Enter into a Protocol Agreement with the Tłı̨chǫ Government
b. Make it a practice to insure that all cultural content has been acquired under

informed consent and has been reviewed for accuracy and appropriateness by
knowledgeable local people representative of the culture in question.

c. Arrange for copyright authority and royalties to be retained or shared by the person
or community from whom the cultural information originated, and follow local
protocols for its approval and distribution.

d. Insure controlled access for sensitive cultural information that has not been
explicitly authorized for general distribution.

e. Be explicit in describing how all cultural knowledge and material has been acquired,
authenticated and utilized, and present any significant differing points of view that
may exist.

f. Make explicit the audience(s) for which a cultural document is intended, as well as
the point of view of the person(s) preparing the document.

g. Make every effort to utilize traditional names for people, places, and items where
applicable, adhering to local conventions for spelling and pronunciation.

h. Identify all primary contributors and secondary sources for a particular document,
and share the authorship whenever possible.

i. Acquire extensive first-hand experience in a new cultural context before writing
about it.

j. Carefully explain the intent and use when obtaining permission to take photographs
or videos, and make it clear in publication whether they have been staged as a re-
enactment or represent actual events.

k. When documenting oral narratives, recognize and consider the power of the written
word and the implications of putting oral tradition with all its non-verbal
connotations down on paper, always striving to convey the original meaning and
context as much as possible.



ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ Wek’èezhìı (ᕗᐃᑭᔩ) ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ “ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 9-11 ᐄᐳᓗ 2019 ᐱᐊᓲᑰ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ Sahtì Ekwo ̨̀ (ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ) 

(ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ” 

 

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (WRRB) ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖃᑦᖅᑕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. 

ᓅᕕᐱᕆᒥ 2018, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐊᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ (ENR), 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (GNWT) ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ, ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ. ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ 21% 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ 103,000 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 2010 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓄ 19,300 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ 2018. 

 

ᔫᓂ 2018 ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 11,675 ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ (95% CI = 9971 – 13,670), 

ᓴᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ 32.9% ᔫᓂᒥᓂᑦ 

2015 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 17,396 (95% CI = 12,780-22,012). ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑕᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎ 38,592 (95% CI = 33,859-43,325) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ 2015 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

19,294 (95% CI = 16,527- 22,524) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ 2018 – ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᐊᓂ 50% ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ.  

 

ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᒥ 2019, Tłı̨chǫ (ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ [TG]) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᒥ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

2019-2021 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᕗᐃᑭᔩᒥ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 

ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓪᓕ, ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐊᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒦᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 300 ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑐᐊᖅ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH). ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐃᓚᖓ 12.3.10 ᑎᓖᓱ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ. ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓲᑰᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐄᐳᓗ 9-11, 2019. 

 

ᐱᒻᒪᕿᐊᓘᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᒧᑦ ᑭᓕᕗᑦ ᑖᓐᓂᐅᔅ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᐱᐅᓲᑰ: 

 

“ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ. ᑐᓴᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓯ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓅᓯᕗᑦ, ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᖅ” ᐊᒻᒪ “ᑕᓐᓇ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ”. 

 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕿᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂ, ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 



ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑕᒥ ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ) ᑎᓖᓱᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ − ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ.  

 

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 193 

ᐊᖑᑎᑐᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᓵᑐ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 2019/2020 

ᐊᒻᒪ 2020/2021 ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᕆᔭᖓ 

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 2019/2020 ᐊᒻᒪ 2020/2021 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ: ᑎᓖᓱᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ – 39.29%, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕋᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ) – 60.71%. 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᓴᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐊᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒦᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 2019/2020 ᐊᒻᒪ 2020/2021 ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ, 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᑎ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑎᒃᑲᓂᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ. 

 

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ (ᐊᒪᕈᖅ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᔅ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑎᒐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑎᑭᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖏᓐᓂ. ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ ᓅᒡᕼᐊ (ᖃᕝᕕᒃ) ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᕗᐅᐃᑭᔩᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒥᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓚᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔭᕿᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕿᐊᓖᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᓪᓕ, ᐃᖏᕋᔾᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕿᐊᓖᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᓗᑎ 

ᑎᓃᓱᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂ. 

 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᑎ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ. ᕗᐃᑭᔩ 

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ: ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕋᒎᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᑕᒫᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓇᔾᔨᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓇᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᓐᓂ; ᓄᖅᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ 50−ᓂᑦ 70−ᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ. 

 

ᕗᐃᑭᔩ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᑯᐊ ᑎᓖᓱ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ (TG) Ekwǫ̨̀  Nàxoède K’è 

(ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓇᐋᔾᐅᐃᑎ ᑲ’ᐄ [ᑲᒫᓘᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ]), ᓇᓱᐃᑎ ᑲᐃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 



ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓗᓇᒦᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᓕ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑎᓖᓱ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 

ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᓵᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕿᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖃᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᓐᓇᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖏᓛᖑᓗᑎ ᐃᐊᒃᕗ 

ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᓛᓂᑦ ᐃᐊᒃᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

 

“ᐱᕙᓪᐊᓂᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒍᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑎᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑕᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᑖᖑᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᓐᓂ -- ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓗᒍ 

ᐅᑎᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.” 

 ~ Dr. ᔮᓐ B. ᔫ 

 

ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᕿᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᒫᓐᓇ, ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.  

 

“ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ (1) ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓛᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ ᐋᑦᑎ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖅ, 

ᓴᒃᑯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔾᔮᖏᑕᕗᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᒃᑯᑯᑦᑎᒍ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ -- ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑕᐃᒪᒃᑲᔭᖅᑯᖅ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓴᒃᑯᐃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓴᖓᑦᑎᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᖅᐳᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕆᓂᖃᕐᓗᑕ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ.” 

~ Dr. ᔮᓐ B. ᔫ 
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Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę̨́ Nákedı - Sahtú Renewable Resources Board 

Ɂehdaıl̨a Ɂekwę̨́ Harvest Regulation 
and Reconciliation in the Sahtú Region 
Submission to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

2020 Bluenose East Hearing 

February 17, 2020 

Background 

The Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę̨́ Nákedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board – SRRB) was established 

by the Sahtú Dene and Métis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement with a mandate in wildlife, 

habitat and harvesting in the Sahtú Region, NWT. In 2016, the SRRB held a Bluenose East (BNE) 

Hearing in Délın̨ę, NWT. The Hearing Report contained 39 decisions that marked a shift in the 

Board’s approach to implementing its mandate.  

In 2019, faced with conservation concerns related to all three caribou ecotypes that live in the 

Sahtú, the Board decided to launch a series of five “Public Listening” (Hearing) Sessions. These 

Sessions are both broadly scoped and narrowly scoped. They are broadly scoped by 

encompassing the three caribou ecotypes, but also narrowly scoped by focusing on specific 

conservation “hot topics”1. All five Public Listening Sessions will together address key issues 

with respect to the central question, “What is the most effective way to conserve caribou?”  

The SRRB envisions undertaking one Session per year in partnership with and located at each of 

the Sahtú communities. The first Session took place in Colville Lake on January 21-23, 2020, 

addressing the topic, “What is the most effective way to regulate the harvest of caribou?”2 This 

is the third Public Hearing convened by the Board since its creation in 1993. All hearing 

documents, including proceedings, reports and responses from the Minister of NWT 

Environment and Natural Resources, can be found on the SRRB’s online Public Registry3. 

The SRRB is currently preparing its report on the Colville 2020 Public Listening Session, and 

cannot at this time disclose the decisions in development. However, the Board can speak to 

decisions related to BNE caribou conservation made in 2016, caribou monitoring and action 

planning that has taken place since that time, and the Board’s efforts at bringing together 

 
1 The “hot topic” is a concept used in the ACCWM’s Taking Care of Caribou plan for Cape Bathurst, Bluenose West 
and Bluenose East caribou (2014), referring to topics that are unresolved or remain controversial, for which finding 
agreement between different perspectives may be challenging.  
2 The topics for future sessions may evolve over the coming years, but currently are envisioned to include: 
Knowledge About Caribou and Landscapes; Wildfires and Climate Change; Predators; and the Mixed Economy.  
3 www.srrb.nt.ca.  

http://www.srrb.nt.ca/
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conservation and reconciliation objectives by supporting community-driven conservation 

planning initiatives combined with public hearing proceedings.  

Linked to these processes, the SRRB has prioritized support for interjurisdictional or 

community-to-community dialogue as a critical component of caribou conservation planning. 

The SRRB is grateful for the opportunity provided by the NWMB Bluenose East Hearing for an 

exchange of evidence regarding harvest regulation in light of conservation concerns. In this 

submission, the SRRB will address the four topics identified by the NWMB as priorities for 

consideration, focusing on the Board’s efforts to implement our mandate in conservation 

through a reconciliation approach. 

