
 

 
 

ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ 17, 2019 
 
ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᔫ ᓴᕕᑲᑖᖅ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᓴᕕᑲᑖᖅ: 
 
ᐱᓪᓗᒍ:  ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᐹᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ) ᑲᙳᓇᕐᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ 12, 2019 (IC003-2019), ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᙱᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᒪᐃ 17, 2019. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᑎᓂᒃ 
ᑲᒪᖃᑕᓄᑦ1 ᐅᐸᓚᐅᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᓅᕕᒻᐱᕆ 13-16, 2018, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ) ᐅᕙᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 5, 2019, ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᙱᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᓪᓕᓃᑦᑐᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐋᖀᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐋᕿᑦᑕᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂ: 

ᐋᕿᑦᑐᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.2.34(d)(i) ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ, 
ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᑕᑦ “ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ” 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᖑᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᓇᓛᑕ. 

ᓱᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.2.34(d)(i) ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ, ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᑕᑦ “ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ” ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᖑᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᓇᓛᑕ. 
 
                                                
1 ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
(ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ (ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ), ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ (ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ), ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᖅᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ − ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ/ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᓖᑦ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓯᒪᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ,  ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐱᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᐃᔅᓴᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, 
ᒪᔪᖅᑲᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᓇᑦᑎᕙᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ, 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᒪᑭᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᖅᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ. 



 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1 ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔪᖅ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᓂ 
ᑕᐃᒪᒃ ᐊᖏᕐᒪᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᙵᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

• ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓᑦ; 
• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᙱᓂᕐᒧᑦ; 
• ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᒍᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ; 
• ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᙱᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᖏᕐᒪᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗᒋ ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 2. 

ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.3.12 ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓇᑦᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓄᑦ. 
 
ᐃᒡᕕᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᖃᕈᑦᓯ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᖃᕈᑦᓯ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ, ᐊᑏ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᓂᐊᕐᐸᓯᐅᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ. 
 
ᐃᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᒥᒃ, 
 
 
 
ᑖᓂᐊᓪ ᓯᐅᑦᓴᒃ 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 
 
ᐱᖃᑕᑦ: ᑐᕆᑲᔅ ᒋᓯᖕ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
 
ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ:  

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1: ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᒃ ᐊᖏᕐᒪᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ  

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 2: ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᖏᕐᒪᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
  



 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1: ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᐹᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ 

 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓᑦ 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᑏᑦ 
ᐊᑲᐅᓱᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᐹᑦ 
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᑐᙵᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
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ᑕᑯᓐᓇᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᐅᑉ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓴᖑᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑦ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑕᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦ “ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ” ᓈᒻᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  
ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᒋᐊᖏᑦ, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂᓐ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ).  
ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᕐᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ) ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᒐᓗᐊᕐᐸᑕ ᓇᒥᓕᒫᖅ. 

ᓯᕗᒧᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ, 
ᑕᑯᓐᓇᕐᑕᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᐊᔪᕐᑎᖏᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᕆᐊᖏᑕ.  ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕈᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᐃᔪᖅ 
ᓴᖑᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᐅᑉ 
ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑉᐸᑕ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᕐᐸᑦ.. 
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ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑏᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑏᑦ/ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑏᑦ ᒫᓃᑑᑉᐸᒥ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑲᐃᓪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑏᑦ 
ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑐᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑐᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑲᐅᓱᕆᔭᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ. 



 

ᑲᒪᕙᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑰᔾᔪᐊᕌᓗᒻᒥ, ᒫᓃᑑᑉᐸᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓱᒍᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᓕᕐᑐᑎᒃ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ 
ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖅᑰᔨᒻᒪᑕ.  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᒍᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐅᕗᖓ “ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑏᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ 
ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᓕᕐᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒪᑯᓇᓂ ᑰᔾᔪᐊᕌᓗᒃ, 
ᒫᓃᑑᑉᐸᒥ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓱᒍᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ...” 
 
ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑲᒪᕙᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐊᑲᐃᓪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᐸᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑰᔾᔪᐊᕌᓗᒃᒧᑦ, ᒫᓃᑑᑉᐸᒥ. 

ᓇᔪᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒪᑯᓇᓂ 
ᑰᔾᔪᐊᕌᓗᒃ, ᒫᓃᑑᑉᐸᒥ, 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓱᒍᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᐸᑉᐸᓕᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ. 
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ᒪᓐᓇ ᒪᒡᕉᒃ ᐊᖑᑏᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑏᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ.  
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ 
ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓗᐊᕐᐸᑕ.  
ᓯᕗᒧᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑐᖅ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖑᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑏᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖃᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕆᐊᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᖔᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑐᓂᓯᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᑏᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᖅ, ᐅᕘᓇ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
RM001-2019 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑏᑦ. 
ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ 2:1 
ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᔪᑦ (2 ᐊᖑᑏᒃ 
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ).  ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 
“...ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕐᓗᒍ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐲᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 
ᐊᖑᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ 
ᑎᑭᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᑖᑦ 
ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᑉᐸᑕ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ  
ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑲᙳᓇᕐᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ 
(INT009-2019) ᐅᕙᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 24, 
2019, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐋᕿᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᒃ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 
(1:1), ᐊᑐᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᓄᓇᑖᖑᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᓇᓛᓂ, 
ᑎᑭᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᑖᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕆᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ.  ᐅᕙᓂ 
ᐊᐅᒡᒍᔅᑎ 12, 2019, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 



 

ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ, ᑎᑭᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ 
ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᑉᐸᑕ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐲᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖑᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᐸᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ.  ᐅᕙᓂ ᓄᑖᒥ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᒥ, 
ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐲᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᖅ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ 
ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᒐᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ” ᐊᑲᐃᓪᓕᐅᕈᑕᖅ.  
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᐸᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᑐᒪ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ 
ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᔪᑦ.  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᒍᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐅᕗᖓ 
“ᑎᑭᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᑉᐸᑕ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᑦ 
ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᒻᒥᒃ”. 

ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᒻᒥᒃ. 

ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 
5.3.8 ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᔅᑎ 26, 2019. 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᐹᑦ 
ᓄᑖᙳᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑖᑦᓱᒥᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 
ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ. 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ A, ᑐᑭᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ 1233–
1235 
 
- ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ, ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ 
ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ. 
- ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᓂ ᐃᒫᒃ “ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ, 
ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ 
ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ” ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᒻᒪᑕ.  ᓱᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑎᓐᓇᒍ 
ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ, 
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᒫᓐᓇ. 
 

 
- ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᒍ 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᒻᒪᖔᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᒫᓂ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᒥᒃᑐᖅ/ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ. 
 

 
“ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ” ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᑕᖅ 
ᐅᕗᖓ “ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᙱᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ,” 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐃᒫᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᒪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᐊᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 



 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᒫᓃᑑᑉᐸᒥ. 

ᓈᒻᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᑉᐸᑕ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒡᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᕙᓃᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᓂ. 

- ᐊᔭᐅᕈᑎᒋᓗᒍ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕐᐸᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑏᑦ. 
 

ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᖏᑦ. 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ A, ᑐᑭᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ 1366–
1369 
 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᐸᓪᓚᐃᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᑦᓰᑦ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ Norwegian 
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒥ; ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᑐᖅ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᕋᒍᒐᓴᓐᓂ 
ᓯᑯᑐᖃᐃᑦ. 

ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑖᑦᓱᖓ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ.  
ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᓇᑦᓰᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓯᒪᒋᐊᖓ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ.  
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᒍᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐲᕐᓗᒍ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ 
ᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᑦᓰᑦ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓂ 
ᐃᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 
Norwegian 
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᐅᑉ−−ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒐᓴᓐᓂ 
ᓯᑯᑐᖃᐅᑉ2.  

