
ᓈᓴᐅᑖ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦᓴᑦ: ᓇᓂᑦᓯᑎᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖅ
9:00 AM - 9:05 AM 1 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑐᑦ / ᒪᑐᐃᑦᓯᒍᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᐅᑦ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

9:05 AM - 9:10 AM 2 ᒪᑐᐃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

9:10 AM - 9:15 AM 3 ᐊᖏᕈᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ 1 ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ − ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ

9:15 AM - 10:00 AM 4
2015 ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2015-2017 ᓄᓇᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus x pearyi)

2 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 45 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᕿᑲᕐᑐᑦ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ):  ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ

10:15 AM - 10:45 AM 5
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ (ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ/ᐊᑉᐸᓯᑦᑐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ) ᐅᕗᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ

3 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

10:45 AM - 11:15 AM 6 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ − ᑕᕆᐅᒃᕐᒥ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ 4 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

11:15 AM - 11:45 AM 7 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᐊᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ 5 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᐅᓪᓗᕈᕐᒥᓴᕐᓇᖅ 1 hr & 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

1:15 PM - 1:45 PM 8 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ − ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐲᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑎᑕᖅ 2018-19 6 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ:  ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ

1:45 PM - 2:15 PM 9
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑉᐸᕆᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓐᓄᐊᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᖅ ᐅᕗᖓ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ (ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓕᕆᐅᑏᑦ)

7 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

2:15 PM - 2:45 PM 10
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 
ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓱᕆᔭᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ (ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓕᕆᐅᑏᑦ)

8 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

2:45 PM - 3:15 PM 11
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ (ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓕᕆᐅᑏᑦ)

9 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᕿᑲᕐᑐᑦ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᐸᓐᓂᕐᑑᖅ ᑲᖏᕐᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᓕᒥᑎᑦ/ᐸᓐᓂᕐᑑᖅᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᒡᕕᒃ ᓕᒥᑎᑦ

3:30 PM - 4:10 PM 12
ᐸᓐᓂᕐᑑᖅ ᑲᖏᕐᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᓕᒥᑎᑦ/ᐸᓐᓂᕐᑑᖅᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᒡᕕᒃ ᓕᒥᑎᑦ.  ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 500 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᕗᖓ 800 ᑕᓐᔅ 
ᐸᓐᓂᕐᑑᖅ ᑲᖏᕐᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒡᕕᐅᔪᒥ

10 CSFL/PFL 40 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

4:10 PM - 4:30 PM 13 2019 ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ 11
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

20 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

14 ᓄᖅᑲᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᑦ:  ᓇᓪᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ RM004-2018

ᐱᖓᑦᓯᖅ, ᑏᓯᒻᐱᕆ 5, 2018
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ



 1 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ:     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ: X 

 

ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎ: 2015 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2015-2017 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

(Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus x pearyi) 

 

ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ 

 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) 2004−ᒥᑦ, 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑖᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ (SARA) 2011−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓗᑎ “ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ” 2014−ᒥᑦ.  

 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᓄᐃᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓂᕿᔅᓴᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

 ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ 

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2017.  

 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ  

27,787 ± 7,537 (95% Cl) ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 2007−ᒥᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 18,413 ± 6,795 (95% Cl) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

2015−ᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᕗᖓᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ “ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ” ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ. 

 2015-2017 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓇᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ:  

o ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ 0.70 

o ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 88% 2015 

ᐊᒻᒪ 2016 

o ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑑᓪᓗᑎ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 0.25 

o ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑑᓪᓗᑎ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ) 0.11 

o ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ (ᐊᖑᑎ : ᐊᕐᓇᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ) 0.15 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᓕᒧᖃᑎᒌᓐᓇᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ  
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ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ  

 ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ 2017, ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑎ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC). ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦᐊᑖᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA) ᓱᓕ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᑖᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (HTO) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓖᑦᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

 ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.  

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 2018−ᒥᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 50 ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᓂᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓕᓴᒃᑲᓂᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2018, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ: 

 ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ (AGM), 2015: 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 11-13, 2016: ᐱᖃᑖ ᑲᑐᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 ᐄᐳᓗ 19, 2016: ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 ᐄᐳᓗ 28, 2016: ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ (AGM), 2016: 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓵᒥ 2015 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂ 2016 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 ᒪᐃ 25, 2017: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓵᒥ 2015 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂ 2016 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

 ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ (AGM), 2017: 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᕈᑏᑦ: ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 24, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (2015-2017 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ 

2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ. 
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 ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 1, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (2015-2017 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ 

2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ. 

 ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 22, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (2015-2017 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ. 

 ᔪᓚᐃ 18, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  

 ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 28, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖅ 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ. 

 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 3, 2018 



ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

2015-2017 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ 

 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ: “ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

(Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus x pearyi), 

ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖅ, ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2015 ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ 

2015-2017.”  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

(ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᐅᓗᑎ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 
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ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᖃᐅᒡᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ. ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᑐᑎᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ.  

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ (DUC) 

ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓐᓇᑎ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒻᒪᒋᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒻᒧᑦ 

ᐃᑳᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᖃᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑯᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

(ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪᕿᓐᖓᐅᑦ) ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

1997−ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ ᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑮᓕᓂᖅ 

ᐅᑭᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 34,558 ± CI 4,283 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, 2007−ᒥ, 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 27,787 ± CI 3,613 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑎᑭᑦᑎᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 1997 ᐊᒻᒪ 2007 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ, 

ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓛᖑᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, 

ᖃᑦᓰᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᒪᒃᑯᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕋᔮᑦ.  

ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑐᕌᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ 2015 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ:  

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᓇᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᓇᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᓄᕐᕋᖅ : ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ  

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᓄᕐᕋᖅ : ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᓱᒡᒍᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕋᔮᓂᑦ 

 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ, 2015-2016 

ᓄᖑᖏᓐᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐄᐳᓗ, 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖃᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ, 25 ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2015 ᐊᒻᒪ 

19 2016−ᒥᑦ. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᒐᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ Lotek 

GPS Globalstar Lifecycle ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᓄᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓗᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔩᑦ 

ᖁᓛᒎᓕᒻᒥᑦ. ᐊᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᓇᔾᔨᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 
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ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 2015 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 1997 ᐊᒻᒪ 

2007 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2015 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᕌᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᕈᐃᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍᐹᑯ ᐃᒪᖓ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

(ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 25, 26, 27 ᐊᒻᒪ 31, ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 

1a) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ (ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 29, 31; ᓅᕕᐱᕆ 2, 3, 

ᐊᒻᒪ 5, ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1b) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ 

160 ᑭᓚᒦᓴᐃᑦ/ᐃᖃᕐᕋᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑉᐸᓯᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

150 ᒦᑕᓂᑦ. ᑐᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓯᕕᑐᓂᖓ 

800 ᒦᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᓂᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ 

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᖓᓐ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 

26 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 29, 2016. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᕗᐊᓗᐊ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 

ᑲᐃᑉ ᓄᕗᐊ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᖓᓂᐊᒍᑦ 2 

ᑭᓚᒦᑕᓂᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒌᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓᓄᑦ.  

ᒫᑦᓯᒥ 2017, ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᓄᕐᕋᖅᑖᖑᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 

100 ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᖁᓛᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᔪᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᑎ 

ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ: ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ, ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ, ᐊᖑᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ.  

 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1: a) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓᒍᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ b) ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ.  

a) b) 
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ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖑᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ; ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᕿᕐᓂᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑦᑐᖃᕐᕕᖓᒍᑦ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑮᓇᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 2015 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, 3,083 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 210 ᐊᒥᓱᕋᔮᒡᒍᑎᓂᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕋᔮᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ 1-10 (ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ = 10) 

ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ 135 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 27,787 ± 7,537 

(95% Cl, 20,250-35,324) ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 2007−ᒥᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 18,413 ± 6,795 (95% Cl,  

11,664-25,182) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 2015−ᒥᑦ (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2). 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕗᖓᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

“ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ” 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖃᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ. 

 

 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 0.70. 

ᐅᑯᓚᖓᑦ 33 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᐊᓇᖏᓐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᓇᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

88% ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 2015 (15/17 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ) 

ᐊᒻᒪ 88% ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 2016 (14/16 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ). 

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ, 

136 ᐊᒥᓱᕋᔮᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 1,225 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ, ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 873 ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ, 

218, ᓄᕐᕋᐃ, 129 ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

134 ᐊᖑᑏᑦ. ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓄᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 0.25 ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑦᑎᑑᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᖑᑎᖏᑦ : ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ 0.15. 

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, 

ᓇᓂᓕᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕋᔮᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ  17−ᓂᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ, 

15 ᐅᐸᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓐᓈᒃ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 24 ᐊᒥᓱᕋᔮᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

229 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᕐᕋᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᕙᓂ 0.11.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓐᓇᑎ 

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2: ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ 1994 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2015. 
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Executive Summary 
 

Dolphin and Union Caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus x pearyi) have a large distribution 

covering Victoria Island and the northern region of the Canadian mainland. This paler and smaller 

caribou, similar to Peary Caribou in appearance, are genetically distinct from other Barren-

ground caribou herds in addition to displaying unique behaviors. The main objective of this study 

is to provide an extrapolated population estimate, as well as highlight the demographics of the 

Dolphin and Union Caribou (DUC) herd. In fall of 2015, the total estimate of the final visual strata 

was 14,730 (SE=1,507, CV=10.2%, CI=11,475-17,986) caribou (1 year and older), resulting in an 

extrapolated population estimate of 18,413 ± 6,795 (95% CI=11,664-25,182) by using real time 

collar location. This estimate shows gross change of 66% from the 2007 survey estimate (z-test, 

Z=-2.19, p=0.036).  This translates to a statistically significant annual rate of decline of 4% (CI=1-

7%) since the 1997 survey. The yearly collared female survival estimate from the Program MARK 

was 0.70 (SE=0.071, CI=0.55-0.82). In the fall 2016, the Dolphin and Union calf to cow ratio, 

measured as calves/100 cows, was 0.25 while calf survival dropped by 0.11 in the following spring 

of 2017. Laboratory analysis of female feces, collected from collared caribou, were analysed to 

determine the pregnancy rate. The pregnancy rates were consistent between years (2015 and 

2016) with 88%. Though pregnancy rates appear normal, calf to cow ratio and survival rate show 

little indication of recovery for the DUC population since the last population surveys and low calf 

survival suggest that further decline is likely to occur. Since there is low survival and low calf 

productivity this hers would not be able to tolerate a substantial harvest levels. With the current 

available information, it is recommended to inform users about the current decline and increase 

the research and monitoring effort on this herd.  
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Introduction  
 

Dolphin and Union Caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus x pearyi) are of great importance 

for Inuit subsistence and cultural needs for the communities of Kugluktuk, Cambridge Bay, Bay 

Chimo, and Bathurst Inlet. At the beginning of the century, although Dolphin and Union Caribou 

(DUC) were recognized as a distinct species, there was little information about this population. 

The only available information pertinent to their abundance was registered in explorers’ log 

books, records from trading posts, and observations from geologists during short exploration 

trips (Manning, 1960; Hewitt, 1921). Based on these historical transcripts, it was estimated that 

there was an abundance of caribou in the Arctic that may have reached up to millions in 1907 

according to Ernest Seton estimate (Godsell, 1950). After the early 1900s, hunters reported 

almost no caribou sightings; and by the early 1920s, the caribou had essentially disappeared of 

the barren land. It was also observed that a small portion of caribou remained on Victoria Island 

year round, and the remaining portion migrated across the Dolphin and Union Strait (Manning, 

1960). In the early first half of the century, the caribou herd had declined to levels where the 

caribou’s behavior halted its migration to the Canadian mainland (Godsell, 1950). In the 1970s 

and into the early 1980s, hunters reported increased sightings of caribou on southern and central 

Victoria Island that suggested an increase in abundance (Gunn, 1990). By 1993, the DUC migrated 

by the thousand from the mainland back to Victoria Island; 2,500 animals were seen to cross 

north, while an additional 4,700 caribou were staged to cross (Gunn et al., 1997). 

As the herd started to increase, the first attempt to systematically survey the DUC herd took place 

in 1987 and 1988, following the calving ground survey methodology for Barren-ground caribou 

(Heard, 1985). In June 1987, 1,601 km were flown and 652 adult caribou and 94 newborn calves 

were counted on the west-central Victoria Island transect (Gunn and Fournier, 2000). Low cloud 

cover prevented the determination of the northern and the eastern edge of the calving ground, 

in addition cow-calf pairs were sparse on the eastern transects. In June 1988, the survey area was 

increased to the south and to the northeast to 2,155 km of transect lines and 805 caribou and 

203 calves were counted on transect (Gunn and Fournier, 2000). The boundaries for the calving 

grounds were diffuse, and the sparse density of calving cows made it difficult. Defining the 

boundary of the calving ground is essential when applying the calving ground survey method, as 

the abundance estimate depend on the extrapolating from the area surveyed. 

In 1994, Nishi and Buckland (2000), aiming to define the core calving area, flew transects in the 

western part of Victoria Island and estimated 14,529 ± S.E. 1,015 caribou on 63% of the island. 

This assessment underestimated the total number of the DUC herd, since an unsystematic aerial 

search in the eastern portion of Victoria Island confirmed additional female caribou sightings. 

Therefore, the amount of area covered was still insufficient to delimit the DUC calving ground. 