Reconciliation in the Big Picture 

The Canadian Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s (TRC) report, delivered in 20154, was 

focused on addressing the impacts of residential schools in Indigenous communities. However, 

the ripple effects of the report, viewed in light of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights 

of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP)5, have been much broader. In 2017 the SRRB reviewed its 

strategic plan in the context of the TRC and UNDRIP, as well as the concept of “ethical space” 

developed by the Indigenous Circle of Experts6 new developments in self-governance in the 

Sahtú Region. Over the subsequent year, the Board participated in a broader process to 

prepare a Discussion Document and Calls to Action related caribou conservation for discussion 

at the Indigenous Talking Circle at the 2018 North American Caribou Workshop (appended to 

this submission). The Board is now taking note of questions asked and insights offered in the 

recent publication by Dr. Graham White, Indigenous Empowerment through Co-management: 

Land Claims Boards, Wildlife Management, and Environmental Regulation (2020)7.  

Bluenose East Status 

The community of Délın̨ę is recognized in the Sahtú Region as the main stewarding community 

for Ɂehdaıl̨a Ɂekwę̨́ (Caribou Point or BNE caribou). The SRRB therefore works primarily with 

Délın̨ę to consider traditional knowledge and science about Ɂehdaıl̨a Ɂekwę̨́ status. In 

November 2019, Délın̨ę provided monitoring information about the status of Ɂehdaıl̨a Ɂekwę̨́ in 

preparation for the annual status meeting of the ACCWM (Advisory Committee for Cooperation 

on Wildlife Management)8. The Board has supported the ACCWM’s current status assessment 

that BNE caribou are in the Red Zone (low and declining). The SRRB is participating in 

 
4 Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada. 2015. What We Have Learned and Calls to Action. Ottawa: 
Government of Canada. www.trc.ca.  
5 www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html.  
6 Indigenous Circle of Experts. 2018. We Rise Together: Achieving Pathway to Canada Target 1 through the creation 
of Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas in the spirit and practice of reconciliation. Ottawa: Government of 
Canada. www.conservation2020canada.ca/ice  
7 Vancouver: UBC Press. 
8 See the ACCWM Bluenose East Monitoring Table, available on the SRRB’s Colville 2020 Public Registry at 
www.srrb.nt.ca.  

http://www.trc.ca/
https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html
http://www.conservation2020canada.ca/ice
http://www.srrb.nt.ca/
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completion of the ACCWM’s Action Plan for BNE caribou (forthcoming), in the context of a 

variety of initiatives identified by Délın̨ę within their Belare Wıĺe Gots’e  ́Ɂekwe  ́– Caribou for All 

Time community conservation plan. The Délın̨ę plan was approved by the SRRB in 2016, and 

was revised in the fall of 2019 to reflect reduced availability of Ɂehdaıl̨a Ɂekwę̨́.  

The Government of Nunavut’s BNE Harvest Regulation Proposal 

The SRRB appreciates the Government of Nunavut’s (GN’s) intention in supporting BNE caribou 

conservation actions, since BNE conservation in the Nunavut Region will clearly benefit both 

the herd and Sahtú harvesters. The Board supports any efforts in conservation that show 

evidence of achieving positive conservation effects. The SRRB has much to learn from different 

approaches and lessons learned elsewhere. Here we consider the two components of the GN’s 

proposal in relation to decisions from the SRRB’s 2016 BNE Hearing in Délın̨ę.  

Total Allowable Harvest 

In weighing evidence related to plans submitted by Délın̨ę and NWT Environment and Natural 

Resources (ENR) for the 2016 BNE Hearing, the SRRB was guided by the Sahtú Dene and Métis 

Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement provision that a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) is a tool 

that should be used “only if required for conservation and to the extent necessary to achieve 

conservation” (Section 13.5.2). The Board found, based on the evidence, that the traditional 

Dene structures for caribou stewardship continue to be as or more effective than a TAH in 

meeting conservation needs. The Board also found that the Délın̨ę plan included a “better and 

more comprehensive list of conservation tools, compared to the two mechanisms offered in the 

ENR plan (TAH and predator control).” 

The SRRB’s 2016 Bluenose East Hearing Report consequently includes three linked decisions 

supporting a community conservation planning approach to harvest regulation, as follows9: 

• An approach of community ɂedets’ę̨́ k’áots’erewe (self-regulation) is a culturally appropriate 

and effective mechanism for addressing Bluenose East ɂekwę̨́ conservation as required under 

the SDMCLCA (Decision 10).  

• The SRRB will exercise its power under the SDMCLCA to review and approve community, 

regional and cross-regional BNE ɂekwę̨́ conservation plans, and to contribute to ɂełehé 

ɂeghálats’eda (collaborative) implementation of approved plans (Decision 15). 

• … The SRRB accepts the principle that community-based monitoring and decisions are the most 

effective mechanism for ɂekwę̨́ management and conservation in the Sahtú region (Decision 

24).  

The SRRB’s 2016 decisions indicate that community conservation plans are an alternative to a 

TAH mechanism for conservation. However, the SRRB’s 2016 Hearing Report did commit to 

 
9 SRRB. 2016. Ɂekwe  ́hé Dene Ts’ı  lı   Sustaining Relationships: Bluenose East Hearing Report. Tulı ̨́t'a: SRRB. 
www.srrb.nt.ca.  

http://www.srrb.nt.ca/
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assessing the need for a TAH limit “if an annual review and assessment of community 

conservation plans in the Sahtú region demonstrates that conservation concerns for Bluenose 

East ɂekwę̨́ are not being adequately addressed” (Decision 28). The SRRB is currently engaged 

with Délın̨ę in reviewing their revised plan in the context of the Red Zone status of Ɂehdaıl̨a 

Ɂekwę̨́.  

Male-Only Harvest Non-Quota Limitation 

With respect to the GN’s proposal for a male-only harvest non-quota limitation (NQL), the SRRB 

respects the scientific evidence that supports such a measure. However, in weighing both 

science and traditional knowledge evidence presented at the SRRB’s 2016 Bluenose East 

Hearing, the Board determined that “a certain balance of bedzıo [big males] and tsı ̨́da [females] 

is required for ɂekwę̨́ to remain healthy, although there remain questions in the scientific world 

about the specific balance needed and the impact of yárégo kanáts’ezé [smaller bull harvest] as 

encouraged by the ENR plan.” In 2016 the Board found “that a tsı ̨́da kanáts’ezé (female caribou 

harvest) is is not appropriate at this this time, but that a majority yárégo kanáts’ezé (smaller 

male caribou harvest)  important in order to address conservation needs” (Decision 30).  

However, the SRRB’s 2016 Report goes on to accept “the adaptive management principle that 

supports monitoring the effects of tsı ̨́da gha máhsı ts’enıw̨e on the population and ɂełehé 

ɂeghálats’eda (working together) with Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę to adjust the approach if BNE ɂekwę̨́ 

decline to the red zone (low population threshold) as defined in the Taking Care of Caribou 

plan.” Given current consensus that Ɂehdaıl̨a Ɂekwę̨́ are in the Red Zone, Délın̨ę has revised its 

plan for tsı ̨́da harvest to address conservation needs, and this revision is under consideration by 

the Board.  

Dene and Inuit Knowledge (Qaujimajatuqangit) 

The SRRB’s submission related to Indigenous knowledge focuses on approaches to 

accommodating Dene and Métis knowledge in caribou conservation decision-making, including 

community conservation planning and the SRRB’s recently adopted Public “Listening” (Hearing) 

process.  

Community Conservation Planning 

The community-led planning approach to caribou conservation, adapted from the Australian 

Indigenous Healthy Country Planning model and supported by the SRRB following the 2016 BNE 

Hearing, brings Dene and Métis knowledge directly into a governance or stewardship 

framework. Evidence presented at the 2016 BNE Hearing indicates that this framework is multi-

faceted and holistic, considering the full range of conservation actions needed.  

Délın̨ę’s 2016 plan is founded in Dene ɂeɂa (law) and Dene ts’ıl̨ı ̨(who we are, the whole 

concept of what being Dene meant to our grandparents). The plan commits to ɂekwę̨̨́ gha máhsı 

ts’ın̨ıw̨e (ceremonial caribou harvest) instead of a subsistence harvest, as well as support and 

https://srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=document&alias=1852-20-01-21-del-ne-belare-w-le-gots-e-ekwe-plan-version-3-pdf&category_slug=2-0-proposals-for-decision-and-supporting-documentation-2020publichearing&Itemid=697
https://srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=document&alias=1852-20-01-21-del-ne-belare-w-le-gots-e-ekwe-plan-version-3-pdf&category_slug=2-0-proposals-for-decision-and-supporting-documentation-2020publichearing&Itemid=697
https://srrb.nt.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&view=document&alias=1852-20-01-21-del-ne-belare-w-le-gots-e-ekwe-plan-version-3-pdf&category_slug=2-0-proposals-for-decision-and-supporting-documentation-2020publichearing&Itemid=697
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planning for Dene béré kats’ın̨ıw̨e (harvest of alternative species for food security). The plan 

also outlines actions related to Ɂededáhk’ǝ̨́ (Habitat), Ɂedets’e ̨́ K’áots’erewe (Governance), and 

Dene Náowérǝ̨́ (Knowledge), which includes research, education, advocacy and communication.  