 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᑦ ᒪᒡᕉᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᑦᓵᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᑦ 
2007ᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓱᕆᔭᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᓄᑖᙳᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ B- ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ 
ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 

ᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᐊᓂ 3, ᐱᒋᐊᖃᕐᑐᒍᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ B- ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐲᕐᑕᖅ. 
 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑲᙳᓇᕐᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ (INT009-2019) ᐅᕙᓂ 
ᔪᓚᐃ 24, 2019, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

                                                
2 Kingsley, M. C. S., Stirling, I., Calvert, W. 1985. ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᑦᓰᑦ ᒫᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᓂ, 1980–82. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 42: 1189-

1210, pp 1207.  
McLoughlin, P. D., Taylor, M. K., Dowsley, M. 2007. ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᑕᖅ, ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓱᕆᔭᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (Ursus maritimus) ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᑦ 

ᐅᕗᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᓖᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓱᕆᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.  ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ: 32, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, 
pp 20.  

 
 

 



 

ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᙱᒋᐊᖓ ᒪᑯᐊ 
ᒪᒡᕉᒃ ᐊᖑᑏᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᑉᐸᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓂ.  ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑐᙵᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᒻᒥᒃ 
ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᒐᓚᒃ 
ᒪᒡᕈᐊᑎᕐᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᒃ 
ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐲᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ.  
ᓯᕗᒧᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᒃ 
ᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓚᖓ 8.1.2 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ, 
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖑᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐊᕐᓇᓂ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑦ.  ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᐊᖑᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 
ᐊᕐᓇᖅ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑐᑑᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ 
ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 
(ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᕐᓱᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᓄᑦᑎᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᑎᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ; ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᐹᑦ 
ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐲᕐᑕᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ) ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖓ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᓗᒍ 
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᖅ, ᐱᓪᓗᒍ 
ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ RM001-2019 ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑦ.  
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᒥᒃ 
ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ 2:1 
ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᔪᖅ (2 ᐊᖑᑏᒃ 
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓂ).  ᐅᐃᒍᖓ ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕐᐸᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᓂᒃ 
ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓗᒍ 1:1 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᐃᒍᖓ ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ, ᓱᒡᕋᐃᒐᔭᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ.  ᐅᐃᒍᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓐᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᑎᖏᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᓗᒍ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐊᐃᒍᖓ ᓈᒻᒪᓂᕐᐹᒥᒃ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᓗᓂ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑦ. 

ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ (1:1), 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 
ᓄᑖᙳᐃᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ‘ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ,’ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕐᓗᒍ 
1:1 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒐᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓄ.ᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.  
ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᔅᑎ 12, 2019, 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.3.8 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ.  
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᔅᑎ 
26, 2019 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ. 
 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᐲᕐᓯᔪᑦ 
ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ 
ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ (ᐅᐃᒍᖓ B) ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ.  
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᐸᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 



 

ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᐃᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᒫᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᒐᑎᒃ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ. 

 



 

September 17, 2019 
 
Honourable Joe Savikataaq 
Minister of Environment 
Government of Nunavut 
 
Dear Minister Savikataaq: 
 
Re: NWMB final decisions on the Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan  

NWMB decisions 

At the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board’s (NWMB or Board) In-Camera Meeting in 
Iqaluit on September 12, 2019 (IC003-2019), the Board reconsidered its initial decision 
on the Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan in light of your reasons for 
disallowance in a letter to the Board dated May 17, 2019.  

The Board also reconsidered the written and oral arguments and evidence of the 
parties1 who attended the in-person public hearing from November 13–16, 2018, as well 
as an additional submission provided by Environment and Climate Change Canada 
(ECCC) on July 5, 2019, concerning the NWMB’s initial decisions and your reasons for 
disallowance. 

Taking into account the above, the NWMB made additional technical and non-technical 
revisions to the management plan and based on those revisions, made the following 
decisions: 

RESOLVED that the NWMB approve, pursuant to Sections 5.2.34(d)(i) of the 
Nunavut Agreement, non-technical changes to the revised “Nunavut Polar Bear 
Co-Management Plan” within the Nunavut Settlement Area. 

FURTHER RESOLVED that the NWMB approve, pursuant to Sections 
5.2.34(d)(i) of the Nunavut Agreement, technical changes to the revised “Nunavut 
Polar Bear Co-Management Plan” within the Nunavut Settlement Area. 