Newborn calves were also observed on eastern Victoria Island from the Collinson Peninsula up 
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to Storkerson Peninsula (Nishi and Buckland, 2000). Satellite collar data confirmed that DUC have 

an individualistic calving strategy that extends over most of Victoria Island, despite some higher 

density aggregations. June 1988 and 1994 systematic aerial surveys of west-central and western 

Victoria Island respectively failed to effectively delineate the DUC calving ground. The 

determination of caribou population estimate based on traditional calving ground is not 

applicable to caribou herd that seems to have an individualistic and dispersed calving strategy 

(Bergerud, 1996).  

Because of the inability to effectively delineate the calving ground, a new survey technique was 

developed by Nishi and Gunn (2004). Based on hunter observations, biologists designed the 

survey with the premise that the large majority of DUC gather during the rut on the southern 

coast of Victoria Island waiting for the sea-ice to form. There, they wait to begin their migration 

across the mainland as soon as the grey ice form to a thickness allowing it. Using this method, 

the first population census of the DUC resulted in an estimate of 27,948 ± SE 3,367 caribou in 

1997 (Nishi and Gunn, 2004). 

In 2007, following the same survey technique, Dumond and Lee (2013) estimated 21,753 ± SE 

2,343 caribou in the survey area on the south of Victoria Island. Based on satellite collar data 

from previous years, Dumond later extrapolated this estimate to 27,787 ± CI 3,613, by taking into 

consideration the proportion of latent caribou that had not yet reached the coast at the time of 

the aerial survey (Dumond and Lee, 2013). The same analysis was applied to the 1997 estimates 

resulting in a revised extrapolated estimate of 34,558 ± CI 4,283 caribou (Dumond and Lee, 2013). 

Statistically, the difference between the 1997 and 2007 population estimates were not 

significant. Although the survey area remained reasonably consistent between 1997 and 2007, it 

was slightly extended based on local observations. No trend in the population between these 

two surveys was statistically confirmed. Based on the 1997 and 2007 surveys, the only conclusion 

made was that the population remained at best stable over that decade (Dumond and Lee, 2013). 

Nonetheless, potential annual fluctuations could have taken place during the interval between 

surveys.  

Local knowledge including interviews conducted in Cambridge Bay in 2014-2015, indicated that 

there was a period when the caribou population was increasing (1960-1990), followed by a peak 

reaching a high in abundance between (1990-2005), followed by a period of population decline 

(mid-2000s to present), more evident since 2010 (Tomaselli, 2018). Interviewees indicated that 

they were seeing about 80% less caribou around Cambridge Bay compared to what they observed 

in the 1990s. Trends in age class, body condition and health of DUC were also observed between 

the peak period and the declining period. Since the decline, hunters have observed a decrease in 

the yearlings and calves, observations of poorer caribou body condition, and increased 

observations of caribou with abnormalities or diseases (Tomaselli, 2018).  
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Due to the minimal information on the population size in relation to the increase of harvest level 

of this herd, the DUC was assessed by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife 

(COSEWIC) in Canada and is listed under Schedule 1, Part 4 of the Species at Risk Act in Canada 

in 2004 (COSEWIC 2004; Miller 1990b; Gunn et al., 2000; Harding 2004). In 2011, it was listed as 

a species of “Special Concern” by the Canadian Wildlife Service under the Species at Risk Act 

(SARA). Over the last three to four years, hunters have noticed a decrease in the number of DUC 

around the community of Cambridge Bay.  

 

This project aims to address concerns of Inuit, as well as to provide new scientific information, 

by establishing a new population estimate on the DUC for fall 2015. In addition, demographic 

indicators will be monitored from 2015-2017. By increasing the monitoring of this herd, this 

ongoing effort would have four additional objectives: 1) Determine the cow survival rate 2015-2017, 

2) Determine the pregnancy rate among female in spring 2015 and 2016, 3) Determine the sex ratio of 

the herd during rut in the fall 2016, 4) Determine the calf: cow ratio in the fall 2016, 5) Determine 

recruitment, calf: cow ratio in spring 2017. 

Methodology  
 

Study area 
 

The range of the DUC encompasses Victoria Island and the Canadian mainland, more specifically 

the land on both sides of Bathurst Inlet. Victoria Island is mainly characterized with undulating 

lowlands formed on flat-lying Palaeozoic and late Proterozoic carbonate rock that slope gently 

and where the maximum elevation is 200 meters (Environment Canada, 1995). The land is 

covered with low rocky promontories, scattered eskers, and numerous ponds and small lakes. 

Victoria Island is part of the Northern Arctic Ecozone characterized with three ecoregions, the 

Wager Bay Plateau, Victoria Island Lowlands, and the Shaler Mountains (Environment Canada, 

1995). The willows in southeastern Victoria Island are also found to be greater than further north 

on the island (Eldun, 1990). The southern coast of Victoria Island is part of the Wager Bay Plateau 

ecoregion. Some sites are characterized by taller dwarf birch and alder, but the vegetation is 

mostly characterized with a discontinuous cover consisting of willow, northern Labrador tea, 

Dryas ssp., and Vaccinium spp. In the Wellington Bay region (southeastern), eight vegetation 

classes were distinguished and the presence of Dryas and Salix in many habitat classes suggests 

a wide capacity for environment tolerance (Schaefer and Messier, 1993). The Victoria Island 

Lowlands ecoregion, which constitute two-thirds of Victoria Island, is mainly dominated by arctic 

willow, alpine foxtail, wood rush, and other saxifrage species, such as the purple saxifrage. The 

lakes are surrounded with sedge, cotton grass, saxifrage and moss (Environment Canada, 1995).  
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Bathurst Inlet, within the Canadian Shield, is part of the mainland between Thee River and The 

Queen Maud Gulf Bird Sanctuary. Its northern location, above the tree line, place it within the 

southern border of the Arctic tundra region. There are Uplands on either side of the inlet; to the 

east the Buchan and Bathurst Drift Uplands; and to the west, the Contwoyto Plateau, Wilberforce 

Hills and the Tree River Uplands (Bird and Bird, 1961). The vegetation in the river valley is lush 

where shrubs, birch, and the willow can reach up to 2 -3 meters (Cody et al., 1984). The Uplands 

are characterized by a rock desert cover with a patchy distribution of cushion plants, prostrates 

shrubs, lichens, and bryophytes. The winter conditions are among the most severe in the Arctic 

and the summer is relatively mild at the head of the inlet (Maxwell, 1981).  

 

Collar deployment 2015 and 2016 
 

The DUC winter on the tundra on the Canadian mainland. As the spring approaches, the caribou 

move to the coast of the mainland, concentrate to feed and rest, and start to cross back to 

Victoria Island in the thousands (Gunn et al. 1997; Bates, 2006). At this time, they are found in 

high densities near the coastlines. Collars were deployed at this time, from Tree River to Hope 

Bay, to take advantage of these aggregations before they disperse on Victoria Island for the 

summer. Adjacent herds are believed not to be t in the coastal area. The Beverly herd, are 

believed to be in taiga habitat, south of the treeline, and the Ahiak herd on the tundra further 

south and east than the DUC spring distributions (Campbell et al., 2013).  

At the end of March and early April, between Kugluktuk and the western fringe of the Queen 

Maud Migratory Bird Sanctuary, 25 caribou were collared in 2015 and 19 in 2016. The caribou 

were collared with Lotek GPS Globalstar Lifecycle satellite collars following the capture methods 

involving tangle net and net gunning team from a helicopter (TAEM, 1996). The caribou capture 

work was performed by an experienced capture crew: net gunner and two handlers, under a 

fixed time. The time between the beginning of the pursuit (which was kept under 1 minute) to 

the animal being released did not exceed 10 minutes. This was done in order to keep stress levels 

to a minimum and thereby increase the survival rate post-collaring. To decrease post-collaring 

mortality, collars were deployed at outside temperature above -25° C to avoid freezing the lung 

tissue of the caribou. Once the caribou was immobilized, hair samples from two different body 

locations (rump and neck), feces, blood samples, and photographs (teeth, body and eye) were 

taken. By palpitation of the shoulder, ribs, and hips/spine, a body condition score (based on fat) 

was given according to CARMA’s protocol level 2 for live animals (CARMA, 2008) to determine 

overall fatness. All noticeable injuries were recorded. The scat samples were sent for laboratory 

analysis under the standard set of 19 microsatellite markers to confirm the specific genetics 
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signature of the DUC similarly to what has been employed in past caribou projects from across 

Canada (Serrouya et al., 2012).  

 

Population Estimate 

Aircraft configuration 

 

During the rut, at the end of October, DUC congregate along the southern coast of Victoria Island 

waiting for the sea-ice freeze-up. Once the highest proportion of the collared caribou would have 

reached the shore, the study area, from Read Island to Parker Bay, would be surveyed. The 

reconnaissance survey and the systematic transects line survey were both flown with a fixed-

wing single engine turbine aircraft, a Single Otter. The transect lines were surveyed at a speed of 

160 km/hr and at an altitude of about 150 meters, which was easily maintained with an radar 

altimeter and due the flat relief of the study area. Pre-determined transect width of 400 meters 

was set on each wings based on calculation using the formula of Norton-Griffiths (1978) and 

others (Gunn and Patterson, 2000; Howard, 2011; Nishi and Gunn, 2004; Dumond and Lee, 2013). 

 

𝑤 = 𝑊 (
ℎ

𝐻
) 

 

Where, W= the required strip width; h = the height of the observer’s eye from the tarmac; and 

H= the required flying height (Figure1).  
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Figure 1: Schematic diagram of aircraft configuration for strip width sampling North-Griffiths (19878). 
W is marked out on the tarmac, and the two lines of sight a’-a-A and b’-b-B establish, whereas a’- and 
b’ are the window marks.  

 

The survey crew consisted of the pilot, the front right navigator/recorder, a front and rear 

observers on both sides of the plane and a second recorder on the left side in the back of the 

plane as backup. Sighting and caribou count, all sexes, were recorded on a touch screen tablet 

computer commonly used in other barren-ground caribou surveys. As each caribou group 

waypoints (observations) were instantaneously entered with the number of caribou composing 

the group and a real-time GPS waypoint was generated allowing geo-referencing of the survey 

data. The use of this tablet did not only increase the data entry speed, accuracy, but it reduced 

the time require to perform preliminary analysis of the reconnaissance data for stratification 

needed in the visual survey.  

The survey was structured into two main components 1) a systematic reconnaissance survey that 

was used to delineate the extent of caribou on the coastal study area and 2) the systematic visual 

survey that was used for estimates. Effort for survey strata was allocated using a proportional 

allocation methodology similar to calving ground surveys of other herds (Boulanger et al., 2014b).  

Two potential strategies for allocation were considered.  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 and size of caribou within the stratum.  

If strata were reasonably small, then optimal allocation was further adjusted to ensure an 

adequate number of transect lines for each stratum.  In particular, previous surveys suggested 

that there should be a minimum of 10 transects per stratum with closer to 20 transects being 
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optimal for high density areas.  In general, coverage should be at least 15% with higher levels of 

coverage for high density strata.   In the context of sampling, increasing the number of lines in a 

stratum is insurance that it minimizes the influence of any one line on estimate precision.  As 

populations become more clustered, a higher number of transect lines is required to achieve 

adequate precision (Thompson 1992, Krebs 1998). Caribou abundance in each strata was 

estimated using standard formulas for aerial surveys (Jolly, 1969; Krebs, 1998). The population 

estimates for fixed-width strip sampling using Jolly’s Method 2 for uneven sample sizes are 

derived from the following equation: 

�̂� = 𝑅𝑍 = 𝑍
∑ 𝑦𝑖𝑖

∑ 𝑧𝑖𝑖
 

Where �̂� is the estimated number of animals in the stratum, 𝑅 is the observed density of animals 

(sum of animals seen on all transects ∑ 𝑦𝑖𝑖  divided by the total strta area∑ 𝑧𝑖𝑖 ), and 𝑍 is the total 

strata.  The variance for each strata is given by: 

 

𝑉𝑎𝑟(�̂�) =  
𝑁(𝑁 − 𝑛)

𝑛
(𝑠𝑦

2 − 2𝑅𝑠𝑧𝑦 + 𝑅2𝑠𝑧
2) 

Where 𝑁 is the total number of transects required to completely cover stratum 𝑍, and 𝑛 is the 

number of transects sampled in the stratum. 𝑠𝑦
2 is the variance in counts, 𝑠𝑧

2 is the variance in 

areas surveyed on transects, and 𝑠𝑧𝑦 is the covariance. The estimate �̂� and variance 𝑉𝑎𝑟(�̂�) are 

calculated for each stratum and summed. The Coefficient of Variation (CV = σ/�̂�) was calculated 

as a measure of precision.  

 

Analysis of collared caribou data 

 

Sixteen radio collared DUC on Victoria Island were tracked daily to index the distribution of the 

caribou herd relative to the coastal study area. The daily fixes were not always returned for 

individual caribou. In these cases, the location of the caribou was interpolated under the 

assumption that movement rate and trajectory was constant between successive daily locations. 

An example of this would be that an interpolated location for day 2 would be midway between a 

straight line connecting GPS fixes on day 1 and 3. The systematic reconnaissance survey was 

triggered when the greatest portion of the collars had reached the southern coast of Victoria 

Island, but still had yet to start their migration across the newly formed sea-ice.  

For the collars that did not reach the study area during the reconnaissance survey, we flew to the 

collar locations to determine the groups sizes of animals associate to specific collars, as well as 
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to determine the presence or absence of other groups in the area. The collar locations relative to 

when the strata areas were surveyed were also summarized to determine the proportion of 

collared caribou that were within the survey area when the aerial transect sampling occurred. 