The SRRB’s 2016 Hearing Report includes a listing of components for a community conservation 

plan to be deemed complete. These components are considered to be inter-related as the basis 

for a coherent conservation system.  

Since 2016, two additional community caribou conservation plans have been developed in the 

Sahtú Region. Of these, the Dehlá Got'ı  nę Ɂǝdǝ Plan and Ts’ı  duweh Ɂeɂá (Harvest Law) 

submitted by Colville Lake leaders is under consideration by the SRRB. The Nıó Nę P’ęne  ́– Trails 

of the Mountain Caribou plan has been a joint effort by three communities, with Tulı ̨́t'a and 

Norman Wells engaged in a cross-boundary collaboration with the Ross River (Tu Łidlini) Dena 

Council, Yukon. The plan is currently under review by community leaders. 

Public Listening Sessions 

In planning for the Colville 2020 Public Listening Session, the SRRB reviewed the experience of 

the Board’s 2007 Bluenose West Caribou Hearing and the 2016 BNE Hearing. The Board 

adopted additional mechanisms for supporting a fair process for Dene and Métis to contribute 

evidence in a cross-cultural context. Key features of the Board’s approach in 2020 included:  

• Partnership with the hosting community in scoping and coordinating the Session, and 

reviewing Hearing Rules.  

• “Train the trainer” and regional workshops in Community Conservation Planning, with a 

focus on preparing presentations for the Public Listening Session. 

• Support for oral submissions, with staff assistance in preparing written versions.  

• Pauses for documenting, translating and discussing key terminology and concepts during 

the Session. 

• Graphic recording during the Public Listening Session, with time set aside for Parties to 

validate the recording of their presentation. 

• Indigenous language audio recordings, made available on the Public Registry.  

• Review of transcripts and inclusion of Indigenous language orthography.  

Inter-Jurisdictional Considerations 

The Board has strongly encouraged dialogue among co-management partners across regions to 

support coordination of community-driven planning initiatives and development of best 

practices. This has included:  

• Facilitation of community-to-community meetings, encouragement of joint planning 

initiatives (eg the Nı ̨́o Nę P’ęnę̨́ plan). 

• Support for community delegates to participate in annual ACCWM status meetings. 
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• Support for delegations from neighbouring communities and regions to attend Sahtú 

Public Listening Sessions. 

• Participation in Public Hearings and other caribou conservation activities in other 

regions.  

• Facilitation of Indigenous forums associated with the North American Caribou 

Workshop (2010 and 2018).  

The Board continues to seek ways to strengthen support and recognition for local, regional and 

cross-regional conservation planning activities as strong foundations for exercising its power to 

approve conservation plans.  

Moving forward, a cross-regional forum for in-depth review of shared conservation objectives 

in relation to local and regional plans for BNE caribou could be of great value for all Parties. This 

could build on the ACCWM experience by providing enhanced space for community-to-

community dialogue. The forum could provide an “ethical space” for concerned communities to 

share their respective conservation approaches and build consensus about objectives, 

evaluation and accountability with respect to action plans. 

Conclusion 

In 2016, the SRRB found measures identified in Délın̨ę’s Belare Wıĺe Gots’ę̨́ Ɂekwe  ́plan, 

including traditional Dene structures, to be as or more effective than a TAH in meeting 

conservation needs for Ɂehdaıl̨a Ɂekwę̨́. However, the Délın̨ę plan is being reviewed in light of 

the recently determined Red Zone status of this herd, and a TAH continues to be an option 

provided for in the Sahtú Land Claim Agreement if conservation concerns are not being 

adequately addressed. The Board respects and celebrates the diversity of conservation 

approaches being undertaken by different communities and regions. At the same time, the 

SRRB views inter-jurisdictional dialogue, coordination and collaboration as central to the 

success of BNE caribou conservation. The Board proposes a future cross-regional forum 

including community-to-community dialogue to support collaborative planning for BNE caribou 

at different scales.  
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WORKING TOGETHER:  

Indigenous Involvement in Caribou Stewardship 
A Discussion Paper drafted by the Indigenous Statement Working Group 

In 2010, for the first time ever, Indigenous Peoples came together from many parts of Canada to participate in 
an Aboriginal Talking Circle at the 13th North American Caribou Workshop. It was an opportunity to meet one 
another, to share knowledge and observations, and to discuss concerns regarding caribou and our shared future.  

Since that time we have seen considerable change in our relationships with Canada. There is growing awareness 
of how past policies and actions have impacted Indigenous Peoples, and encouraging steps towards 
reconciliation that include recognition of our distinct cultures and values. Important developments like Article 
8(j) of the Convention on Biological Diversity, the work of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, and the 
Indigenous Circle of Experts are helping to create a new context in which the unique roles Indigenous Peoples 
play in conserving life on earth are being acknowledged and upheld.  

At the same time, we are witnessing a worsening situation for caribou – an animal that defines our very lifeways 
and whose well-being and survival is intimately linked to our own. Since time immemorial we have sustained 
relationships with caribou, guided by our stories and traditions. Increasingly, living things like caribou and the 
lands and waters that sustain them are under threat. These problems were not created by Indigenous peoples, 
yet we are the ones most affected by them. Because of our deep connections with caribou, we see these as 
threats to our own languages, cultures, and ways of life. Still we are often excluded from important aspects of 
caribou conservation; our knowledge systems and ways of stewardship are not fully understood or 
accommodated, as management frameworks have not yet adapted to this new context. We have reached a 
critical point now and it is crucial that our voices be heard. It is time for us to shape the conservation dialogue. 
We are here to work in all levels of caribou stewardship – not only through contributing our knowledge, but as 
full partners. In order to develop a good collaborative relationship in caribou conservation, it is essential that the 
following points are understood:  

RELATIONSHIPS WITH CARIBOU  

For countless generations Indigenous Peoples have co-existed with caribou and sustained our relationships 
through a careful practice of respect and traditional life ways as defined by our stories. Caribou are central to 
our survival and well-being; our landscapes and languages, our cultures and economies are all shaped by 
caribou.  

OUR RESPONSIBILITY 

Indigenous Peoples feel a deep-seated responsibility to ensure our lands and waters remain healthy and 
abundant for future generations. We inherited this land and will also pass it on. We are thankful that animals 
like caribou have been provided for us and have a responsibility to ensure their continued well-being in a 
manner that is respectful to our spiritual and cultural understandings. We acknowledge that caribou live 
according to their own free will, so our responsibility includes a need to look after their home so that they can 
continue to live freely. We have a further responsibility to ensure that our original stories and teachings are not 
left behind. This means that our duty as stewards encompasses not just the caribou, but extends to the 
ecosystem and to our cultures, languages and lifeways.  

INDIGENOUS 

TALKING CIRCLE 

Deborah Simmons
Typewritten Text
APPENDIX
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GOVERNANCE  

Indigenous law stems from natural law. Our governance is rooted in our values, our understandings of higher 
universal principles, our observations and experiences. As a result, we do not see ourselves as separate from the 
natural world. Knowing we are intimately connected to all living beings and spirits requires us to live within the 
bounds created by the natural world.  

For the last two hundred years, imported governance models based on others’ values and understandings have 
been imposed on Indigenous Peoples in Canada. They have shaped policies, practices, institutions, and decisions 
to form a management culture that effectively excludes us and has failed us as much as it has caribou. 
Collectively, we need to create more space for Indigenous-led stewardship. Adapting resource management 
frameworks in a way that better accommodates current understandings of Indigenous responsibilities, title, law, 
and knowledge systems will move caribou stewardship forward in a way that benefits us all.  

GENDER ROLES 

All Indigenous people have roles to play in caribou stewardship – women, men, and those who define their 
gender in a more fluid way – just as caribou herds are structured according to the roles of individual animals. We 
all depend upon each other. The skills involved in harvesting, preparing meat and hides, sharing, and feeding 
and clothing our families and communities are highly specialised. But these roles are also flexible, depending on 
circumstances and individual gifts or powers. Everyone in our communities should be respected for their 
contributions in maintaining practices and spirituality in relation to caribou. 

YOUTH 

Youth also have important roles to play as caribou stewards. We have listened to the stories from our Elders, we 

remain connected to our caribou cultures, and so we have a strong desire and inherent right to have a say in 

how our futures will take shape. We are excited about the possibility that Guardian programs could be a way of 

mobilizing youth; we want to be of service to our community and continue to build our abilities as leaders. We 

see potential when we come together and cooperate respectfully, but we need to act now. We need continued 

support and encouragement from our Elders to do this. Share your teachings. Help us to further our education, 

knowledge and skills. 