 
Appendix 1 summarizes technical and non-technical changes to the management plan 
as approved by the NWMB along with relevant justifications based on: 

• the NWMB’s initial decision; 
• your reasons for disallowance; 

                                                
1 At the hearing, the NWMB received oral submissions from the Government of Nunavut, the Kivalliq Wildlife Board 
(KWB) and Kivalliq Region’s Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs), the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board 
(KRWB) and Kitikmeot Region’s HTOs, the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB) and Qikiqtaaluk Region’s HTOs, 
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI), ECCC, Parks Canada Agency (PCA), World Wildlife Fund – Canada (WWF), 
distinguished Elders/Qaujimaniliit (persons recognized by their communities as possessing in-depth Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit), and members of the public. In addition to the oral submissions presented at the hearing, the 
NWMB received written submissions from NTI, KRWB, KWB, QWB, Aiviit HTO, Arviat HTO, Hall Beach HTO, Issatik 
HTO, Kangiqliniq HTO, Mayukalik HTO, Mittimatalik HTO, Nattivak HTO, Naujaat HTO, Sanikiluaq HTO, ECCC, PCA, 
Makivik Corporation, and WWF. 



 

• written and oral arguments provided at the in-person public hearing; 
• submission from ECCC in response to the NWMB’s initial decision and the 

minister’s reasons for disallowance. 

The Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan as approved by the NWMB is attached 
to this letter as Appendix 2. 

As per Section 5.3.12 of the Nunavut Agreement, the NWMB is now forwarding its final 
decision on the Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan to you.  

 
If you or your officials have any questions or concerns about the content of this letter, 
please do not hesitate to contact the NWMB 

  
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Daniel Shewchuk 
Chairperson  
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

 
 

cc - Drikus Gissing, Director of Wildlife Management, Nunavut Department of 
Environment 

 
Attachments:  

Appendix 1: Technical and non-technical changes to the Nunavut Polar Bear Co-
Management Plan as approved by the NWMB  

Appendix 2: The Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan as approved by the 
NWMB  

  



 

Appendix 1: NWMB’s final revisions to the Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan  

 
NWMB’s initial revisions  Minister’s reply and reasons NWMB’s approved 

revisions  
Justification 

Section 1, Line 184-187 
 
The focus of the polar bear 
management now shifts to 
maintaining or reducing 
numbers in areas where 
populations are not in 
decline, and public 
safety is a concern and/or 
where there are detrimental 
effects on the ecosystem 
due to an increase in the 
number of polar bears.  

The addition of the words "where 
populations are not in decline" is 
problematic. In the future, there 
may be cases where science 
and/or IQ indicate a subpopulation 
is declining, but the Minister may 
want to increase the TAH to 
reduce the population further due 
to public safety concerns (e.g. 
Western Hudson Bay). A public 
safety concern may arise from 
bears spending more time on land 
(and around communities) due to 
changes to sea ice conditions, 
even if the population is declining 
overall. 

Moving forward, the 
focus will be to 
manage polar bears 
sustainably, while 
allowing for flexibility to 
reduce numbers in 
areas where public 
safety is a concern 
and/or where there are 
detrimental effects on 
the ecosystem due to 
an increase in the 
number of polar bears. 

The NWMB considers the 
minister’s reasons to be 
reasonable. This revision 
provides flexibility to 
sustainably manage 
subpopulations for a 
decrease where necessary. 
    

S 7.1.4, Line 604–607 
 
Inuit believe that tourism 
and research related to 
polar bear 
handling and 
habituation in 

Tourism/research in Manitoba 
cannot account for all problem 
bear behaviour in Nunavut, 
which this added statement 
seems to imply. We recommend 
changing the wording to "Some 
Inuit have expressed concern 
that tourism and research related 

Some Inuit have 
expressed concerns 
that tourism and 
research related to 
polar bear handling 
and habituation, such 
as in Churchill, 
Manitoba, is the 

NWMB agrees with the 
minister’s reasons and has 
adopted the suggested text. 



 

Churchill, Manitoba is the 
reason polar 
bears have lost their fear of 
humans and tend to come 
into communities. The 
impacts of tourism can be 
limited by proper policies 
and management. 

to polar bear handling and 
habituation, such as in Churchill, 
Manitoba, is the reason why polar 
bears have lost their fear of 
humans..." 
 