This percentage was later used to extrapolate the final herd estimate as detailed in the 

Extrapolated Population Estimate section.   

 

Extrapolated Population Analyses 

 

The Lincoln Peterson estimate of herd size was calculated based on the proportion of collared 
caribou being within the survey area when the survey occurred. The estimate of herd size was 
calculated as: 
 

NLP= (((M+1)*(C+1))/(R+1))-1 
 
with M equal to the number of collared caribou, R equal to the number of collared caribou 

detected, and C equal to the estimate of herd size from the strata surveys (Nstrata;) (Seber, 1982; 

Krebs, 1998).  

The estimate of variance from just the Lincoln Petersen estimator was not correct given that 

there was error in both the strata estimate and in the proportion of caribou estimated in the 

study area. Using the Lincoln Petersen estimate of variance accounted for variance in the 

estimate of detection probabilities based on collared caribou. Therefore, we used a modification 

of the variance estimator proposed by Innes et al., (2002) that considers both sources of variance.  

In this case the variance estimate was: 

 

𝑣𝑎𝑟( 𝑁𝐿𝑃) = 𝑁𝐿𝑃
2 ( 𝐶𝑉2(𝑝𝐿𝑃) + 𝐶𝑉2(𝑁𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑎)) 

 
where CV2=(var(x)/x2). The variance of the Lincoln Petersen estimate of capture probability (pLP) 

was estimated based on the hypergeometric probability distribution which is assumed with the 

Lincoln Petersen estimator (Thompson 1992). Confidence limits were calculated using the t-

statistic from strata surveys. 

The estimate from the availability estimator of Innes et al., (2002) was similar to the Lincoln 

Petersen estimator given that it uses the same general method to estimate detection 

probabilities of caribou in the study area. The main difference was that the Lincoln-Petersen 

formula adjusts the herd estimate for small sample sizes of marked animals. The Lincoln-Petersen 

estimator also assumes a representative distribution of collared caribou relative to caribou within 

the herd, so that the ratio of caribou within the study area indicates the detection probability of 

caribou within the herd (Rivest et al., 1998). 



15 
 

 

Overall Trend 
 

The 2015 estimates was initially compared to the 2007 estimate using a t-test to determine if the 

two estimates were significantly different (Gasaway et al., 1986). This comparison did not allow 

an actual estimate of trend given that 8 years separated the two surveys.  The low number of 

points (3) also challenged the use of traditional regression methods. A Monte Carlo sampling-

regression approach (Manly,  1997) was therefore applied to estimate trend from the 1997, 2007, 

and 2015 surveys. The basic procedure employed was to generate simulated estimates for each 

year surveyed (1997, 2007, and 2015) based on the point estimate and confidence limit of each 

survey under the assumption of a normal distribution of survey estimates. The normal 

distribution was generated using a t-distribution with degrees of freedom used to calculate the 

confidence interval for the estimates. Trend was then estimated as the slope of the log of 

population estimates and year using regression analysis (Thompson et al., 1998). Estimates of 

slope of the regression were an estimate of r (per capita growth rate). The per capita growth rate 

can be related to the population rate of change () using the equation =er=Nt+1/Nt.. The 

simulations were repeated 1,000 times which resulted in 1,000 estimates of λ.  The point 

estimate of λ and the percentile based confidence limits were then estimated, therefore 

providing an estimate of annual rate of change. 

 

Population demography, 2015 -2017 
 

Demographic indicators for the population of DUC, survival rate, the sex ratio, fall calf:cow ratio, 

spring calf:cow ratio, and the pregnancy rate were investigated between 2015 and 2017. The 

interaction between these various indicators can be difficult to interpret, but they nonetheless 

increase the overall understanding of the herd population demography and can be used in a 

population modelling (Boulanger et al., 2011) to help determining the future trajectory of the 

herd and inform future management recommendations.  

 

Cow survival rate 

 

From the time the collared caribou was released until a mortality notification was received, the 

data generated from the DUC collared female caribou were monitored. The fates of the DUC 

collared caribou were determined by receiving the mortality notification once the collar stopped 

moving for 720 minutes, which was then recorded as mortality. Due to the logistical challenge to 

access the site after the notification was received to perform a necropsy, a determination of the 
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cause of death was not possible. Additionally, it was impossible to rule out the possibility of collar 

failure or device drop-off. This estimate of survival from collared caribou may be negatively 

biased if a substantial proportion of collars that were reported as mortalities were actually collar 

drop off or collar failure. Program MARK known fate models (White and Burnham, 1999) were 

used to estimate DUC year estimates of survival from April 2015 to April 2017.   

 

Pregnancy rate 

 

Fertility in caribou is usually influenced by body condition, of which two possible indicators could 

be body weight and body fat (Ouellet et al., 1991). The pregnancy rate of female caribou is 

determined at the peak of calving by counting the number of females that have a calf at their 

heel. However, the Dolphin and Union calving ground is undefined and spread over Victoria Island 

making the identification of DUC cow/calf pairs problematic to determine (Nishi and Buckland, 

2000). To keep the caribou capture time under 10 minutes in the field, we did not include 

determination of the pregnancy with an ultrasound. Therefore, we used progesterone levels in 

sampled feces to determine the pregnancy rate.   

From the Dolphin and Union females collared in 2015 and 2016, fresh scat samples were 

collected. The samples were kept frozen until they were sent to the Toronto Zoo, Reproductive 

Physiology Laboratory for analyses. Immediately upon thawing, fecal pellets were mixed 

together, 0.5 g of feces was weighed into a glass vial, and 5 ml of 80% methanol in distilled water 

(v:v) was added to each vial. Samples were briefly vortexed and extracted overnight in a sample 

rotator. Samples were then centrifuged for 10 minutes and the supernatants were transferred to 

a clean glass vial for storage at -20C until analysis. Progesterone concentrations in the extracts 

were quantified using a progesterone enzyme immunoassay (CL425 from C. Munro, UCDavis). 

96-well microtiter plates were coated with progesterone antibody (CL425) and incubated 

overnight. Progesterone standards, fecal extracts and HRP-labelled progesterone were diluted in 

assay buffer and loaded onto the microtitre plates in duplicate. Binding of the HRO was detected 

using ABTS and the color reaction measured using a spectrophotometer. Female caribou with > 

600 ng/g progesterone were categorized as pregnant and caribou with 0.20-200 ng/ g of 

progesterone were categorized as non-pregnant.   

 

 

Fall and spring composition survey 

 

The fall and spring composition surveys were undertaken based on the location of the DUC during 

their fall and spring migration. The proportion of calf per cow is based on two assumptions: 1) 
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female and male recruitment and mortality are comparable and stable and 2) female mortality is 

small relative to offspring mortality (McCullough, 1994). Prior to the start of the composition 

survey, the location of caribou was determined with the collar information and community-based 

observations. 

At the end of October 25th to 29th, 2016, the fall composition survey took place during the rut 

along the shore of Victoria Island, from Cape Peel to Richardson Bay, to determine the sex ratio 

of the herd and the calf: cow ratio. A fixed-wing, Twin Otter, was used to reach the remote 

caribou locations and classify the caribou due to the challenging weather conditions and assure 

crew safety. The survey altitude was set to 160 meters above the ground level with the slowest 

possible speed. The crew consisted of the pilot and the co-pilot, as well as one caller and two 

community members as recorders for each side of the aircraft. The external characteristics was 

limited to the presence of big antler and long hair below the neck for the male, small size of the 

calf, intermediate-size and straight face profile fort the yearling, and medium size with small hard 

antler for the female.  

At the end of March 23rd to 28th, 2017, the spring composition survey took place to identify the 

recruitment of the calves by re-assessing the calf:cow ratio. Classification was done from a 

helicopter, where the majority of caribou seen from Tree River to Hope Bay were classified. Due 

to the space limitation in the aircraft, the crew consisted of the pilot, the caller, and the recorder. 

For these composition surveys, when possible using a helicopter the caribou was classified based 

on their appearance and external characteristics under predetermined groups: calves, yearlings, 

bulls, and cows. Sex determination was possible when the caribou was seen from the rear and 

was based on the presence or absence of the vulva patch; females have a darker coloration at 

this body location. Yearlings were characterized by their intermediate-size and straight face 

profile and calves by their small-bodied and short faces. 

The variances of the fall and spring for the composition data was calculated using the Tukey’s 

Jacknife method (Cochan, 1977; Krebs 1989; and Sokal & Rohlf, 198).  

Results 
 

Collar Deployment 2015 and 2016 
 

Target locations for caribou capture were based on past information on winter distribution, local 

observations and Inuit Traditional Knowledge. Collar deployment began on April 6th, 2015 from 

Hope Bay (TMAC mine site) located on the east side of Bathurst Inlet. The first day, seven collars 

were deployed on the west side and one on the east side of Bathurst Inlet. On April 7th, a total of 



18 
 

nine collars were set out, two on the east side of the Bathurst Inlet south of Hope Bay and seven 

on the west side of the inlet. The remaining collars were deployed on April 8th, all of which were 

on the east side of Bathurst Inlet and mostly south-east of the mine site towards the Queen Maud 

Bird Sanctuary (Figure2, dots). A total of 1,214 km of non-systematic lines were travelled to collar 

25 female caribou (DU-01-15 to DU-25-15).  

In 2016, 19 additional collars were deployed (DU-51-16 to DU-69-16) (Figure 2, triangles). As in 

previous years, the collar deployment was from Hope Bay. On April 11th, 2016, 11 groups of 

caribou were seen, but only two collars were deployed. On April 15th, three additional collars 

were deployed and on April 16th seven animals were collars at the northwest part of Kent 

Peninsula. Further attempts to collar the DUC on the west side of Bathurst Inlet were undertaken, 

however, no caribou were found. Tracking evidence in the area suggested most of the caribou 

had initiated their crossing and were unavailable for capture. On April 17th, the seven remaining 

collars were deployed east of Hope Bay. A total of 1,594 km of non-systematic lines were covered 

during the deployment period. No mortalities were observed after 1 month of collaring, with all 

collars transmitting. Pre-programming of data transmission coincided with a three-year battery 

lifespan. Data transmission from these 2015 and 2016 collars will continue until the collar release 

mechanism is activated in fall 2017 and 2018 respectively.  

 

 

Figure 2: Map of Bathurst Inlet representing the 44 collar locations in April 2015 (dots) and 2016 
(triangles) on the east and west side of the Inlet. 

Hope Bay 
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In 2015 and 2016, collars were unintentionally deployed on Ahiak caribou. Barren-Ground 

caribou had mixed amongst Dolphin Union caribou on the east side of Bathurst Inlet. From the 

caribou captured, eight caribou (DU-01-15, DU-10-15, DU-17-15, DU-18-15, DU-20-15, DU-22-15, 

DU-62-16, and DU-64-16) were genetically confirmed as Barren-Ground caribou. For the caribou 

that failed to be genetically identified, DU-19 and DU-24, the herd identity was confirmed based 

on two other criteria:  their calving location on the mainland and their physical characteristics. 

For these two animals, slight phenotypic differences were noticed such as darker back with 

brown legs, elongated snout, and longer legs than DUC. Three of the collared animals (DU-52-

2016, DU-63-2016, and DU-68-2016) were harvested within two weeks of collaring, so the 

identification based on calving location was impossible. Nevertheless, these three caribou were 

taken into consideration as DUC due to their physical appearance: cream back and legs, short 

snout and legs. Thus, a total of 34 DUC were collared, 17 in 2015 and 17 in 2016, and the 

remaining 10 caribou were not taken into consideration during the fall population survey nor in 

the body condition, cow survival, pregnancy rate indicators. From all the Dolphin and Union 

collared caribou, five mortality events were recorded during the 2015 and 2016 fall migration 

(October 26 to December 7) with only one during the crossing. DU-05-2015 died on the ocean a 

few kilometers from the mainland on November 24th 2016. This mortality site was investigated 

in March 2017, but neither the caribou carcasses nor the collar were seen. 

Body condition of captured caribou in 2015 and 2016 

 

For each DUC captured (n = 34), we assessed its body condition by palpitation of the shoulder, 

ribs, and hip-spine to attribute a score from 1 to 4 (CARMA, 2008). The total score ranged on a 

scale from 6 to 12, where 12 is the healthiest caribou. For both years, no caribou scored below 

4; with a mean of 9 for both years (Figure 3, A and B). The majority of DUC scored 12 where it 

was hard to feel the edges of the bones of the shoulders, the ribs were nearly flush with fat 

tissues between them, and the hips were well padded. 
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Figure 3: Average body score condition displayed as frequency of occurrence (%) of captured Dolphin 
and Union caribou in A) 2015 (n = 17) and B) 2016 (n = 17). The index score scale range from 6 to 12, 
where low number represent unhealthy to high number represent healthy caribou. 

 

Population estimate: 

DUC 2015 fall distribution 

 

From October 10th to November 11th, the collar locations of 15 DUC on Victoria Island were 

closely monitored. In mid-October, most of the collars were moving south, but did not reach the 

study area, a distance within 10 kilometers of the shoreline (Figure 4). Assuming that these collars 

characterize the distribution of the herd, the reconnaissance and the visual survey need to be 

timed with the distribution of the collared caribou relative to the study area, without having 

initiated their migration over the forming sea-ice. In the circumstance that the sea-ice formation 

allows for 30% of the collar to cross, the survey would be cancelled and postponed to the 

following year. One mortality event on Victoria Island, DU-04-2015, happened during the survey. 