INDIGENOUS KNOWLEDGE 

Our knowledge and wisdom are embedded in the land and our stories are as relevant today as they were 
thousands of years ago. It is challenging for non-Indigenous people to understand these keys to our cultures. We 
are also learning, as we renew our traditional relationships to the land, the animals, and our ways of life. We 
invite others to accompany us, to learn from the land the way we do, and really listen to our stories, as they 
teach us not only about survival, but about how to understand ourselves and make good decisions as human 
beings. Together, we can gain wisdom as we learn to see through each other’s eyes. 

TIME FOR ACTION 

We are past the time for talk and ready to work collectively to sustain this sacred relationship with caribou for 
future generations. We have developed eight Calls to Action that can guide each individual in ways to take 
responsibility within their personal and professional life to create the space that is needed.   



 

 
 

 
Indigenous Calls to Action for Caribou 
Draft for discussion - October 22, 2018 

As Indigenous Peoples and non-Indigenous Canadians are coming to terms with the dark parts of 
our history and taking steps towards DECOLONIZATION and RECONCILIATION; 

We recognize that our shared landscapes and waters are increasingly unhealthy and some of our 
most valued animal relations are UNDER THREAT; 

We take this opportunity to provide principles and actions that will help create an ETHICAL SPACE for 
working together; 

A way of MOVING FORWARD that will support, reinforce and celebrate the diversity we bring through 
our differing cultural practices, beliefs and knowledge systems; 

And builds on the strengths of both Western and Indigenous Knowledge systems to find new 
SOLUTIONS for caribou; 

In order to achieve better RELATIONSHIPS amongst and between Indigenous Peoples and non-
Indigenous Canadians that are based on a foundation of mutual RESPECT; 

In the spirit of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, and as a means of furthering and MOVING 
BEYOND those Recommendations, we call upon NACW participants and their affiliated organizations to 
take the following actions: 

1. CONSERVATION   

Support Indigenous-led conservation and stewardship initiatives in which Indigenous leaders, experts 
and community members have a defining role in protecting and conserving cultural keystone species 
like caribou, in ways that are based on the principles, values, laws, and protocols inherent in Indigenous 
cultures and knowledge systems.  

2. CULTURE   

Recognize and make room for the full expression of distinct cultural and socio-economic elements that 
characterize Indigenous Peoples’ worldviews, including critical components such as deep spiritual 
connections to the land, a profound responsibility and respect towards animals like caribou, and all 
aspects of how we maintain our relationships with those animals, including harvesting. 

3. WELL-BEING   

Expand stewardship and conservation goals to include a more holistic definition of well-being that 
includes not just the health of caribou, but the health of our relationships with caribou, the land and 
each other. This encompasses our cultural, social, physical, mental and spiritual well-being.  

4. GOVERNANCE   

Uphold commitments to conservation in ways that elevate Indigenous rights, title and responsibilities 
and support cultural continuity on our lands and waters through acknowledging international 
agreements that are already in place, as well as embracing new initiatives that move a fuller 
understanding of Indigenous stewardship forward and are inclusive of all ages and genders.  

5. ECONOMICS  

Acknowledge, support and enable sustainable, mixed and/or land-based Indigenous economies and 
increasing stewardship opportunities so that our communities can renew and continue to uphold our 
relationships with each other, the land, animals like caribou, and our chosen ways of life. 

6. EDUCATION 

Assist in diversifying educational approaches and programs by supporting Indigenous language 
revitalization and the intergenerational transfer of knowledge, and by promoting respect for and 
restoration of Indigenous Knowledge systems, including land-based learning and Indigenous languages. 

7. RESEARCH  

Respect Indigenous systems regarding appropriate behaviours in knowledge acquisition, through the 
use of non-invasive research and monitoring techniques, and provide technical and financial support for 
research questions that are prioritized by Indigenous Peoples.  

8. COLLABORATION  

Create partnerships with Indigenous People on a basis of mutual respect and equality that do not 
perpetuate the imposition of foreign models or perspectives onto us, our knowledge or belief systems.   

INDIGENOUS 
TALKING CIRCLE 
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Ɂehdzo Got’ı̨nę Gots’ę́ Nákedı 

PO Box 134, Tulita, NT, X0E 0K0 

Phone (867) 588-4040 

Mobile 867-446-1104 

Skype deborahleesimmons 

Fax (867) 588-3324 

director@srrb.nt.ca  

www.srrb.nt.ca 

www.facebook.com/SahtuWildlife 

 

Daniel Shewchuk, Chair 

Nunavunmi Anngutighatigut Aulapkaijitkut Katimajiat 

Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

Delivered via email 

February 10, 2020 

RE:  Information Requests: Nunavut Wildlife Management Board In-person Public Hearing 

to Consider the Government of Nunavut’s Proposal to Modify the Total Allowable 

Harvest of Bluenose East Caribou From 340 to 107 and to Establish a Male-Only 

Harvest Non-Quota Limitation (NWMB Bluenose East Hearing) 

Dear Mr. Shewchuk:  

The Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę̨́ Nákedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board – SRRB) is thankful for 

the opportunity to contribute to – and learn from – the NWMB’s Bluenose East Hearing on 

March 2-3, 2020. I will be attending on behalf of the SRRB. The SRRB would like to request 

some additional information as we prepare our written submission for the February 14 

deadline, as follows:  

1. Submissions are required in Inuktut language (and we understand if they’re more than 10 
pages, a summary only is required). We’d be grateful for some additional details to help us 
appropriately address this requirement:  

o Can you clarify whether the dialect should be Innuinaqtun since we understand this 
to be the dialect of the primary concerned community, Kugluktuk?  

o Must the translation be provided by the February 14 deadline for submissions? We 
are concerned about timing, since our Board will be meeting to discuss our 
submission immediately prior to the deadline (February 11-13). This does not leave 
much time for writing the submission, let alone translation.  

o Do you have a contact list or a recommendation for an individual who would be able 
to provide the required translation?  
 

mailto:director@srrb.nt.ca
http://www.srrb.nt.ca/
http://www.facebook.com/SahtuWildlife
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2. We have reviewed the Public Registries for the Bluenose East and Bathurst Hearings. With 
respect to the Bluenose East Hearing, is evidence provided for the Bathurst Hearing by the 
February 14 deadline also considered as part of the Bluenose East Hearing Record? We are 
interested in this because we note that five recognized Parties (the Government of 
Nunavut, the Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association. the Kitikmeot Inuit Association, the 
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board, Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated) share jurisdiction with 
respect to both herds, and thus perspectives with respect to one herd may be relevant to 
the other.  
 

3. The NWMB’s letter of October 7, 2016 regarding decisions concerning Bluenose East 
caribou harvest management includes two decisions that appear to provide relevant 
context for the 2020 NWMB Bluenose East Public Hearing, namely:  

 
3) Recommend that the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board, Government of Nunavut 
Department of Environment and affected Hunters and Trappers Organizations, with 
assistance - as deemed necessary or advisable - from other qualified organizations 
and/or relevant Qaujimaniliit, complete the development of the draft Bluenose East 
Caribou Management Plan - including careful consideration of a potential predator 
control program - by no later than the end of September 2017; and  
 
4) Upon submission of the completed draft Bluenose East Caribou Management Plan for 
approval by the NWMB pursuant to the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement Sections 
5.2.34(d)(i) and 5.3.3, promptly hold a public hearing in the Kitikmeot Region - ideally in 
the community of Kugluktuk - in order to make a decision or decisions concerning the 
ongoing harvest management regime for the Bluenose East caribou herd in the Nunavut 
Settlement Area.  

 
These two decisions are reflected in other evidence currently on the registry, namely the 
presentation of a plan by the Kugluktuk Hunters and Trappers Association (Kugluktuk 
Angoniatit Association) in the 2016 Hearing Transcript, and a reference to a planning 
process in the Government of Nunavut’s (GN’s) proposal to and accepted by the NWMB. 
Would it be possible for the full 2016 decision document to be available as part of the 2020 
Bluenose East Hearing public record as context for submissions by the Parties? 
 

4. The Government of Nunavut’s (GN’s) submission to the NWMB, provided with the December 
13, 2019 letter of invitation to the NWMB Bluenose East Hearing, makes reference to the 
community-based management plan for the Bluenose-East herd developed by the Kugluktuk 
Hunters and Trappers Organization (HTO) and being finalized in collaboration with GN, with 
the intention of submitting a revised version by December. That document also summarizes 
key messages from the GN’s community engagements (also documented in the HTO 
Consultations Report Bluenose East Caribou Management Recommendations, February-
October 2019), to the effect that “some community members feel that there should not be 
any harvest restrictions for Kugluktuk harvesters of the BNE herd, and that the harvest could 
be managed through a community based management plan.” The SRRB requests additional 
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details about how the GN’s recommendation for harvest management (reduction of the TAH 
to 107) accommodates the input provided in community engagement and the collaborative 
planning process with Kugluktuk HTO. 