Many Nunavut communities 
encounter problem bears that 
have had no contact with 
Churchill, Manitoba. 

reason polar bears 
have lost their fear of 
humans and tend to 
come into 
communities. 

S.8.1.2, Line 575–560 
 
The two males for every 
female harvest ratio has 
been instrumental to the 
conservation management 
of polar bears in Nunavut. 
However, communities 
throughout Nunavut 
have expressed concerns 
about the difficulties in the 
administration of the 
sex-selective harvesting and 
the excessive penalizations 
that occur when females are 
over-harvested. Moving 
forward, this management 
plan 
adopts one male to one 
female harvest ratio for all 

We require clarity on whether this 
co-management plan will give the 
GN legislative authority to change 
the regulation around polar bear 
harvest sex ratios or whether it will 
need to go through a separate 
decision process, specifically the 
GN submission for NWMB RM001-
2019 on Polar Bear sex ratios. 
It is not clear from the proposed 
change whether communities will 
have the option to continue 
harvesting at a 2:1 sex ratio (2 
males for every female). 
The statement 
"... showing that the removal of one 
male for every female has led to a 
decrease in the subpopulation's size 
or the survival of females" is 
problematic. A decrease in a 

The current 
management system 
adopts one male to 
one female harvest 
ratio for all Nunavut 
subpopulations until 
there is new 
information from 
science or Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit 
showing that there has 
been a decrease in a 
subpopulation’s size or 
the survival of females, 
and there is a 
conservation concern.  

During the NWMB’s Internal 
In-Camera teleconference 
meeting (INT009-2019) on 
July 24, 2019, the NWMB 
approved the Government of 
Nunavut proposal and 
established a sex-selective 
harvest ratio of one female 
bear harvested for every 
male bear (1:1), applicable to 
all polar bear subpopulations 
in the Nunavut Settlement 
Area, until new science or 
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 
information becomes 
available. On August 12, 
2019, the NWMB provided its 
decision letter to the minister 
according to S.5.3.8 of the 
Nunavut Agreement. The 



 

Nunavut subpopulations, 
until 
such a time when there is 
new information from 
Science or Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit 
showing that the removal of 
one male for every female 
has led to a decrease in a 
subpopulation's size or the 
survival of females. In this 
new 
system, the overharvest of 
males or females will be 
penalised by removing the 
same number of males or 
females from the following 
year's allocation. 

subpopulation's size or female 
survival could be caused by factors 
other than the harvest sex ratio. We 
recommend changing the wording to 
"until such a time when there is new 
information from Science or Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit showing that 
there has been a decrease in a 
subpopulation 's size or the survival 
of females 
and there is a conservation 
concern". 

minister approved the 
NWMB’s decision on August 
26, 2019.  
 
This NWMB final revisions 
take into consideration this 
change in the polar bear sex-
selective harvest ratio and 
the minister’s reasons. 

Appendix A, Line 1233–
1235 
 
- Re-assess 
management boundaries for 
the Foxe Basin, Western 
Hudson Bay, and Southern 
Hudson Bay 
subpopulations. 
- Increase Inuit 
involvement and the use of 
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit on 

 
It is not clear in the revised 
Management plan where "Re-
assess management boundaries for 
the Foxe Basin, Western Hudson 
Bay, and Southern Hudson Bay 
subpopulations" was added. In 
addition, it is not possible to re-
assess management boundaries for 
polar bear without collar data, which 
is not supported by Inuit in Nunavut 
at this time. 

 
- Explore the possibility 
to re-assess the 
management 
boundaries between 
Western Hudson Bay 
and Foxe 
Basin/Southern 
Hudson Bay 
subpopulations. 
 

 
“Re-assess” has been 
revised to “Explore the 
possibility to re-assess,” to 
accommodate the minister’s 
concerns that it is not 
currently feasible to re-
assess boundaries. 
 
 
The NWMB considers the 
minister’s reason to be 



 

research being conducted 
on the subpopulation in 
Manitoba. 

 
It is not appropriate for Nunavut to 
dictate how other jurisdictions 
conduct research, especially not in a 
Management Plan. 

- Encourage 
knowledge exchange 
between Inuit and 
researchers. 
 

reasonable and have edited 
the text to accommodate the 
minister’s concern. 