On November 11th, five collars left the study area and were completing the crossing of the 

Coronation Gulf and Dease Straight (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4: The movement pattern of 15 Dolphin and Union caribou from October 10 to November 11, 
2015 in relation with the costal study area extending from the shoreline to 10 km in land (pink). 

 

Collared caribou that were far away from the shoreline or outside the study area were considered 

in the design of the visual strata. When possible, we flew to the specific collar location (DU-02-

15, DU-04-15, DU-16-15, and DU-21-15,) to determine the number of caribou associated with the 

specific collar. Only small isolated groups of caribou, varying from 2 to 21 individuals, were seen. 

None of the group found associated with the collar or in its proximity, were large enough to justify 

a stratified transect sampling at these locations outside the study area (Table 1). However, the 

occurrence caribou outside the final visual strata was still included in the final extrapolated 

population estimate.  
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Table 1: Minimal occurrence of small group of DUC outside the final visual strata 
 

Area Number of caribou Likely impact on overall population estimate 

East Victoria 
Island 

9 caribou (all off transect) on 
October 29. 
12 caribou with DU-21-15 on 
October 27. 

Minimal given that surveys close to Ross point 
in the same time period observed large 
aggregations of caribou.  

West Victoria 
Island 

13 caribou were associated with 
DU-02-15 on October 31. 

Minimal given that surveys close to Ross point 
in the same time period observed large 
aggregations of caribou. 

Western 
strata 

21 caribou observed on Richardson 
Islands (off transect and out of 
strata) on November 2 survey. 

Minimal given ice condition and lower 
densities of caribou observed in the same area 
on October 31. 

Coronation 
Gulf 

Single collared caribou crossed the 
ice on November 1st prior to survey. 

Minimal given poor ice condition during this 
time and low numbers of caribou observed in 
the MD_W stratum on October 31  

Inland survey, 
Northwest 
Territory 

4 groups of 14, 6, 2 and 13 caribou 
were observed in the proximity of 
DU-04-15 on October 30, which one 
died on November 2. 

Minimal given that there caribou could have 
been Peary Caribou that are known to winter 
in these areas. 

Inland survey 13 caribou were observed with 
collar DU-16-15 on October 30 and 
crosses into strata on November 9.     

Minimal as no other caribou were observed in 
the proximity. 

 

Systematic reconnaissance survey 

 

Two reconnaissance surveys were flown. The first initial reconnaissance effort done over three 

days (October, 25th, 26th, and 27th) was to survey parallel to the shoreline to determine 

aggregation of caribou on the coast from Read Island to Collinson Peninsula (Figure 5). The 1997 

and 2007 survey area was extended eastward to account for the possibility of caribou east of the 

Island based on hunter observations. Transects were oriented perpendicular to the coastline to 

reduce potential bias and to detect possible concentration of caribou that has not reach the coast 

yet. Ten transects were flown perpendicular to the coast line 30 kilometers inland to assess the 

possibility of large concentration of caribou further away from the coast. We observe 0 to 5 

caribou per 10 km segments (Figure5). To the east of Cambridge Bay on October 27th, only 12 

caribou were observed in association with the only collar in the area, DU-21-15. To the west, 

larger aggregations of caribou were observed from Wellington Bay to west of Ross Point. No 

caribou were observed past Lady Franklin point to Read Island.  

Given the distribution of collar caribou inland from the shoreline, further flying was postponed 

until October 29th and 31st when most collared caribou were closer to the study area (Figure4, 

pink area). A systematic reconnaissance survey with 10 to 30 kilometer transects spaced 10 to 12 
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kilometers apart was conducted to the east of Cambridge Bay on October 29th as well as within 

lower density abundance survey areas in the extreme west of Victoria Island on October 31st 

(Figure6, dotted lines). Even though few caribou where observed, effort was still concentrated in 

this very low density area to rule out the possibility of having missed significant aggregations of 

caribou during the first reconnaissance survey and to confirm that there were few to no caribou 

on shoreline areas or inland. To the East, only nine caribou were observed, of which were off 

transect.  These areas were not surveyed further given extremely low density and lack of caribou 

occupancy.  

On October 31st, a second reconnaissance survey from west of Ross Point to Wellington Bay, in 

the higher density area, was carried out to capture any potential shift of caribou along the 

coastline and/or a higher number of caribou reaching the coastline. The largest aggregations of 

caribou were observed from the west side of Wellington Bay to west of Ross Point. This data was 

also used to stratify and allocate effort between the west visual strata. 

 

 

Figure 5: Transect of the initial reconnaissance fight on October 25th, 26th West of Cambridge Bay, 
dotted line) and October 27th (East of Cambridge Bay, color coded segments). The density of caribou 
observed per 10 km was attributed a color code where white is = 0, blue = 0 to 5, orange = 5 to 10, red 
= 10 to 15, and yellow = 15 to 22. The collar locations, as on October 26th, are indicated by red dots. 

 

Read Island 

Collinson 
Peninsula 
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Systematic visual surveys  

 

The observations from the shoreline reconnaissance survey of October 26th and October 31st and 

the latest GPS collars were used to stratify the highest density area into visual strata (Figure6). 

The average segment densities were then used to allocate sampling effort. The final visual strata 

had to be flown in 1.5 days, which assumed full flying days of 600 km with ferry time from 

Cambridge Bay and daylight restriction. Using the location and number of caribou per group, 

density strata were delineated to increase the survey effort where the density of caribou is found 

to be the highest. Five visual strata were defined: low density west (LD_W), medium density west 

(MD_M), a high density (HD) and medium density east (MD_E), and a low density east (LD_E). 

Note that the coverage for the LD_E stratum was kept similar to the MD_E strata given 

uncertainty in the density of the strata (Figure6). The final coverage for each stratum varied from 

27.9% for the high density (HD) stratum to 13.6% for the low density stratum (LD_W) (Table 2) 

based on optimal allocation from the reconnaissance survey data. The total kilometers flown on 

transect was 900 km.  

 

 

Figure 6: Final systematic reconnaissance transects for east of Cambridge Bay and west of Cambridge 
Bay (dotted lines) with the final visual stratification layout in blue (MD_W), green (HD_W), red 
(HD_E), orange (MD_E) and black (LD_E). 

 

 



25 
 

Table 2: Strata dimensions for the Dolphin and Union population survey based allocation. 

Strata Area of 
strata 
(km2) 

Baseline 
(E-W) distance 

(km) 

Total 
transects 
possible 

Number of 
transects 
sampled 

Transect area 
sampled 

(Km2) 

Coverage 

LD_W 740.87 56.9 71.1 10 100.5  13.6% 

MD_W 841.33 47.5 59.4 10 138.4  16.5% 

HD 944.98 72.4 90.5 26 263.2 27.9% 

MD_E 672.57 55.4 69.3 14 115.8 17.2% 

LD_E 548.79 40.2 50.3 10 102.5 18.7% 

 

The visual surveys were conducted on November 2nd and 3rd when the highest proportion of 

collars were in the survey area and a minority started their migration on the sea-ice and was out 

of reach (MD_W, HD, MD_E and LD_E), which coincided with peak numbers of collared caribou 

in the survey strata (Figure5). Only one collar, DU-03-15, had left to MD_W and HD strata and 

started crossing when it was surveyed. The low density stratum was surveyed on November 5th 

(LD_W), when one collared caribou, DU-02-15, was within the stratum. The timing of the survey 

of the higher density area (November 2nd) occurred with the most collared caribou near the 

shore, but before they started crossing the Coronation Gulf (Figure5). The locations of collars 

indicated minimal movement between November 1st and 2nd when the remainder of the areas 

to the east were sampled. Only one collar, DU-16-15, remained in land during the visual survey. 

The Figure 7 summary the timing in which the reconnaissance and visual surveys took place in 

function of the caribou movement. The reconnaissance and visual surveys were scheduled for 

the time period when caribou were at the highest concentration in the study area. Locations of 

caribou were categorized by whether they were inland, in the study area, or crossing the sea-ice 

(Figure5). Using this information, the initial reconnaissance surveys were conducted on October 

25th, 26th, and 27th to determine relative densities and locate aggregations of caribou. Systematic 

surveys were conducted in low density areas (east and west of Victoria Island) on October 29th 

and 31st. A second reconnaissance of the study area of highest caribou density was conducted on 

October 31st. This result was used to stratify and allocate effort between strata since it captured 

latest possible lateral caribou movement along the shoreline. The visual abundance surveys were 

conducted on November 2nd and 3rd when the highest proportion of radio collared caribou was 

in the visual strata and the lower density stratum was delayed to be survey until November 5th 

due to weather.  
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Figure 7: Status of collared caribou by date of survey based on their location, inland (green), survey 
area (pink) and crossing (blue) between October 23rd and November 1st. 

During the visual survey 3,083 caribou were counted in 210 groups (Table3). Approximately half 

(47%) of group sizes were 10 or less caribou with 23% being great than 20 caribou with a mean 

group size of 15.2 (median=10, std. dev=16.7, min=1, max=135) (Figure8). Observations were 

assigned to strata and transect lines within strata for estimation of caribou within each stratum. 

 

Figure 8: Distribution of group sizes observed during the final visual surveys on November 2nd, 3rd, and 
5th.  

 

The final estimates from the five visual stratum are given in Table 3. Highest densities of caribou 

were found in the HD and MD_E stratum with five caribou per km2 and the lowest density was 

found in LD_W strata with one caribou per km2. One third of the population was estimated from 
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the HD strata. The resulting estimate of 14,730 (SE= 1,507, CV= 10.2%, CI= 11,475-17,986) caribou 

was precise with a coefficient of variation of 10.2%. No caribou were seen on transects east from 

Cape Enterprise, and the majority of caribou were continuously distributed between Ross Point 

and Cape Peel (Figure9).  

 

Table 3: Estimate of caribou on visual survey strata based on aerial survey conducted on 
November, 2nd, 3rd, and 5th 2015. 

 

Strata Caribou counted 
on transect 

Density 
(Caribou per km2) 

Estimated 

caribou (�̂�) 

Standard 

Error (�̂�) 

Coefficient 
of variation 

LD_W 140 1.39 1,032 377.3 36.6% 

MD_W 533 3.85 3,240 769.8 23.8% 

HD 1,537 5.84 5,518 814.2 14.6% 

MD_E 584 5.04 3,393 754.9 22.2% 

LD_E 289 2.82 1,548 550.6 35.6% 

Total  3,083 
 

14,730 1,507.0 10.2% 

 

 

Figure 9: Distribution of Dolphin and Union caribou based on the location of the groups observed 
during the Final systematic reconnaissance transect line and the final visual stratification. 

 

Extrapolated population analysis 

 

Overall, 11 of 14 collared caribou were within the final strata as the visual survey was progressing. 

The three collars outside the survey area were: DU-03-15 that crossed the ice, DU-16-15 that was 

north of the strata for the entire survey, and DU-21-15 that was in areas east of Cambridge Bay. 

This eastern area was surveyed twice during the reconnaissance flight and the sample sizes of 

caribou were too low (12 caribou observed on transect) to derive an estimate of caribou at this 

location. Therefore, DU-21-15 was considered to have not been surveyed, so that the estimate 

Cape Peel 
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would pertain also to the eastern area. The resulting percentage of collars within the visual survey 

strata was 79%.  

Table 4: Summary of collar locations relative to surveyed areas used for estimation of 
proportion of collar available. The shaded boxes indicate when a collared caribou was in a 
stratum that was surveyed. 

 

Id  Location (Date)   

  Nov 2 Nov 3 Nov 5 Available Comments 

DU-02 north north 1 1 In strata when surveyed 

DU-03 cross cross cross 0 Across ice before survey conducted 

DU-05 1 1 1 1  
DU-06 1 1 1 1  
DU-07 1 1 cross 1 Crossed ice after being surveyed 

DU-08 1 cross cross 1 Crossed ice after being surveyed 

DU-09 1 1 1 1  
DU-11 1 1 1 1  
DU-12 1 1 1 1  
DU-13 1 1 1 1  
DU-15 1 1 1 1  
DU-16 north north north 0 North of strata for all of survey 

DU-23 1 1 1 1  
DU-21 east east east 0 In area east of Cambridge Bay 

   Average 0.79  
 

Assuming that the East side of Cambridge Bay contained minimal caribou, as suggested by the 

surveys (Table 3), then DU-21-15 should not be included in the extrapolated herd estimate, which 

would reduce the number of total collars within the survey area to 13 and a resulting proportion 

of collars in the visual survey strata of 85%. The resulting extrapolated herd estimate, in this case, 

is 17,185 caribou (SE=2,640.8 CV=15.3%, CI=11,481-22,890) which is 2,455 caribou higher than 

the strata estimate. 