 
Thank you for considering these information requests. We look forward to your response. 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions about the requests. 

 
Máhsı cho, 

 
 
 
 

Deborah Simmons 
Executive Director 

 



 

 

 

 

Deborah Simmons 
Executive Director 
Sahtú Renewable Resources Board 
 
February 12, 2020 
 
RE: Response to your Information Request Sent to the Board on February 10, 

2020 
 
The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB or Board) looks forward to the Sahtú 
Renewable Resources Board (SRRB) participation at the NWMB’s upcoming public 
hearing on Bluenose-east caribou. Please find brief replies to your questions below. 
 
Inuktut and Inuinnaqtun translations 
The NWMB conducts its proceedings in both English and Inuktut. As this hearing will 
take place in a region where Inuinnaqtun is spoken, the NWMB will accept submissions 
in Inuinnaqtun. The SRRB may choose to provide submissions in both Inuktitut and 
Inuinnaqtun. If this is not possible, translations in one of Inuktitut or Inuinnaqtun will be 
acceptable. Please note that the NWMB will be providing simultaneous Inuktitut and 
Inuinnaqtun interpretation during the hearing. 
 
There is a company that advertises in Nunatsiaq News called Parenty Reitmeier. They 
advertise that they provide translation services in both Inuktitut and Inuinnaqtun. Note 
the NWMB does not endorse or recommend Parenty Reitmeier, nor can we comment 
on the quality of their work. 
 
Submission deadline 
In order to satisfy our internal processes, we set a deadline for submissions of 5 p.m. 
Eastern Time on Friday, February 14. We are willing to accommodate receipt of SRRB 
submissions until 9 a.m. Eastern Time on Monday, February 17 considering the 
circumstances described in your letter. For the translated copy, please have it to the 
Board by February 21 by 5 p.m. Eastern Time. 
 
Sharing submissions between Bathurst and Bluenose-east hearing registries  
Submissions provided for the Bathurst caribou hearing will not be considered as part 
of the Bluenose-east caribou hearing record, and vice versa, unless parties provide 
their written submissions to both hearings. Submissions for both hearings are due by 
February 14. We understand that parties that use or manage both herds may have 
similar perspectives, but the NWMB’s decisions about the Bluenose-east caribou total 
allowable harvest (TAH) and non-quota limitation (NQL) will be based on written and 
oral evidence (and arguments) provided during the Bluenose-east hearing only.   
 



 

 

 

 

NWMB’s letter of October 7, 2016 
The focus of the March 2-3, 2020, hearing in Kugluktuk is to consider the Government 
of Nunavut’s (GN) proposal to modify the TAH of Bluenose-east Caribou from 340 to 
107 and to establish a male-only harvest NQL. All submissions for the hearing, as well 
as other documents deemed relevant by the NWMB, will be made publicly available 
through the hearing registry. 
 
The NWMB hearing and the Kugluktuk community management plan 
Here is a short summary of recent developments in NWMB decision-making 
processes regarding the Bluenose-east caribou.  
 
In June 2019, The Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association (KHTO) submitted a community 
caribou management plan (the Plan) for the Bluenose-east herd to the NWMB. The 
Board determined that additional information was needed and advised the KHTO to 
collaborate with the Government of Nunavut, the jurisdictional authority in this 
situation, and Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. to update the Plan. In December 2019, the 
KHTO and the Government of Nunavut (GN) informed the NWMB that they were 
working together to update the Plan. The NWMB will consider the Plan when it is 
resubmitted. 
 
In December 2019, the GN submitted a proposal to change the harvest management 
of the Bluenose-east caribou herd (TAH & NQL) to the NWMB. The Board decided to 
hold an in-person public hearing in Kugluktuk to gather more information from Inuit, 
co-management partners, and other stakeholders prior to making a decision.  
 
As a party to the Bluenose-east hearing, the SRRB will have the opportunity to seek 
any additional clarification from the GN about its recommendation for harvest 
management and plans to accommodate input provided by the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jason Akearok 
Executive Director 
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
 
cc. Nick Sowsun, Legal Counsel, Sahtú Renewable Resources Board 
 Denis Ndeloh, Wildlife Director, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
 Bruce McRae, Legal Counsel, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board. 
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Délın̨ę Got'ın̨ę Government 

Belare Wıĺe Gots’ę́ Ɂekwę́ – Caribou for All Time 
A Délın̨ę Plan for Neregha Ɂekwę ́(Bluenose East Caribou) 
Submitted by Walter Bezha  
to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board  
Bluenose East Hearing 
February 17, 2020 

Background 
This submission was prepared by the Délın̨ę Got'ın̨ę Government as a pre-Hearing submission to the 
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB). The submission addresses the four key topics prioritized 
by the NWMB in its February 4, 2020 updated invitation to the Hearing. 

Status of Neregha Ɂekwę́ (Bluenose East Caribou) 
My grandfather would not say anything about the status of caribou, he would be so sad. My people are 
no longer seeing ɂekwę́ (barren-ground caribou) in our traditional area. The saddest time is Christmas 
when we are no longer able to celebrate with feasting on caribou meat. For this reason, the community 
of Délın̨ę has agreed with the ACCWM (Advisory Committee for Cooperation on Wildlife Management) 
that Neregha Ɂekwę́, the main herd that we have survived with, is now in the Red Zone (low and 
declining). Our community has harvested no Neregha Ɂekwę́ for two years now. We are so concerned 
about ɂekwę́ that we developed a community conservation plan, Belare Wıĺe Gots’ę ́Ɂekwę ́– Caribou for 
All Time, which includes a wide range of conservation measures. The elders tell us that if we behave 
appropriately, the caribou will come back.  

Government of Nunavut’s Harvest Regulation Proposal 
Délın̨ę’s comments on the Government of Nunavut (GN) harvest regulation proposal address the two 
parts of the proposal: Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) and male-only Non-Quota Limitation (NQL).  

Total Allowable Harvest 

The GN is proposing a reduction of Nunavut’s TAH for Bluenose East Caribou from the allowance 
determined in 2016. GN mentions that they have been working with the Kugluktuk Angoniatit 
Association (KAA - Hunters and Trappers Organisation) on a conservation plan. We note that this plan 
was presented at the NWMB’s 2016 Bluenose East Hearing. However, there is no reference to the 
relationship between the KAA’s plan which we understand is already being implemented, and the GN’s 
recommended harvest regulation measures. We find it very difficult to assess the GN’s proposal without 
this important contextual information about the role of the community in caribou conservation.  

We understand that some community members consider the plan to be an alternative to a Total 
Allowable Harvest, as noted in the GN’s submission, but there is no discussion about why the GN has not 
accounted for this fact in arriving at their recommended TAH. Délın̨ę’s Belare Wıĺe Gots’ę ́Ɂekwę ́planwas 
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approved in 2016 as an alternative to a TAH in the Sahtú Region, given evidence that it provides for 
conservation measures that are as effective as or better than a TAH. 

Male-Only Harvest 

The GN is proposing a male-only NQL caribou harvest. Délın̨ę’s Belare Wıĺe Gots’ę ́Ɂekwę ́plan contrasts 
with this in proposing a majority yárégo (smaller male) harvest, recognizing the importance of a small 
tsıd́a gha máhsı ts’enıw̨e (ceremonial female harvest) for the spiritual and cultural well-being of the 
community, especially our elders. The GN’s submission notes that community members made a strong 
case for the importance of a female harvest for cultural and food security reasons. Délın̨ę is concerned 
that GN’s proposed male-only harvest makes no allowance for this evidence provided by the 
community. Délın̨ę would benefit from learning more about the community knowledge regarding the 
potential biological and cultural impacts of a male-only harvest. 

Dene Náowerǝ́ (Knowledge) 
In this section, I describe the approach taken in Délın̨ę’s Belare Wıĺe Gots’ę ́Ɂekwę ́plan from a Dene 
Náowerǝ́ (Knowledge) point of view.  

The Délın̨ę plan addresses the following questions: What is the best way to rebuild our relationships 
with caribou, and in doing rebuild our relationships with other neighbours who share with us in caribou 
stewardship? How can we rebuild the relationships with caribou that our people had before contact?  
 
While we all may think that we have some relation with wildlife, the tide, shifted to co-management 
board making decisions within our respective traditional areas usually supported by our governments of 
the day. 

So much have changed the way we harvest today, and it is today that we bring forth the way our people 
have lived with the wildlife, the way our grand parents shared on our land. For thousands of years, they 
lived and shared on the land without interfering in the natural cycles of the land, without changing the 
ecosystems, without wiping out species and yet we are challenged today to follow their example. 