Appendix A, Line 1366–
1369 
 
The low polar bear 
abundance is likely due to 
low ringed seal productivity 
in the central and western 
areas of Norwegian Bay; a 
result of prevailing multi-
year ice. 

 
The GN is not aware of any 
scientific studies or recorded IQ 
substantiating this statement. There 
may be IQ indicating that ring seal 
productivity has declined but there is 
no evidence to indicate that it has 
had a direct impact on polar bears. 
We recommend that it be removed. 

 
Science research 
suggests that the low 
polar bear abundance 
may be due to low 
ringed seal productivity 
in the central and 
western areas of 
Norwegian Bay—a 
result of prevailing 
multi-year ice2.  

 
The NWMB has provided two 
references to substantiate 
this statement, which include 
a 2007 Government of 
Nunavut authored COSEWIC 
update status report on the 
polar bears. 

Appendix B- Flexible 
quota system  
 
Previously, harvesting was 
considered sustainable 
when two males were 
harvested for every female. 

A stated in row 3, we require clarity 
on whether this co- management 
plan will give the GN legislative 
authority to change the regulation 
around polar bear harvest sex ratios 
or whether it will need to go through 
a separate decision process, 

Appendix B- Flexible 
quota system has 
been removed. 
 
 
 

During the NWMB’s Internal 
In-Camera teleconference 
meeting (INT009-2019) on 
July 24, 2019, the NWMB 
approved the Government of 
Nunavut proposal and 
established a sex-selective 

                                                
2 Kingsley, M. C. S., Stirling, I., Calvert, W. 1985. The distribution and abundance of seals in the Canadian High Arctic, 1980–82. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 

42: 1189-1210, pp 1207.  
McLoughlin, P. D., Taylor, M. K., Dowsley, M. 2007. Update, COSEWIC status report on the polar bear (Ursus maritimus) prepared for the Committee on 

the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada. Government of Nunavut, Department of Environment, Status report: 32, Iqaluit, pp 20.  
 
 

 



 

This was based on 
simulation modelling 
showing that about twice as 
many males as females can 
be sustainably removed 
from a polar bear population 
while maximizing harvest. 
Moving forward, and as 
specified in section 8.1.2 of 
this management plan, polar 
bears in Nunavut will be 
harvested at a one male for 
every female ratio. It is 
important to note that the 
adoption of the one male to 
one female harvest ratio is 
the only change to the 
flexible quota system. All 
other provisions of the 
flexible quota system as 
outlined in this section (e.g. 
credit accumulation, transfer 
and reset; maximum 
sustainable yield, etc..) will 
continue to apply. 

specifically the GN submission for 
NWMB RM001-2019 on Polar Bear 
sex ratios. It is not clear from the 
proposed change whether 
communities will have the option to 
continue harvesting at a 2:1 sex 
ratio (2 males for every female). The 
appendix for the Flexible Quota 
system will need significant revision 
once there are changes to the sex 
ratio of the harvest as there are 
multiple aspects that would need to 
be changed based on a 1:1 harvest. 
As this is an appendix to the Plan, it 
should not affect approval of the 
Plan itself. The appendices will 
change more frequently than the 
plan as they are based on the most 
recent scientific information and IQ. 
GN staff are open to working with 
NWMB staff to ensure that appendix 
best reflects changes to the harvest 
sex ratio. 

harvest ratio of one female 
bear harvested for every 
male bear (1:1), and 
recommended that the 
Government of Nunavut  
revise the ‘Flexible Quota 
System,’ to reflect the 1:1 
harvest sex ratio and provide 
the revised document to the 
NWMB for consideration. On 
August 12, 2019, the NWMB 
provided its decision letter to 
the minister according to 
S.5.3.8 of the Nunavut 
Agreement. The minister 
approved the NWMB’s 
decision on August 26, 2019 
and has suggested revisions 
to the Flexible Quota System.  
 
The NWMB has therefore, 
taken the Flexible Quota 
System (Appendix B) out of 
the management plan. When 
it is revised and approved, it 
will remain a stand-alone 
document that is referred to 
in the management plan but 
not part of it. 
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