However, the extrapolated herd estimate was also calculated with the 11 of 14 collared caribou 

being within the survey area. The resulting extrapolated herd estimate, using 14 collared caribou, 

is 18,413 (SE=3,133.8, CV=17.0%, CI = 11,664 to 25,182), which is higher than the strata-based 

estimate by 3,683 caribou. Confidence limits were calculated using the t-statistic from strata 

surveys (Table 2; 2.16) with a resulting confidence limit of 11,664 to 25,182 caribou. The estimate 

of 18,413 DUC assumes that the survey area to the east of Cambridge Bay contained a sizeable 

number of caribou as indicated by the collared caribou in this area.    
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Overall trend 
 

A t-test was initially used to compare the 2015 extrapolated estimate 18,413 (SE=3,133.8, 

CI=11,664-25,182, df=13) and the 2007 extrapolated population estimate 27,787 (SE=3,613, 

CI=20,250-35,324, df=20). The difference between estimates was significant (t=1.91, df=32, 

p=0.065) at α=0.1. The ratio of the 2007 to 2015 extrapolated population estimates suggests a 

gross change in herd size of 66.3% (SE=0.15, CI=19.9-96.2%) during the eight-year interval 

between surveys. Using a z-test, the 2007 extrapolated estimate is also significantly different 

from the 2015 extrapolated estimate (Z= -2.19, p= 0.036) 

For the trend analysis, the 1997 extrapolated population estimate 34,558 (SE=4,283,CI=27,757-

41,359) (Dumond and Lee 2013) was also considered (Figure9). The simulation-based estimate 

of annual rate of change was 0.96 (SE=0.015, CI=0.93-0.99) suggesting that a significant decline 

has occurred (the confidence limit for λ does not overlap 1). This translates to an annual rate of 

decline of 4% (CI=1-7%) since the 1997 survey. This estimate of trend assumes a constant 

exponential change in herd size. The small number of data points, three surveys, precluded the 

use of more complex trend models.  

 

Figure 10: Estimates of herd size for the Dolphin-Union caribou herd from the 1997 survey (Nishi and 
Gunn 2003), 2007 survey (Dumond and Lee 2013), and the 2015 survey. Estimates based on the 
surveyed visual strata (dotted line) as well as the extrapolated estimate (solid line) are given. 
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Population demography, 2015- 2017 
 

Cow survival rate 

 

Dolphin and Union collared caribou were monitored from April 2015 to December 2016 for 

survival rate analysis. Sample sizes of Dolphin and Union collared caribou ranged from 14 to 30 

with an average of 19.7 collars monitored each month (SD = 5.0, n = 21 months) which added up 

to 414 collar months monitored. During this time there were 18 mortalities with 0.86 deaths per 

month (SD=1.15, min=0, max=4, n=21 months). Of the mortalities, six (DU-52-2016, DU-57-2016, 

DU-63-2016, DU-65-2016, DU-67-2016, DU-68-2016) could be attributed to harvest, and one 

(DU-05-2015) to drowning during the fall migration. Given the relatively low sample sizes, a 

survival model with equal monthly survival was used. The yearly female survival estimate from 

this model was 0.70 (SE=0.071, CI=0.55-0.82). 

Pregnancy rate 

 
Fecal samples of 34 DUC were collected and 33 were successfully analysed for progesterone level 

to indicate the pregnancy rate. Individual caribou were confirmed as pregnant if the level was 

more than 600 ng/g wet feces of progesterone and non-pregnant if this level was below 200 ng/g 

wet feces (Figure10). From the 33 samples successfully analysed, only four females were barren. 

This represents a yearly pregnancy rate of 88% in spring 2015 (15/17 caribou pregnant) and 88% 

in spring 2016 (14/16 caribou pregnant).  

 
Figure 11: Progesterone level in feces (ng/g) for each Dolphin and Union caribou collared. Level below 
200 ng/g were considered as non-pregnant.  
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Fall and Spring composition survey  

 

The fall composition survey took place from October 26th to 29th, 2016. The survey consisted of 

transect lines oriented perpendicularly to the shoreline from west of Ross Point all the way to 

Cape Peel. As the biggest concentration of caribou was found at Ross point and at Cape Peel 

(Figure11), survey intensity was focus at these two locations with two kilometer transect lines to 

increase the number of caribou classified.  

 

 
 

Figure 12: Location and caribou classified in the group during the fall composition survey from October 
26 to 29, 2016 along the shore line of Victoria Island mainly at Ross Point and Cape Peel. 

 

During this survey, 136 groups were seen and 1,225 caribou were classified, from which there 

were 873 cows, 218, calves, 129 yearlings, and 134 bulls. Figure 11 represents the number of 

caribou classified in each group and not the total caribou within the group. Some caribou were 

not adequately positioned to assure proper distinction from a male to a female. The calf:cow 

ratio was of 25:100 (SE= 0.034, CV= 11%). The bull:cow ratio was 15:100. Both Ross Point and 

Cape Peel has a low bull: cow ratio, which suggests a uniform distribution of sex along the shore 

line. 

 

The spring composition survey was performed from March 24th to 28th, 2017 on the Canadian 
mainland from Tree River to Hope Bay. Collar locations (red dots, Figure 12) were used to find 
caribou. From the 17 collar locations in the study area, 15 were visited and only 2 collars were 
seen. 24 groups and 229 caribou were classified. The calf:cow ratio was 11:100 (SE= 0.025, CV= 
22%).  
 

 

Cape Peel 

Ross Point 
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Figure 13: Location and group composition of caribou classified during the spring composition survey 
from March 24 to 28, 2018 on the Canadian Mainland from Tree River to Hope Bay. Active collar 
locations are represented by red dots. 

Discussion 
 

Collar deployment, 2015 and 2016 
 

The DUC herd winter on both side of Bathurst Inlet and are known to start their spring migration 

in early April (Gunn et al., 1997). In 1993, a mainland coastline survey to monitor the number of 

caribou crossing back to Victoria Island was carried out between April 30th to May 13th (Gunn et 

al., 1997) and where the median date for the spring crossing was May 24th in the late part of this 

decade(Pool et al., 2010). From 2015 and 2016, the best time to find the caribou on the coast 

line was around April 7th to 11th. The occurrence of caribou along the coast in early April suggests 

a shift in the timing of the spring migration that might have occurred in the recent years. On April 

15th 2016, caribou tracks were already seen off the coast onto the sea-ice, prohibiting us from 

collaring any further at this location and limiting us to concentrating our effort to the east side of 

Bathurst Inlet. DUC wintering to the west of Bathurst Inlet are known to cross earlier than the 

animals to the east side of Bathurst Inlet (Pool et al., 2010). 

In addition to a timing difference in the spring migration, it seems that the wintering strategy 

between the animal wintering on the east and the west side of Bathurst Inlet is also different. 

Contrary to the west side, the DUC wintering range overlaps spatially and temporally with a 

Hope Bay 

Tree River 
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Barren-ground caribou herd on the east side of Bathurst Inlet. Individuals of the DUC herd and 

Barren ground caribou herd were found together in mixed groups. There are slight physical 

differences between the two types of caribou such as, the color of their backs and legs, the shape 

of their snouts, and the longer length of legs, which were confirmed by genetic analysis and/or 

by their respective calving location determined with collars. Although more intensive study is 

needed, the DUC herd appears to winter with the Ahiak caribou herd, tundra wintering Barren-

ground caribou. Future collaring, harvest management, and the mining companies’ mitigation 

and monitoring programs on the east side of Bathurst Inlet should take into consideration the 

overlap of these two herds.  

During the collaring, DUC were pre-selected based on their general fatness appearance (well-

padded ribs and hips) as healthy caribou have a better chance to survive during the collar life. 

This intentional bias explains the skewed health index toward caribou in good condition (Figure 

3). Even though the collared caribou did not show any signs of disease, they can still be 

seropositive for pathogens. Blood samples from the collared caribou and harvest sample kits in 

2015 and 2016 show that the DUC herd has a seroprevalance to Toxoplasma gondii (7%), Brucella 

suis (15%), and Neospora canium (22%). These two first pathogens are known to cause abortion 

and weak calves in Rangifer or at least in domestic animals in the case of N. canium (Carlsson et 

al., in prep). As these pathogens are known to impact survival and fecundity, they can play an 

important role in ungulate population dynamic (Irvine, 2006).  

 

Population estimates 
 

The DUC were found staging on the southern coast of Victoria Island waiting for the sea-ice to 

form on Coronation Gulf and Dease Strait to resume their migration toward the Canadian 

Mainland. The DUC fall aggregation on the south coast of Victoria Island makes a population 

survey logistically feasible and biologically meaningful. 

Nonetheless, conducting aerial surveys in October along the coast of Victoria Island is a 

challenging task. The weather characterized by freezing drizzle, ice crystals, low ceiling, patchy 

fog, and the difficulty of flying at survey altitude over thin grey ice makes it challenging. However, 

the survey took place in relatively good weather, when visibility was maximal or reduced visibility 

did not persist over the total length of a transect line. As the survey advanced into November, 

the daylight hours shortened, which meant the survey had to be completed over a short working 

day. Coupled with these challenges, is the short time frame in which most of the caribou have 

reached the coast, but not yet moved onto the newly formed sea-ice (Figure 7). 
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The reconnaissance survey, flown at the same time as the 2007 survey (Dumond and Lee, 2013), 

allowed us to determine the distribution of caribou, the higher density areas, and the extent of 

caribou inland. Most caribou group, of both sexes and all age groups, were within a narrow band 

along the shoreline with no caribou beyond 10 km inland (Figure 6). Transects were short, which 

kept the observers alert. In the two previous surveys, only a right and left observers were used 

(Nishi and Gunn, 2004; Dumond and Lee, 2013). In 2015, two observers were used per side on 

the final visual survey, but their observations were confirmed together and were reported as one 

observation. Previous research has suggested that if four observers are used fewer caribou will 

be missed and those that are can be estimated (Campbell et al., 2012, Boulanger et al., 2014a). 

For future Dolphin and Union surveys, we recommend the use of a double observer platform 

were the front and rear observers sightings can be recorded independently.  

DUC are generally found in small groups along the coastline. In 1997, 322 groups varying from 1 

to 477caribou were observed on transect, with a median of 8 and a mean of 15.8 (Nishi and Gunn, 

2004). In 2015, the majority of group sizes observed on transect were 10 caribou or less, which 

is consistent of what has been reported by local knowledge a year prior to the survey (Tomaselli 

et al., 2018). Some larger group sizes (up to 135 caribou) were also observed in 2015, which could 

have caused counting bias. The usual direction of counting bias of large caribou group is an 

underestimation (Elphick, 2008).  It is hard to determine the exact magnitude of bias given few 

empirical comparisons of counted caribou in relation to true group size. A comparison of counts 

from a photo plane and visual counts on the Bluenose East 2013 survey (Boulanger et al., 2014) 

suggested that counts were up to 15% lower than photos, however, the difference in this study 

was due to both counting bias and detection of groups. The general assumption, in the context 

of the DUC studies, is that the magnitude of counting bias has been similar for all years of the 

study.  

In 2015, the extent of the reconnaissance survey was greater than in 1997 and 2007. However, 

unlike with 1997 and 2007 surveys, no caribou were seen east of Cambridge Bay along the coast 

from Cape Enterprise to Anderson Bay (Figure 9). There was only a continuous density of caribou 

along the coastline from the Richardson Island to Cape Peel. Local knowledge gathered in 2014 

revealed a decrease of 80% (75-90; range 50-95; n = 7) of DUC, where very few scattered caribou 

were seen around Cambridge Bay from October to mid-November (Tomaselli et al., 2018). In 

1997, 55.5% of the population estimate was determined by the number of caribou east of 

Cambridge Bay with density reaching 9.79 caribou / km2 (Nishi and Gunn, 2004). With similar 

density to the west in 1997 (6.19 and 4, 35 caribou/ km2) (Nishi and Gunn, 2004) and 2015 (3.85, 

5.84 caribou/ km2), the lack of caribou from Cape Enterprise to Anderson Bay has might have 

accounted for a decrease in the overall DUC population number. The reason behind the decrease 

of caribou to the east of their range is currently unknown, but the causes have had an impact at 

the population level.  
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All the final visual strata for the three Dolphin and Union population surveys were stratified based 

on relative caribou density. Therefore, the transect lines flown, the number of visual strata, and 

the percentage of coverage are expected to vary from survey to survey. In 1997, the survey 

consisted of 1,047 km of transects with strata variating in coverage from 9 to 20.4%. This resulted 

in 5,087 caribou counted on transect (Nishi and Gunn, 2004). The 2007 survey had less overall 

coverage, 651 km total, though survey coverage varied from 11% to 20% and 2,669 caribou were 

counted on transect and 4,362 counted on a small island (Dumond and Lee, 2013). In 2017, the 

final visual strata had a total of 900 km of transect line with coverage varying from 13 to 28% and 

3,083 caribou were counted on transect. Coefficient of Variation varied between survey (1997= 

12% 2007 = 13%, 2015 = 10%) with all falling within the targeted 15% of the mean estimate (95%) 

confirming the precision of the total number of caribou estimated in all the final visual strata.  

Dumond and Lee (2013) used two methods to adjust the resulting estimates and generate an 

extrapolated population number, the Lincoln-Petersen Index method and Innes et al., (2002). All 

of the collar methods assume that the distribution of collars is representative of the overall 

distribution of the herd. The Innes et al., (2002) considered the availability of caribou on the study 

area based on collar locations in previous years. In this case, the availability was estimated by the 

proportion of locations of caribou in the study area for the entire duration of the study (Innes et 

al 2002). The availability estimator basically equates availability to detection probability to allow 

a corrected estimate of herd size. The 1997 and 2007 extrapolated population estimate was 

based on Innes et al., (2002) resulting in 34,558 (SE =4,283, Cl= 27,272-41,359) and 27,787 (SE 

=3,613, Cl= 20,250-35,324) caribou respectively.  

Similarly, we used the Lincoln Petersen Index method, which classified caribou as being within or 

outside the study area during the survey and used this ratio to estimate detection probability and 

adjusted herd size. Unlike previous surveys, we had direct locations of caribou during the survey 

and were therefore able to directly estimate availability relative to where areas were surveyed. 