The very principles that they lived by are the principles we all must follow to rebuild normal populations 
of wildlife and live as part of the environment not masters of it. What follows is an overview of our 
planning approach:  

1) Harvest only what the land and water provides or makes available. This is a translation and 
statement of “Dene definition of Conservation.” Why would you harvest wildlife or fish that is 
not available. (Example: present state of BNE caribou herd) There are many definitions of 
conservation. One can be found in our own land claim. It comes from this process and is guided 
by other definitions in Canada.  

All though it is simple it makes all the difference in an environment that is cold, we are cold 
climate people. That means that energy expanded to harvest must be kept as low as possible to 
get what we need. A very good example of this is the fact that our people did not go out in high 
winds and extreme cold weather to harvest. Yes, hunting moose, one may go out and hunt, but 
rare. People constantly moved around nomadic, this was to harvest in all areas on an equal 
basis, so that we do not deplete an area of all wildlife and fish. The book As Long As This Land 
Shall Last by Rene Fumuleau taught me that. I read the book many times before I realized why 
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our people frowned on the way Métis harvested muskrat in the thirties, they were harvesting 
everything and not leaving any for future replenishments. Too often these are occurring without 
our knowledge, until it is too late. These practices in many cases in the pass have occurred, to 
hunt for the whole community, not individual. That is very different. 

 
2) Harvest and Hunt like your Grandfathers and Grandmothers. I talk here about my own history 

of conservation education, as child by the time you are 12 years old, you learn not kill wildlife 
with clubs, Dene are humane people and they take pride in themselves to keep that way. You 
are taught to kill each animal humanely. To skin the most efficient methods and butcher in a 
manner that fits the situation. All Grandmothers make sure that all is used and preserved. 
 

3) Respect all wildlife, land and water. This is the center of all other principles, that your goal on 
the land is to be Dene, that “Dene ts'ıl̨ı”̨ (identity or way of life) is what you want. This means 
that you treat all things equally with respect to allow you to be part of the environment. You ask 
to be treated with fairness and not brought into a position of opposition. All is part of the 
environment, and you ask, and sometimes we do by symbol of giving. We cannot legislate this 
…. We can only teach it. The greatest respect is not to allow the blood of animals to drip 
anywhere but the kill site. Respect is part of everything you do as a hunter and harvester. 
 

4) Sharing has been the basic common action an individual does when they harvest wildlife, to 
give so that you in turn receive. This has changed a great deal in our history and we need to find 
ways for people, to  share and assist for the benefit of all. There are many ways we can share 
and the most basic starts with families sharing. That is very evident today. 
 

5) Recognizing people that continue to practice these principles, that has been weak in our 
communities, we must find ways to celebrate and give thanks to those people that contribute 
in a significant way to our Dene conservation. That they are recognized, in this way we give 
guidance to others that would follow, our younger harvesters, they too must look forward too 
something. 
 

6) Harvester Gatherings have always been part of history, when these events occurred in our 
history, all information about land, wildlife and water were shared and exchanged so that 
people made decisions about where they would go to harvest the following year. This has been 
poor in our communities today, we can do better, and have events in conjunction with 
celebrations to honour our harvesters and land. 
 

7) One of the best ways to respect environment is to be out there on the land, this has been a 
challenge for our leadership and this year plans are underway to visit all our land once a year. 
Huge camps around the lake has been a big part of getting our people back on the land. 
Traditional Trade, what ever happen to this, this happens in a very small scale today. We can 
give that a boost, sharing available resources with each other can go a long way to limit use of 
unavailable species. 
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8) Wildlife Harvesting decisions can be shared within all our jurisdictions to support one overall 
plan that guides all other plans, a plan for this herd to recover. I am seeing that harvesting will 
cease in Délın̨ę. Not for any other reason, except for the very fact that their numbers are very 
low…that means you will not see them, they are not available. 

9) The cycle of harvesting. Dene Conservation means you harvest as they become available, each 
month, soon we would welcome the migratory birds, beaver, muskrats and spawning fish.  
 

10) Make these resources available though our plans to provide these products packaged and 
ready to use by our people, using our mobile butcher shop. 
 

11) Délın̨ę’s Tsá Túé Biosphere Reserve provides for the understanding that Délın̨ę is on a path of 
sustaining its resources. The Water Conference held in Délın̨ę in 2013 reaffirms the visions of 
our ancestors. David Suzuki celebrated our approach with these words to this effect: Continue 
what you are doing as a people of Great Bear Lake. You can still drink the water below your 
houses today, I can not add any more; you tell me what you are doing to conserve the land and 
water. 
 

12) Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas project. This project allowed Délın̨ę to pursue and 
study further strategies in Sahtú watershed protection. We are moving forward on legislating 
“Dene Environmental Protection Laws.” We are undertaking research on making Sahtú a legal 
person, to demonstrate how Dene Concepts of conservation have achieved true conservation. 
Studies and reviewing all protection laws in Canada and now other countries that have laws on 
(making a river a person), gives the Délın̨ę Got'ın̨ę Government comfort in progressing to an 
overall protection measure using all these tools to make decisions that would balance 
conservation and development. 
 

13) The Sahtú Land Use Plan provides for the protection of Caribou Point for the use as habitat for 
caribou. As well as provide under the plan as to how the Sahtú watershed is protected to the 
extent of their authority. 
 

14) The visions of our Grandfathers and Grandmothers are the guiding light, our language provides 
for true conservation interpretations and we have no major development since Port Radium 
(closed 1982) and Terra Mines (Closed 1982). Our Délın̨ę Got’ın̨ę Government was established in 
2018, a first “Dene Community Government” that has the power to legislate laws. We have the 
legal tools and instruments to make Dene Laws today, the challenge comes with what Canada 
can accept.  

Inter-Jurisdictional Considerations 
Délın̨ę has a long history of relationships with Kugluktukmuit. Délın̨ę has organised at least two overland 
community trips to visit our friends in Kugluktuk in the recent past, and Kugluktuk community members 
have made one similar journey to Délın̨ę. These journeys were important in commemorating shared 
histories of caribou stewardship dating back many generations. Our parents still remember meeting 
Kugluktukmuit at Ɂehdaıl̨a (Caribou Point) on Sahtú (Great Bear Lake), and some of them even learned 
to speak Inuinnaqtun language. We believe strongly that community-to-community dialogue needs to 



5 

be renewed in order that we are able to learn from our respective experiences in caribou stewardship. 
This is especially important now that we are both working to implement community caribou 
conservation plans.  

Conclusion 
The Délın̨ę Got'ın̨ę Government is grateful to be able to participate in the Bluenose East Hearing hosted 
by the NWMB in the community of Kugluktuk. We believe that we all share the same caribou 
conservation goals. By working together, we can build a strong coordinated plan for caribou 
conservation. 













 
 

ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ ᓵᖓᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᒡᓗᑎᒃ 

 

ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᕗᑦ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 13, 2019 ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓵᖓᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐃᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ- 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦᑕ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑖ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᖓᑦ 340 ᑕᒡᕗᖓ 107 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓛᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐱᖕᖑᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 2-ᒥᑦ 3-ᒧᑦ, 2020, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 9:00 
ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 5:00 ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ 7:00 ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 9:00 ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐅᓪᓛᖓᓄᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 4, 2020, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑦᑕ. 
 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓕᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ 
(www.nwmb.com), ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓘᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᒥ. 
 
ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᓯ:  

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐃᓇᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᖃᐃᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ,  
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᖓᓂ 5:00 ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓯᕿᖑᔭᖓᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 14, 
2020. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᕙᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ,  ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓂᐊᓐᖏᑕᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑭᖑᕙᖅᓯᒪᒃᐸᑕᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᖑᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ.  

ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᒍᕕᑦ:  

ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒍᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᑏ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: 



 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖃᑯᕕᒃ 1379, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0A 0H0  

ᐅᖃᓘᑖ: (867) 975-7300 
ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ: (888) 421-9832 

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ: receptionist@nwmb.com  
ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᕐᕕᖓ: www.nwmb.com 

mailto:receptionist@nwmb.com


 

 

 

ᑏᓯᒻᐱᕆ 13, 2019 

 

ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᔮᓇᑕᓐ ᕗᐃᐅᓪᑭᓐᓴᓐ 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 

ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

 

ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᔫ ᓴᕕᑲᑖᖅ 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

ᐊᔪᑭ ᑰᑦᑎᖅ 

ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ 

ᐹᑉᐱ ᑭᓕᒡᒐᓐᐴᕐᒡ 

ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᑦᔪᓐ 

ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᓯᑖᓐᓕ ᐊᓇᑉᓚᒃ 

ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᔫᓯᕝ ᑲᐅᕐᓄᒎᕐᔅᑭ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 

Wek’èezhìi ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᕐᔾ ᐹᕐᓇᑉᐱ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 

Sahtú ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᒥᔅ ᔫᑦᑎ ᐱᓪᓕᔅᓰ 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᒌᓪᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒃᑲᐃ: 

 

ᐱᓪᓗᒍ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 340 ᐅᕗᖓ 107 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ. 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐅᔾᔨᒍᑦ 

 

ᐅᕙᓂ ᑏᓯᒻᐱᕆ 13, 2019, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖏᔨᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ) 

ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᓯᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᑐᓛᕋᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᑲᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ: 

 

• ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ) ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ 

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 340 ᐅᕗᖓ 107 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ; 

• ᐋᕿᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᑦᒃ (ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ). 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᓯᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᑦᓯ ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐅᕗᖓ 

ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ. 