The Lincoln Petersen method was then most applicable, since we had current locations of 

collared caribou during transect sampling. It was possible to accurately determine whether 

caribou were within or outside the survey strata when they were surveyed. We were also able to 

provide evidence confirming the assumption behind the fall survey that the large majority of this 

herd stage along the southern coastline prior to migration, as 79% of the collars had reached the 

survey area during the final visual survey.  

An assumption of the Lincoln Peterson estimator is that the collars are exhibited randomly, so 

that each collared caribou represents the relative availability of caribou in the herd to be 

surveyed. Observations of caribou during the survey, and flights around single collared caribou 

that were not in the survey area indicate that this assumption was likely violated. Namely, the 

single collared caribou outside of strata were outlier with low numbers of caribou in their vicinity 
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compared to the majority of caribou (and collared caribou), which were aggregated into larger 

groups. If this is the case, then the actual availability of caribou to be surveyed was higher than 

that indicated by the collared caribou. Therefore, the adjusted estimate is positively biased. 

Regardless, the relatively small sample size of collars resulted in a relatively imprecise estimate 

of availability, which in turn reduced the adjusted herd size estimate. A higher number of collars 

available during the survey would help timing the final visual survey, increase the precision of the 

final extrapolated population estimate, and provide additional evidence validating the critical 

assumption behind a fall survey for this herd.  

The 2015 survey resulted in an extrapolated population estimate of 18,413 (SE=3,133.8, CI = 

11,664 to 25,182). Cambridge Bay hunters indicated that some caribou were seen in land on the 

east side of Cambridge Bay a few days after the survey was completed (G. Angohiatok pers. 

comm). Even though only one collar was at this location and no caribou were seen on transect 

east of this location, this ground observation justified the inclusion of the collar DU-21-05 in the 

extrapolated herd estimate, bringing the extrapolated population estimate from 17,185 to 

18,413 caribou.  

 

Overall trend 
 

The 2007 and 2015 extrapolated population estimates are significantly different, suggesting that 

a decline has occurred between these periods. Trend estimates from the 2015 survey suggest the 

population is declining at a rate of 4% per year (CI= 1-7%). Trend analyses suggest that this decline 

cannot be attributed to variance in survey estimates. Since the DUC resumed their migration in 

the 1900s, the herd became accessible to harvest from the community of Kugluktuk, Cambridge 

Bay, Bay Chimo, and Bathurst Inlet (Department of Resource, Wildlife, and Economic 

Development, 1998). It was estimated with uncertainty that the harvest on this herd could have 

reached 2,000 to 3,000 caribou a year (5%-8% harvest rates) (Gunn et al., 1986), which was a 

contributing factor for the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) 

assessed the DUC has a species of special concern in 2004 (COSEWIC, 2004).  

Harvest levels and overall harvest rates for the DUC herd were unknown after the Kitikmeot 

Harvest study due to an unsuccessful voluntary harvest reporting system in Nunavut. With the 

decline in population, the DUC became less accessible, which likely had the net effect or reducing 

harvest pressure on the herd (Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2018). Based on 

voluntary kill reports and an increase in Conservation Officers’ monitoring effort, the total 

harvest estimate reported 350 caribou in 2015-2016 and 250 caribou in 2016-2017 harvest 

season, though these figures are likely underestimates. To determine if the current harvest pose 

a risk to accelerate the decline in the herd size, harvest model simulations with demographic 
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indicators (cow survival, calf productivity) should be carried out to obtain an accurate risk 

assessment (Boulanger et al., 2011; Boulanger et al., 2016).  

 

Population demography, 2015- 2017 
 

Cow survival rate 

 

Estimates of survival from collars (0.70, CI=0.57-0.81) suggest a low survival rate, which is lower 

than the 0.76 survival rate from the collars monitored from 1999 to 2004 for this herd (Poole et 

al, 2010). The low survival rate is similar to the Bathurst herd in 2009, where survival was 

estimated at 0.67 (Boulanger et al., 2011). This collar survival rate should be interpreted 

cautiously given low sample sizes of collars and a minimal amount of knowledge about fates of 

collared caribou. In this study, six collared females were harvested by Cambridge Bay hunters; 

one during the fall migration; and the remaining ones to the east side of the Kent Peninsula during 

the spring migration. Causes of known mortality suggest higher harvest rates then evident though 

voluntary reporting. With the rarity of DUC and the lack of availability of alternative caribou herds 

from Cambridge Bay, the Cambridge Bay hunters might not have avoided harvesting collared 

caribou. Of the non-hunting deaths, only one could have been attributed to a drowning incident. 

Previously, 50% of the mortality occurred between October 20th and December 8th (Pool et al., 

2010), and these were mostly related to drowning incidents while the caribou attempted to cross 

freshly formed grey ice. This fall-early winter sea-ice crossing mortality was observed a few years 

after the migration to the mainland resumed. Thus, it is possible that the DUC have adapted to 

their environment and learned to cross the sea-ice more successfully (G. Angohiatok pers. 

Comm.). However, the delay in sea-ice formation and ice breaking activities can still generate 

unknown implications for the caribou, such as physiological cost or reduce period of access to 

winter forage due to a longer staging period (Poole et al., 2010).  

 

Pregnancy rate 

 

The reproduction rate is one of the most important parameter used to monitor the growth 

potential of a population (Bergerud et al., 2008). Pregnancy rate is usually established by the 

udder counts in June or calve at heel during the peak of calving. However, this would be an 

expensive method to determine pregnancy rate for the DUC herd due to their independent 

calving strategy spread over Victoria Island. Nonetheless, pregnancy rate was determined by the 

level of fecal progesterone of collared cows. Pregnancy rates of the DUC, were considered 

relatively high at 88% for both years. These finding suggest that the cows are in sufficient body 
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condition to ovulate in the fall (Bergerud et al., 2008). For the George River Caribou Herd, a 

pregnancy rate of 89% to 100% was needed for the herd to increase in the 1970s, while 

pregnancy rates from 59% to 78% was recorded when the herd decreased in the early 1990s 

(Bergerud et al., 2008). The 2015 and 2016 pregnancy rate is consistent with the reproduction 

rate supporting a population growth.  

Additionally, these rates fell within the range of previous recorded pregnancy rates for this herd. 

Pregnancy rates of DUC, prior to resuming their migration, were available from a late-winter 

collection (April) on Victoria Island from 1987 to 1992. During this time, pregnancy rates ranged 

from 65% to 100%, with an average of 79.2%. The pregnancy rates were generally high, but the 

yearly variation suggested continued monitoring is required to track potential changes and 

investigate complementary mechanisms (Department of Resource, Wildlife, and Economic 

Development, 1998).  

 

Fall and Spring composition survey  

 

During the fall, the bull to cow ratio was investigated. The adult ratio is usually 1 male to 2 

females, as the males are known to have a higher mortality rate than female (Bergerud et al., 

2008). The low bull to cow ratio of the DUC herd (15%) might indicate a higher mortality rate for 

males. Even when the population was at its historic high in the late 1990s, harvesters have 

mentioned fewer bulls available to hunt during the fall (Department of Resource, Wildlife, and 

Economic Development, 1998). In the fall, the community of Cambridge Bay usually allows sport 

harvests to take place on the DUC, which target males only. This practice might explain the lower 

ratio of males encountered. The differential vulnerability of young caribou is most pronounced 

in fall and early winter due to exposure to more severe climatic conditions and potential winter 

food shortages. Results from the fall 2016 composition survey show a high summer mortality rate 

with 25 calves per 100 cows. However, the results of the fall 2016 composition survey should be 

interpreted with caution, as classification by fixed-wing is difficult and can be subject to 

significant error when classifying the sex of yearling. A composition done on the ground might be 

more suitable method.  

 

The 2017 spring composition survey showed an indicator of the winter mortality. In 2017, the 

calf to cow ratio was low, 11 calves to 100 cows. Normally, a spring recruitment of 25 calves to 

100 cows is necessary to maintain a stable caribou population number and 9-19 calves to 100 

cows is characteristic of a declining herd (Bergerud et al., 2008). Bias in the spring composition 

survey was not likely attributed to missing early cows and calves (Gunn et al., 1997), as the survey 

took place before the migration. However, the 2017 ratio could have been influence by the 
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difficulty to differentiate Barren-ground caribou from Dolphin and Union in the group 

composition on the east side of Bathurst Inlet. A more accurate spring composition survey should 

only be carried out on the west side of Bathurst Inlet to avoid this source of bias.  

These demographic indicators suggest recruitment rate consistent with decline, since the last 

population survey. There is a need to monitor these vital rates on a yearly basis to allow for a 

better estimate of trend in the population in-between survey years (Todd and Rothermel, 2006). 

 

Conclusion 
 

The DUC are a migratory herd that is vulnerable to threats to their habitat and survival along their 

range. Numerous reported anthropogenic and environmental factors are potentially having a 

negative impact on the herd. From 1997 to 2007, the DUC population abundance was, at best, 

stable, but many factors indicate that the population could be declining. The likely: higher harvest 

level, the increase in predation by predator species colonizing on Victoria Island, increase in fall 

mortality due to delay of ice formation, and reports of poor body condition (Species at Risk 

Committee, 2013), were all signs of a potentially declining population. A declining trend was 

confirmed in 2015 by the population assessment suggesting a 66% reduction in herd size. Since 

the system of co-management in Nunavut requires an extensive amount of consultation and 

cooperation between public officials and indigenous users, the development of management 

recommendations might be lengthy and there is a risk that management actions could be 

implemented too late. To avoid this from occurring, an early detection system, based on a fixed 

set of criteria should be developed to trigger population surveys that capture significant change 

in herd size.  

No DUC were observed to be using the coast of Victoria Island from Wellington Bay and East of 

Cambridge Bay along the coast from Cape Colburne to Anderson Bay. The low number of caribou 

contributed to the difficulty to accessing the herd during the rut and consequently finding them 

on the land. Additional health and demographic parameters were investigated to gain a better 

understanding of the potential causes of the declining trend. Factors such as the low female 

survival rate and the presence of pathogens in the Dolphin and Union herd, which contribute 

additionally to the low calf survival and recruitment rate, have been found to be negatively 

affecting the population number and recovery. For the pregnancies that reached term, the weak 

calves affected by Toxoplasma gondii, Brucella suis, and/or Neospora canium could be more at 

risk of predation (Krumm et al., 2010; Murray et al., 1997) and their low natural survival rate may 

result in increased predation by wolves and bears. The harvesters of Kugluktuk and Cambridge 

Bay have reported an increase in number of predators, Wolf and Grizzly bears, on the seasonal 

range of the DUC (HTO pers. Comm., 2015, 2016, 2017). 
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The current research program did not gather information between the potential relationship 

between the trend towards late sea-ice formation and the increased risk of deaths due to 

drowning (Pool et al. 2010). In addition, development occurring on the eastern wintering range 

of the Dolphin and Union, may have an unknown degree of impact on the caribou population 

that could become cumulative over time and become more important as the herd’s vulnerability 

increases. Although the population impact of these two factors remain currently uncertain, the 

changes to sea-ice affecting migration and human development (mining, roads) are still 

acknowledged as threats to the Dolphin and Union population (Environment and Climate Change 

Canada, 2018).   
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ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑲᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

(HTO) ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 28, 2018. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 2015-2017 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ (DUC) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ. 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑐᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB).  

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᒻᒪᒍ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ. 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᓴᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᒃᑲᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᕗᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑕ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᙶᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ. 
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1.0  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓇᓗᓴᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᕙᓂ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

2.0  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 2015-2018 (ᐅᐃᒍᖓ I), ᑐᕌᒐᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ 

ᐱᖓᔪᐊᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᑦ 2015-2017 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 

ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐊᑖᓂ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ (NLCA).  

2.1  ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑉᐸᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 

3 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓴᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ (ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ) ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐅᓪᓗᑎ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᒥ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ. ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᒃᑰᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖃᑦᑕᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ.  

3.0  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖓ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑎᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖅᓴᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ. ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᔾᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᖏᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑲᑕ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  
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3.1.1  ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ – 2018 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ: ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ 2015-2017 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ: 

ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᒥ ᔪᓚᐃ 18, 2018. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᖓ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ.  

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᔪᓚᐃ 18, 2018 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ: 

ᐊᒫᓐᑕ ᑐᒫᓐᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ) 

ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᑦᔪᓐ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) 

ᔭᐃᑯ ᐸᓚᓐᖓᔮᖅ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 

ᓯᑖᓐᓕ ᑳᐸᓐᑐ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 

ᐹᐱ ᐊᓂᕕᓗᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 

ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓕᐊᑯᓘᒃ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ) 

ᕋᓱ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖓ) 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦ: 

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᓱᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᔅᓴᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᓕᕐᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᙵᐸᓗᒃ 2007, 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ (35) ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᙵᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

ᐆᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ: 10 ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔨᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

20 ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑯᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᔾᔪᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒻᒪᑕ. 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂᑎ ᐱᔪᑎᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᔾᔪᓖᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖁᙱᓪᓗᒋᑦ “ᐱᐅᔪᓂᑦ” 

ᑭᓇᐅᓂᕐᒥᓃᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓴᙱᔪᒦᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᑉᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 

ᖁᕝᕙᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᕿᑑᒪᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ (IQ) 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ; ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖓ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 7 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 8 ᐊᒪᕈᐊᕋᐃᑦ 

ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. ᓈᒻᒪᓴᖅᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
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ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐱᔪᒪᕗᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐅᔭᖃᑎᖃᖅᑯᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᑑᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᓴᔨᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑯᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᑖᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᑦ (ᐊᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ).  

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᕆᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑯᖅ ᓂᕿᑑᒪᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᖃᖅᓯᓐᓈᕆᕗᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓚᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑮᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 1979-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᒃᖤᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᕆᐊᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ, 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᓇᒥᕈᓘᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᐊᕐᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᔮᓕᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑯᑦ.  

 

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᒻᒫᕐᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᓐᓈᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐅᑭᐅᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᕌᖓᖓ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᑮᓪᓕᓂᐅᑉ, ᑐᐊᕕᖅᑑᔭᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᑳᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓕᑦᑑᒃᑯᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂᑦ (15 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 20 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑦᑎᑲᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐊᒥᓱᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᐃᐱᔪᒥᓂᐅᒋᐊᖏᑕ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᐸᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᓇᔾᔪᓕᐅᒐᔪᑉᐸᑦᑐᑎᑦ, 

ᓯᕗᒃᑲᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑕᒐᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ.  

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ: 

 

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓚᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᒍᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ ᓂᕿᑑᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᔅᓴᒥᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᒥᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒍ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᕗᖅ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ “ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ” ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  

 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᙵ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑎᒥᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᖐᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖃᑎᒌᓕᕈᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑯᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔭᕐᒥᓂᑦ.  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ: 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᑯᒻᒪᕆᐅᓕᕐᖓᑕ. 

ᐱᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑭᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖑᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᕈᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᐅᔪᖅ, 

ᑲᓱᖅᓯᒪᒍᑎᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑮᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᖓᑕ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᖅ ᐃᓯᒐᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ).   
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3.2.1  ᐃᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ-2018 
 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ: ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ 2015-2017 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ: 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 28, 2018. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᖓ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ.  

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 28, 2018 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ: 

ᕕᐊᕗᕐᓕ ᒪᒃᓴᒐᖅ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ) 

ᕚᕕ ᒍᕇᓐᓕ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) 

ᔭᐃᒥ ᐸᓄᔭᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 

ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᑦᔪᓐ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) 

ᓵᒻ ᑲᐳᓚᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) 

ᐲᑕ ᑲᐳᓚᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) 

ᐃᐊᒪ ᖃᖅᑯᑕᖅ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ [KRWB] ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ) 

ᔫ ᐋᓯᕙᒃ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ [KRWB] ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) 

ᐊᑏᒪ ᕼᐊᑦᓚᕆ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᑕᐃᕙᑦ ᓖ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓ) 

ᔪᐊᕐᒐᓐ ᕘᓪᑦ (ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ) 

ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓕᐊᑯᓘᒃ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ) 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦ: 

 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᓚᖓ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᕚᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ ᓱᒻᒪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᐸᖏᒻᒪᖔᑦᑕ ᐃᕐᓂᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᔫᓂᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒌᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2015, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖅ.  

 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 2015, ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅᑎᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑎᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᖑᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᒻᒪᑕ “ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ”. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑯᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᓱ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᖅ “ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ”. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᖅᑯᖅ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᖅᓯᓐᓈᕆᕗᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 

ᐱᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ “ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ” ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
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ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᒐᓱᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᒐᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓯᒋᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᖔᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖔᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑉᐸᐹᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᑉᐳᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒍᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᕋᓛᖑᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᓂᓗᓂᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ: 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖓᓂᐅᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑏᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍᑦ: 

1) ᐱᑕᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ 

“ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᖓ” ᑕᐃᑲᙵ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᓇᓗᓕᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

2) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅᑲᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᔅᓴᖓᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑯᖅ.  

3) ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᕙᒌᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓂᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ/ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ. 

ᐱᑕᖃᑎᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 2018 ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖅᐸᒐᓯᖓᓂ ᑮᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓂᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᖓᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᒥ ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ (1987-2017) ᓇᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᕕᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᓖᑦ ᐃᑳᒃᑲᓂᖅᐸᖏᑉᐸᑕ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᓖᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒦᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉᐸᑕ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓱᖅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒨᖓᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ.  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ: 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᒪᓚᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᖅᓰᕙᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑮᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ. ᐱᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ, 

ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᓖᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᒻᒪᑕ, ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᑭᖅᓰᖃᑦᑕᓕᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑮᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑮᖅᓰᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ 2018 ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ.   
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4.0  ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᖓ – ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓃᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ 2016, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᕙᒧᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᑦ 50 ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᕐᒥ 2018 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑲᓐᓂᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂᑦ 2018.  

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐊᒥᓱᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔭᖓ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖓᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᑕᐃᑲᙵ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ. ᔫᓂ 2018, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᒧᑦ 35 ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ.  

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᖑᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᑎᑐᓇ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᑦ, 

ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓪᓚᑦᑖ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ “ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ”. ᑭᖑᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒻᒪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓃᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑯᖅ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᑦ.   
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5.0  ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᓃᑦ 

ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ  

ᔪᓚᐃ 18, 2018, 

4 ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᒧᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖓ. 

ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 40-ᒥᑦ 42-ᒧᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᖓ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ “ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ”: 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᓯᐅᕈᓪ ᕋᐃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᐅᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᑦ.  

 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑯᖅ 35 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐱᔭᐃᓐᓇᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ: 10 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 5 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20 ᓇᕝᕚᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 

 

ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᕿᑦᑑᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒪᕈᐊᕋᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᕙᑦᑐᑦ 7-8 ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕆᕗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑮᓪᓕᓂᖅ.  

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᐃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᓕᓐᓂᑦ. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑯᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᙱᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐃᓅᑎᓐᓇᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᖕᓃᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᙱᔫᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᓖᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᙲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᒥᑭᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ.  

 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᑲᓐᓂᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᓂᕿᑑᒪᔪᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᒍ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᖤᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᕗᖅ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᒥᑦ: ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᐃᑦ. ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒦᕋᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᑦᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, (ᓲᕐᓗ $300 ᐊᒪᕉᑉ ᓂᐊᖁᖓᓄᑦ). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒻᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᑦ 

ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᕚᓪᓕᑲᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᒥᔅᓵᓄᑦ.  

 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑳᓐᑐᐃᑐ ᑕᓯᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᖃᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᖅ. 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᖅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑯᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᐃᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ.  

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕆᕗᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑳᖏᓐᓇᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᑕᐅᕘᓇ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓕᑦᑑᖅ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 15-20 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᖃᐅᒻᒪᕆᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᐱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐸᖕᓃᑦ 

ᑐᖁᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ, ᓯᕗᒃᑲᑕᖅᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒫᖃᑦᑕᒐᔪᑦᑐᑎᓪᓗ.  

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕆᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖤᐃᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 
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ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑯᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓱᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖤᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑮᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᒥ ᑕᑯᔪᖃᕆᐊᙵᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᕈᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ 1979, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖤᐃᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑯᑦ.  
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ᐅᐃᒍᖓ I 

ᖃᓄᑎᒌᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ 

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᙵᐅᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2015 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2016 ᑐᕌᒐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

 

• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ (AGM), 2015: 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

• ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 11-13, 2016: ᐱᖃᑖ ᑲᑐᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

• ᐄᐳᓗ 19, 2016: ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑎᓂᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

• ᐄᐳᓗ 28, 2016: ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑎᓂᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ (AGM), 2016: ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓵᒥ 2015 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂ 2016 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2017-2018 ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᔾᔪᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᓇᑭᙶᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑑᓪᓗᑎᑦ 2017. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  

 

• ᒪᐃ 25, 2017: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓵᒥ 2015 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂ 2016 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ (AGM), 2017: ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᕈᑏᑦ: ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 24, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (2015-2017 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ 

2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ. 

• ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 1, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (2015-2017 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ 

2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ. 
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• ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 22, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (2015-2017 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖓᔪᐊᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 2018 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᓂᑦ, 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᑐᓴᕆᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ: 

• ᔪᓚᐃ 18, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  

• ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 28, 2018: ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ ᒥᔅᓵᓄᑦ, 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  



2015 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2015-2017 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

(Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus x pearyi)

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓕᐊᑯᓘᒃ
ᔫᓂ 2018



ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2014: 

• ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ (ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᑦᑎᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ?).  

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᙵᐅᑎᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎ 
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ~85% ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ 
ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ. 

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑕ 
ᒥᔅᓴᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ 2007.  

• ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
(ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA). 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ.  



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐅᑐᐱᕆ, 2015



ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᔪᑦ

(ᑐᒫᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓖ, 2013)

(ᓂᓯ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᓐ, 2004)



ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ – ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ

• ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 25, 
26 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 27. 



ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ – ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ



ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ – ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ



ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ – ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ



ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ – ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᓂ 
14,730 (CI= 11,475-17,986) ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᓪᓗᐊᙳᓚᐅᖅᑯᖅ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖃᒐᓛᒃᑐᓂ 10.2%.

• ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂᑦ 2015, ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ 18,413 ± 6,795 

(95% Cl, 11,664-25,182). 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᙳᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ 1997 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. 



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ

2015-2017



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ

2015 (ᐄᐳᓗ)

• 17 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ

2016 (ᐄᐳᓗ)

• 18 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ

• ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 28 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

(10 ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2015 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 18 ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2016)

2018 
(ᔭᓄᐊᕆ)

• 4 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵ 2016, 
ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ 2015 
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᑎᒌᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑉᐳᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 6 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 12, ᑖᓐᓇ 12 
ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᓛᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.
ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ 4; ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᓐᓂᑦ 9 ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓐᓄᒃ (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3, A ᐊᒻᒪᓗ B). 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᐸᓗᒃ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ 12 ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᓯᔫᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᕗᖏᑦ 
ᓴᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᑐᐃᖏᓐᓂ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑐᓕᒫᖏ ᐅᖅᓱᕆᐊᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᑦᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐅᖅᓱᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ.

2015 2016



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᑭᙶᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ:

48 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᖓᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2015-2016
ᖁᖓᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᓖᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ

75% ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ (36/48) 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦᑦ 92% ᑕᐃᑯᖓ 2015 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ (23/25), 2016 
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂ 5 ᓄᓇᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ 
(3/5).

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓪᓕᐊ 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓇᑭᙶᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖓᓂᑦ



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᑭᙶᕐᓂᖏᑦ – 2015-2016

ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᑭᙶᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖃᐅᒐᓚᑉᐳᑦ

ᒪᕐᕈᒃ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᑭᙶᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ (ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ DU-64 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ DU-15)

ᐊᐃᐳᕉᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᓄᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᐅᓯᖅᒪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᑲᓇᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᖓᐅᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒡᒐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ – 2015-2016

ᐊᓇᖏᓐᓃᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᑦ 
ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒌᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓ 43 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ:

ᓇᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ:  20-200 ng/g 
ᐊᓇᖓᓂ
ᓇᔾᔨᔪᖅ: >600 ng/g ᐊᓇᖓᓂ

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ 88% ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 
2015 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2016.
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ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ –
ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖅ 2016



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ –
ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖅ 2016

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖅ 2016: 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 136 ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 1,225 
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ, 
ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 873 ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ, 218, 
ᓄᕐᕋᐃ, 129 ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
134 ᐊᖑᑏᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᓄᕗᐊᓗᐊ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᐃᑉ ᓄᕗᐊ 
ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ : ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ 
ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ (0.15), ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ 
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᒐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖕᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᖅ 
ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᕐᖓᑕ 
ᐃᒪᕕᖅᐸᓯᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ : ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᑦ 0.25



ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ –
ᐅᐱᕐᖓᔅᓵᖅ 2017

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᔅᓵᖅ 2017: 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᔅᓵᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 24, ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 28, 
2017 ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᑐᕇ ᑰᖓ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᕐᕚᖅᑑᖅ. 
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑕᐅᒐᓱᑦᑐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ (ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ) 
ᐅᐸᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.

ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ 17−ᓂᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ, 15 ᐅᐸᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓐᓈᒃ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 24 ᐊᒥᓱᕋᔮᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 229 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᓄᕐᕋᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ 0.11. 



ᑲᑎᒪᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ

• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ (AGM), 2015: ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ
• ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 11-13, 2016: ᐱᖃᑖ ᑲᑐᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
• ᐄᐳᓗ 19, 2016: ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
• ᐄᐳᓗ 28, 2016: ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ (AGM), 2016: ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓵᒥ 2015 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂ 2016 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
• ᒪᐃ 25, 2017: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓵᒥ 2015 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂ 2016 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ.

• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ (AGM), 2017: ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 
ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᕈᑏᑦ: ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ.

• ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 24, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 
ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (2015-2017 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ.

• ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 1, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (2015-2017 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ.

• ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 22, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ 
ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ (2015-2017 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ.

• ᔪᓚᐃ 18, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

• ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 28, 2018: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 



ᐱᓇᓲᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ: 

• ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ.

• ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ.

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.



ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ.



ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 

 

ᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᓂ: X               ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ:   
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ (ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᕿᑎᐊᓂᓗ 

ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ) ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖓᑕ  ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.  
 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᑯᑦ: 

ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒦᑦᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2006−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 2006−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2007−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  11−ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ 

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᓂᑦ.  ᐊᐃᕆᓖᑦ 2017 ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒥᖓᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

(COSEWIC) ᒪᕉᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒃᓇᕐᓯᒃᒪᖔᑎᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐊᐃᕕᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᓄᕙ ᓱᑯᓴ- ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᑦ− ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓴᐃᓐᑦ ᓗᐊᕆᓐᔅ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ, ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓂᑰᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᖓᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

150 ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᒃᒪᑕ  ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᑦᒫᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖓᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓂᐱᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᖏᕋᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ 

ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕐᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ.  