 

ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 



 

 

ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᓛᕐᑐᖅ ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᐅᕙᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 2 ᐅᕗᖓ 3, 2020, ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᓴᕆᐊᖃᕐᐸᑦ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ ᐱᙳᐊᕐᕕᒃᒥ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᓴᕆᐊᖃᕐᐸᑦ, ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᒐᔭᕐᑐᖅ 

ᐅᓪᓛᖓᓄᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 4, 2020. 

 

ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ 

 

ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᑭᓄᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 340 ᐅᕗᖓ 107 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᑦᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ 

(ᐅᐃᒍᖓ A).  ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ (ᐅᐃᒍᖓ B).  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ, 

ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓯᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒋᕗᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᒡᕆᕕᖓᑦ (www.nwmb.com), ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᓂ: 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒃᑯᕕᒃ 1379, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0A 0H0 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: (867) 975-7300 

ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒃᑰᕈᑦ: (888) 421-9832 

ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑎᑦ ᑐᕌᕈᑖ: receptionist@nwmb.com 

 

ᑲᒪᖃᑕᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

 

ᑲᒪᖃᑕᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ: 

• ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ 

• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

• ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

• ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

• Wek’èezhìı ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

• Sahtu ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᑐᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

• ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᒌᓪᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᓯᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖁᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᖑᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᓇᓛᓂ.  ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦᑎ ᖁᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᑐᓂᓯᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒍᒻᒥᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᓂᐊᕐᑕᖓᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 31, 2020.  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒍᒻᒥᒃ, ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᖓᒐᒥᒃ ᐆᒧᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐃᒪᐃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᑦ 

http://www.nwmb.com/
http://www.nwmb.com/
mailto:receptionist@nwmb.com
mailto:receptionist@nwmb.com


 

ᑐᓂᓯᒍᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ/ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 

14, 2020 ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᒡᕕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᒪᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ. 

 

ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ − ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ − 

ᑎᑭᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ 5:00 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ (ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᓯᕿᙳᔭᖓᑐᑦ) ᐅᓇ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 14, 2020.  ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᒪᑉᐱᕐᑐᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ. 

 

ᐊᑏ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᑦᓯ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᒪᓛᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᑉᐸᑕ 

ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᒡᕕᐅᒋᐊᓕᐅᑉ (ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 14, 2020) ᐃᒪᐃᙱᑉᐸᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᐅᖓᑐᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᙳᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑏᑦ, ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᒡᕆᕕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ, ᐊᔾᔭᕐᓯᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ.  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒪᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕆᐊᖏᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ “ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᑦ.”  ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕘᓈᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒃᑰᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᓯ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᓯ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᑉᐸᑕ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ − ᓯᕗᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᒡᕕᐅᒋᐊᓕᐅᑉ − ᐃᒫᒃ ᓈᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ.  ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᐳᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᑕᒡᕙᓂᓪᓚᕆᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒡᕕᖓᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐱᒋᐊᖃᕈᓯ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ, ᐊᑏ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᕐᑕᐃᓕᓂᐊᕋᓯᐅᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ. 

 

ᓱᓕᔪᒥᒃ, 

 

 
ᑖᓂᐊᓪ ᓯᐅᑦᓴᒃ 

ᐃᑦᓯᔭᐅᑕᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 

ᐱᖃᑕᑦ: ᑐᕆᑲᔅ ᒋᓯᖕ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ; 

 ᐹᓪ ᐃᕐᖓᐅᑦ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ; 

 ᐹᓪ ᐃᒥᙵᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᒃᒥ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ; 

 

 

 



 

ᑭᐅᕈᓚᐃᓐ ᓚᑦᑕᓇᐅᔅᑭ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ, 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ; 

ᐄᒪ ᖃᒡᒍᑕᖅ, ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᔨ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 

ᐊᒫᓐᑕ ᑑᒫᓐᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ, ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ; 

ᔫᑦᑎ ᐱᓪᓕᔅᓰ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᒃᒥ, Wek’eezhii ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 

ᑎᐊᑉᐳᕋ ᓯᒪᓐᔅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᑯᒃᒥ, Sahtú ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 

ᐊᐃᒥ ᐄᒪᔅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᑯᒃᒥ, Gwich’in ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 

ᓕᐊᕆ ᑳᕐᐸᓐᑐᕐ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 

ᐃᑦᕗᐊᕐᑦ ᓵᒍᕇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᔨᐊᓗᓇᐃᕝᒥ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ; 

ᕗᐃᓕᐊᒻ ᐃᓐᒋ, ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ, North Slave ᐊᓪᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ; 

ᐃᐊᓱᓪ ᓕᔅᑭ, ADFN ᐋᔩᕐᑏᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᔨᖓᑦ, ᐊᑲᐃᑦᓱ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ; 

ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ ᑎᐅᕈᓪ ᒫᕐᓘ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, Lutsel K’e ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ; 

  



 

ᐳᕆᐊᑦ ᐃᐅᕐᑭᓐ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᒥ; 

ᐳᕉᓄ ᑯᕌᕝᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ, North Slave ᓇᓛᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᒥ; 

ᒪᐃᑯᓪ ᐴᕐᓖ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ, ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ, Tlicho ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ; 

ᕘᕐᓇᓐ ᐄᒪᔅ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 

ᑏᕝ ᓕᑐᓪ, ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓂ, Deline Got’ine ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ. 



 

 
 
ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕿ 4, 2020 
 
ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᔮᓇᑕᓐ ᕗᐃᐅᓪᑭᓐᓴᓐ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 
ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
 

ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᔫ ᓴᕕᑲᑖᖅ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ, 
ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

ᐊᓗᑭ ᑰᑦᑎᖅ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ 

ᐹᑉᐱ ᑭᓕᒡᒐᓐᐴᕐᒡ 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᓕᐊᕆ ᐊᑦᔪᓐ 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ, ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ 
ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᓯᑖᓐᓕ ᐊᓇᑉᓚᒃ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ 
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

 
ᔫᓯᕝ ᔫᑦᑕᔅ 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ, Wek’èezhìi 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 
ᔪᐊᕐᔾ ᐹᕐᓇᑉᐱ 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ Sahtú  
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 
ᔫᑦᑎ ᐱᓪᓕᔅᓰ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᒌᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

 
ᐳᕆᑦ ᐃᐅᓪᑭᓐ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ, 
ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᒥ 

 
ᑏᕙᑦ ᓕᑦᑐᓪ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᒃᒥ, 
De ́lı ̨nę Got’ı ̨nę ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ 

 

 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒃᑲᐃ: 
 
ᐱᓪᓗᒍ:  ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ 
ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 340 ᐅᕗᖓ 107 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅ 

 
ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᒍᑏᑦ 

 
ᐅᕙᓂ ᑏᓯᒻᐱᕆ 13, 2019, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᓯᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᑐᓛᕋᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ: 
 

• ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ) ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 340 ᐅᕗᖓ 107 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ’ 

• ᐋᕿᓪᓗᒋ ᐊᖑᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ (ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ). 
 
ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᓛᕐᑐᖅ ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᐅᕙᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 2 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3, 2020, ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᐸᑦ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᙳᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ.  ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᐸᑦ, ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓛᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓛᖓᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 
4, 2020. 
 
 



 

ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 
 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂ ᐃᓕᑦᓯ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ 
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᒃᑰᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 31, 2020.  ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᒡᕕᐅᒋᐊᓕᐅᑉ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᐃᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᓕᒫᖅ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ: 

• ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
• ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ 
• ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᒥ  
• Wek’èezhìı ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
• De ́lı ̨ne ̨ Got'ı ̨ne ̨ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ De ́lı ̨ne ̨ Ɂehdzo Got'ı ̨ne ̨ 
• ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᒌᓪᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᓯᕗᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ 
ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ − ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ − 
ᑎᑭᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ 5:00 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ (ᑲᓇᓐᓇᐅᑉ ᓯᕿᙳᔭᖓᑐᑦ) ᐅᓇ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 14, 2020. 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᒪᑉᐱᕐᑐᒐᖃᕐᐸᑕ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᐱᖓᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 
ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ.  ᐊᑏ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᕐᐳᓯ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᒡᕕᐅᒋᐊᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᓛᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᙱᑉᐸᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕙᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓛᕆᐊᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᒡᕕᐅᒋᐊᓕᐅᑉ.  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᐅᖓᑐᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᙳᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑏᑦ, ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑏᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᒡᕆᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅ, ᐊᑏ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒋᑦᓯ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦᓯ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓯ.  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᕐᐳᓯ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᐳᑦ 
ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᐸᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒍᓗᒍ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᑐᓛᕋᑦᑕ ᒪᒡᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓕᕇᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥ. 
 
ᐃᑉᐱᒋᓗᒍ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᐹᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᑲᔪᒥᓴᐃᕗᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑖᒃᑯᑑᒐᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ: 

• ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕆᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ: 



 

o ᒫᓐᓇᕈᓗᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᐊᒡᕚᓪᓗᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᒫᓂ 
2015–2018) 

o ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᑕᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᑭᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᑦᑕᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑐᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

o ᓇᓛ ᓈᔭᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 
o ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒡᕋᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ/ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
o ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᓂ 
o ᓇᔪᒐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑕ 

 
• ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓴᕗᑦᒥ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᒻᒪᑦ. 
 

• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: 
o ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 
o ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒧᑦ−ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᕆᔭᑦ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ 
o ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ ᓄᒡᕋᓕᐅᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
 

• ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ−ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᖅᑳᕐᑕᓂᒃ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 

 
ᓂᕆᐅᓐᓂᖃᕐᐳᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᓗᑕ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑕ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ. 
 
ᐱᒋᐊᖃᕈᑦᓯ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ, ᐊᑏ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᓂᐊᕐᐸᓯᐅᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ. 
 
ᓱᓕᔪᒥᒃ, 
 

 
ᑖᓂᐊᓪ ᓯᐅᑦᓴᒃ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᔨᖏᑦ 
 
ᐱᖃᑕᑦ: ᑐᕆᑲᔅ ᒋᓯᖕ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ; 
 ᐹᓪ ᐃᕐᖓᐅᑦ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ; 
 ᐹᓪ ᐃᒥᙵᖅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᒃᒥ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ; 

ᑭᐅᕈᓚᐃᓐ ᓚᑦᑕᓇᐅᔅᑭ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ; 

  



 

ᐄᒪ ᖃᒡᒍᑕᖅ, ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᔨ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 
ᐊᒫᓐᑕ ᑑᒫᓐᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ, ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ; 
ᔫᑦᑎ ᐱᓪᓕᔅᓰ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᒃᒥ, Wek’eezhii ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 
ᑎᐊᑉᐳᕋ ᓯᒪᓐᔅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᑯᒃᒥ, Sahtú ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 
ᐊᐃᒥ ᐄᒪᔅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᑯᒃᒥ, Gwich’in ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 
ᓕᐊᕆ ᑳᕐᐸᓐᑐᕐ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 
ᐃᑦᕗᐊᕐᑦ ᓵᒍᕇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᔨᐊᓗᓇᐃᕝᒥ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ; 
ᕗᐃᓕᐊᒻ ᐃᓐᒋ, ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ, North Slave ᐊᓪᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ; 
ᐃᐊᓱᓪ ᓕᔅᑭ, ADFN ᐋᔩᕐᑏᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᔨᖓᑦ, ᐊᑲᐃᑦᓱ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ; 
ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ ᑎᐅᕈᓪ ᒫᕐᓘ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, Lutsel K’e ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ; 
ᐳᕉᓄ ᑯᕌᕝᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ, North Slave ᓇᓛᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᒥ; 
ᒪᐃᑯᓪ ᐴᕐᓖ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ, ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ, Tlicho ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ; 
ᕘᕐᓇᓐ ᐄᒪᔅ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ; 
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Ɂehdzo Got’ı̨nę Gots’ę́ Nákedı 

PO Box 134, Tulita, NT, X0E 0K0 

Phone (867) 588-4040 

Mobile 867-446-1104 

Skype deborahleesimmons 

Fax (867) 588-3324 

director@srrb.nt.ca  

www.srrb.nt.ca 

www.facebook.com/SahtuWildlife 

 

Daniel Shewchuk, Chair 

Nunavunmi Anngutighatigut Aulapkaijitkut Katimajiat 

Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

Delivered via email 

February 10, 2020 

RE:  Information Requests: Nunavut Wildlife Management Board In-person Public Hearing 

to Consider the Government of Nunavut’s Proposal to Modify the Total Allowable 

Harvest of Bluenose East Caribou From 340 to 107 and to Establish a Male-Only 

Harvest Non-Quota Limitation (NWMB Bluenose East Hearing) 

Dear Mr. Shewchuk:  

The Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę̨́ Nákedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board – SRRB) is thankful for 

the opportunity to contribute to – and learn from – the NWMB’s Bluenose East Hearing on 

March 2-3, 2020. I will be attending on behalf of the SRRB. The SRRB would like to request 

some additional information as we prepare our written submission for the February 14 

deadline, as follows:  

1. Submissions are required in Inuktut language (and we understand if they’re more than 10 
pages, a summary only is required). We’d be grateful for some additional details to help us 
appropriately address this requirement:  

o Can you clarify whether the dialect should be Innuinaqtun since we understand this 
to be the dialect of the primary concerned community, Kugluktuk?  

o Must the translation be provided by the February 14 deadline for submissions? We 
are concerned about timing, since our Board will be meeting to discuss our 
submission immediately prior to the deadline (February 11-13). This does not leave 
much time for writing the submission, let alone translation.  

o Do you have a contact list or a recommendation for an individual who would be able 
to provide the required translation?  
 

mailto:director@srrb.nt.ca
http://www.srrb.nt.ca/
http://www.facebook.com/SahtuWildlife
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2. We have reviewed the Public Registries for the Bluenose East and Bathurst Hearings. With 
respect to the Bluenose East Hearing, is evidence provided for the Bathurst Hearing by the 
February 14 deadline also considered as part of the Bluenose East Hearing Record? We are 
interested in this because we note that five recognized Parties (the Government of 
Nunavut, the Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association. the Kitikmeot Inuit Association, the 
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board, Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated) share jurisdiction with 
respect to both herds, and thus perspectives with respect to one herd may be relevant to 
the other.  
 

3. The NWMB’s letter of October 7, 2016 regarding decisions concerning Bluenose East 
caribou harvest management includes two decisions that appear to provide relevant 
context for the 2020 NWMB Bluenose East Public Hearing, namely:  

 
3) Recommend that the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board, Government of Nunavut 
Department of Environment and affected Hunters and Trappers Organizations, with 
assistance - as deemed necessary or advisable - from other qualified organizations 
and/or relevant Qaujimaniliit, complete the development of the draft Bluenose East 
Caribou Management Plan - including careful consideration of a potential predator 
control program - by no later than the end of September 2017; and  
 
4) Upon submission of the completed draft Bluenose East Caribou Management Plan for 
approval by the NWMB pursuant to the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement Sections 
5.2.34(d)(i) and 5.3.3, promptly hold a public hearing in the Kitikmeot Region - ideally in 
the community of Kugluktuk - in order to make a decision or decisions concerning the 
ongoing harvest management regime for the Bluenose East caribou herd in the Nunavut 
Settlement Area.  

 
These two decisions are reflected in other evidence currently on the registry, namely the 
presentation of a plan by the Kugluktuk Hunters and Trappers Association (Kugluktuk 
Angoniatit Association) in the 2016 Hearing Transcript, and a reference to a planning 
process in the Government of Nunavut’s (GN’s) proposal to and accepted by the NWMB. 
Would it be possible for the full 2016 decision document to be available as part of the 2020 
Bluenose East Hearing public record as context for submissions by the Parties? 
 

4. The Government of Nunavut’s (GN’s) submission to the NWMB, provided with the December 
13, 2019 letter of invitation to the NWMB Bluenose East Hearing, makes reference to the 
community-based management plan for the Bluenose-East herd developed by the Kugluktuk 
Hunters and Trappers Organization (HTO) and being finalized in collaboration with GN, with 
the intention of submitting a revised version by December. That document also summarizes 
key messages from the GN’s community engagements (also documented in the HTO 
Consultations Report Bluenose East Caribou Management Recommendations, February-
October 2019), to the effect that “some community members feel that there should not be 
any harvest restrictions for Kugluktuk harvesters of the BNE herd, and that the harvest could 
be managed through a community based management plan.” The SRRB requests additional 
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details about how the GN’s recommendation for harvest management (reduction of the TAH 
to 107) accommodates the input provided in community engagement and the collaborative 
planning process with Kugluktuk HTO. 

 
Thank you for considering these information requests. We look forward to your response. 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions about the requests. 

 
Máhsı cho, 

 
 
 
 

Deborah Simmons 
Executive Director 
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