 

ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ COSEWIC ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᒫᓐᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᐃᕕᑦ 

(ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐊᐃᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ) ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ 

(ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ) ᑕᕙᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒥᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᕕᒃᒥ ᐅᕗᖓ:  
 

http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/virtual_sara/files/cosewic/sr_Atlantic%20Walrus_2017_e.pdf 

 

ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ: 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ 23−ᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᒃᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ. ᐃᓴᒪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ,ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ,ᑲᖏᕐᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᙵᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᒪᕉᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕐᓗᕐᑑᖅ, ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᒫᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᓇᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᒃᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᒃᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕᓗ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᑉᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᒪᕉᒃ ᐊᐃᕕᖃᖏᓐᓂᕋᕐᑑᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᖏᓪᓗᒋᒃ. ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑲᑦᑕ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ 

http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/virtual_sara/files/cosewic/sr_Atlantic%20Walrus_2017_e.pdf
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ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᒃᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᐸᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᖁᔨᒃᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᒃᑲᕐᓗᑎᒃᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  
 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔾᔨᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᐱᔭᕇᕐᑕᐅᓵᕐᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᑖᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑦᒫᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᒐᔭᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ.  
 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᖓᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᑕᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᑕᒃᓂᖅ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ ᔭ2019 ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ 60−ᓄ, 

ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᑕᒃᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᔾᔪᑎᑦ 

ᓴᕿᔮᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒃᑯᑦ Nunatsiaq News ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᕐᓂᖓᓂ 

ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᖃᐃᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒥᔪᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  
 

ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ “ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᒌᒃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐱᖁ.ᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑎᑲᑕᒃᓂᕐ 

ᐱᔭᕇᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
 

ᐋᕿᒃᓱᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒧᖓ:  

ᓴᒻ ᓯᑎᕙᓐᓴᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᕿᑎᐊᓄᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒧᓪᓗ , ᕗᐃᓂᐱᒃ  
 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: 01 ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2018 
 



ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᓗᓂ  

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2018 

 
 

ᐅᕗᖓ  

 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ: X         ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ:  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖅ: ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᖓ - ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ  
 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ:  

 

ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔪᓐᓂ 2016, ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 5-ᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᖢᓐᓂ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ . ᐱᔪᑎᒋᔭᖓ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᑕ, 
ᐊᓯᐊᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ ᐊᑐᒐᐅᑲᓂᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ .  
 

ᐅᑉᓗᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᔨᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ (DFO) ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 
ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒋᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᑕ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ.  

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᙱᖏᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᒐᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᐅᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᒥᕈᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑐᒻᒥ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒻᒥᒃ ‘ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ’. ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᕋᖓᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᑐᕋᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑐᒻᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᓯᑯᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒡᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᒍᑦ .  
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᕈᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᒪᕗᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ   

(ᐃᓗᐊᓂᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᑐᕿᓯᑲᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ). 

- ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 1 - ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᕿᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓗᓂᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥᒃ.  



- ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 2 - ᕿᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓄᑕᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᕐᓗᓂ, 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᕕᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒧᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ.  

- ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 3 – ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᒐᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅᐸᑕ. 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ  

 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ  

- ᓄᖑᐊᓐᓂ ᓯᑉᑕᒻᐸ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔭᖅᑐᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓴᓪᓕᒧᑦ, 
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒐᕐᔪᖕᒧᑦ, ᓇᐅᔭᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ. ᓄᓇᓕᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ. 

- ᐊᒃᑐᐸᒻᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓᓐᓂ 
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒋᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᓂᑉᑲᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, 
ᓄᓇᓕᓪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓᓐᓂ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ 
ᓴᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᒻᒥᒃ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ  

- ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᔪᓐᓂ 2018 ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᑭᕙᑎᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᒧᑦ  (ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᑐᖓᕕᑯᑦ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᑦ, 
ᐃᓗᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏ, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ 
ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᔪᑲᓐ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᑲᓐᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᓐᓄᑦ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᖓᑕ  ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓪᓗ 
ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ. 

- ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᖓᓂ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᓯᑉᑕᒻᐸ 2018 ᐅᑯᐊ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ PCA ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᖅ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ/ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ, 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᖕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ, ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᑉ 
ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᖓ, ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓕᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒻᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᒥᕈᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᑦ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

- ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑉ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᔪᓐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᐊᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓚᑦ  (ᔪᓐ 2018) ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᖓᕕᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗ 



ᒐᕙᒪᖏ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔪᐊᑯᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒋᑦ (ᔪᓚᐃ 2018), ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏ (ᐊᐅᒍᔅt 2018), ᓄᓇᕗᒥ 
ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓚᖏ (ᓯᑉᑕᒻᐸ 

2018).  

- kN]K7u Z?m4f5 net5yMs3mb wh]mlAtu1i4 wMsi3u4 vJyt5yi3u[l 
x4gwisN/6gi4 W?9oxis2 kN]K7u. WoEctc3ix6S5 kN]K7u Z?mf8i4 
]b7N ]xe1il[lA wh]mlAbsJ6. xyq8i4 wh]mlAti4 negcMsqM6. 

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: 

ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ 1 ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑐᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᑉ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᑕᓐᓂ 
ᑕᕿᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑐᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᑕᕈᑎᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᑕ ᓯᓚᑕᓐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᓯᐅᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ 
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ). ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᖓᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ, 7, 2019. 

 

ᐊᕿᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᕗᖓ: ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᕿᑎᖓ ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑐᕐᓗ  – ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 
ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑦ  
ᐅᑉᓗᖓ:  ᐊᒃᑐᐸ 26, 2018 

 

 

  



ᐱᕚᓪ ᓕᕆᐊ ᕐ ᓂᖅ  ᖁᑦ ᓯ ᑦ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᒥ  ᐸ ᓯ ᒻ ᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  

ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᑦ  ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐱᓯ ᒪ ᑦ ᓯ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐸ ᓯ ᒻ ᒥ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓗᒍ  ᐃᓚᖓᑕ  ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᐅ ᑉ  ᖁᑦ ᓯ ᑦ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ  ᐸ ᓯ ᒻ ᒥ ᔭ ᐅ ᓗᑎ ᒃ  

ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᓗᑎ ᒡ ᓗ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᓗᒃ ᑖ ᑲ ᓴ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓯ ᑯ ᒥ  ᓯ ᕗᓂᒧ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᐅ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇᕆᐊ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᑐ ᓂᓯ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  

ᓯ ᓂᒃ ᑕ ᕐ ᕕᖃᖅ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᓯ ᑯ ᒦ ᑦ ᑐ ᑦ ᐃ ᓄᒃ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐱᖅ ᑯ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐅ ᒫ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ . ᐸ ᓯ ᒻ ᒥ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑖ ᑉ ᓱ ᒪ  

ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕᖓ ᐃ ᑲ ᔫ ᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ  ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐱᐊ ᓂᑦ ᓯ ᐊ ᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐱᔪ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪ ᓕᕆᐊ ᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᓯ ᒡ ᔭ ᖅ ᐸ ᓯ ᒥ  

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᒥ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  10%-ᒥ ᑦ  2020.  

ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᓂᖓ ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᖅ   

ᐃ ᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᐅ ᑕ ᓕᕆᔭ ᐃ ᑦ  ᑲ ᓇᑕ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅ ᓯ ᓚᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐊ ᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐃ ᒪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  

ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᖅ  (ᐊ ᔾ ᔨ ᖑᐊ ᖅ  1), 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅ ᓯ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᔪ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᓂ  

ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔭ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᙱᑦ ᑐ ᖅ . ᑖ ᑉ ᓱ ᒪ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕᖓ ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  

ᓯ ᓚ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᒫ ᒧ ᑦ , ᓄᓇᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓄᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᓄᓇᖃᖅ ᑐ ᓄᑦ  

ᐊ ᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᙱᑦ ᑐ ᑦ  ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᐅ ᓂᖏᑕ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᓗᒃ ᑖ ᑲ ᓴ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᓯ ᑯ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ . ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅ ᑦ ᓯ ᐊᙱᒃ ᑲ ᓗᐊ ᕐ ᓗᓂ  ᑖ ᑉ ᓱ ᒪ  

ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕᖓ, ᐅ ᑉ ᐱ ᕈ ᓱ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᓂᖏᑕ  ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᖏᑦ  

ᑐ ᓂᓯ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐊ ᑦ ᑕ ᕐ ᓇᙱᑦ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕ ᒃ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  

ᓯ ᑰ ᑉ  ᐊ ᑖ ᓂ  ᐃᓅᔪ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᓯ ᑯ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  

ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  (ᐆ ᑦ ᑑ ᑎ ᒋ ᓗᒍ  ᓇᓄᐃ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᓇᑦ ᓰ ᑦ ).  

ᐃᓚᖓᑕ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕ ᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓂᕈ ᐊ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᖅ  

ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒥ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᑉ  ᐊ ᐅ ᓚᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕖ ᑦ  

ᒥ ᙳᐃ ᖅ ᓯ ᕐ ᕕᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᑦ . ᐃᓚᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  

ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᔪ ᓄᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪ ᓕᕆᐊ ᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  

ᓄᓇᑖ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊ ᖏᕈ ᑎᖏᓐ ᓂ , ᐃ ᒪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒥ  

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᒥ ᙳᐃᖅ ᓯ ᕐ ᕕᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ  

ᕿᒥ ᕐ ᕈ ᐊ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪ ᓕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓗᒍ  

ᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᓗᒃ ᑖ ᑲ ᓴ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓯ ᑯ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᖅ  

ᐊ ᑎᖃᖅ ᑐ ᖅ  ‘ᖁᑦ ᓯ ᑦ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᖅ ’. 

ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐ ᕌ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᖁᑦ ᓯ ᑦ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒋ ᑉ ᓗᒍ  ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓄᑦ  

ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᓂᖏᑕ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕ ᒻ ᒥ , ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑏ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑎ ᒌ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐱᔪ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐊ ᑦ ᑕ ᕐ ᓇᖅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓇᕆᐊ ᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᕙᓪ ᓕᐊ ᓂᖏᑕ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ . ᐃᓚᒋ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  

ᓇᓂᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐅ ᕙᓂ : http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/conservation/higharctic-hautarctique/index-eng.html. 

ᐃ ᒪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒥ  ᓱ ᓇᒃ ᑯ ᑖ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᔪ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᑲ ᑎ ᖅ ᓱ ᐃ ᓂᐊ ᕐ ᓗᑎ ᒃ  ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᐊ ᓯ ᙳᕆᐊ ᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᑉ  ᓯ ᑯ ᖓᑕ  ᖃᓄᐃ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᒥ  ᓯ ᑯ ᖓᑕ  ᐊ ᕙᑎᖓ, 

ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  ᓂᕐ ᔪ ᑏ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐃ ᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᐅ ᑕ ᐃ ᑦ , ᓱ ᕋ ᕐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐃᓚᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᓯ ᓚᒧ ᐊ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕᐊ ᔪ ᑦ , ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓃᑦ . ᑕ ᒪ ᓐ ᓇ  ᓄᑖ ᑦ  ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  ᐃ ᑲ ᔫ ᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᐅ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇᕆᐊ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᓂᒃ  ᓯ ᕗᓂᒃ ᓴ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓄᑦ  ᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓂᒃ . ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᑖ ᑉ ᓱ ᒪ  ᓱ ᓇᒃ ᑯ ᑖ ᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊ ᒃ ᓴ ᖓ 

ᓇᓂᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐅ ᕙᓂ : http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/science/atsea-enmer/missions/2018/higharctic-hautarctique-
eng.html.  

ᓴ ᓇᕐ ᕈ ᑏ ᑦ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊ ᐅ ᓚᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  

ᐃ ᒪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒥ , ᒥ ᙳᐃ ᖅ ᓯ ᕐ ᕕᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎᒌ ᖏᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐊ ᕙᑎᐅ ᑉ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᓯ ᓚ  ᐊ ᓯ ᙳᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕᐊ ᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒥ  ᑐ ᙵᕝ ᕕᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝ ᕖ ᑦ  ᓴ ᓇᕐ ᕈ ᑎᖃᖅ ᖢᑎ ᒃ  ᐃ ᑲ ᔫ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓄᑦ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᑉ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ . ᓄᓇᙳᐊ ᖅ  

ᒥᑭᓂᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓯᑯᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂ

ᖓ

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1. ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᓗᒃᑲᓴᖅ ᕿᕿᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᑦ 



ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᐅ ᔪ ᖅ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᑉ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕᖏᑦ  ᓇᓂᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐅ ᕙᓂ : http://www.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/oceans/maps-cartes/conservation-eng.html. 

ᐅ ᖃᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᖁᑦ ᓯ ᑦ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ   

ᐃᓚᖓ 1 – ᕿᒥ ᕐ ᕈ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂᖅ  ᓂᕈ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐱᔨ ᑦ ᑎ ᕋ ᐅ ᑎ ᑦ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ   
(ᐊ ᔾ ᔨ ᙳᐊ ᖅ  2) 

ᐊ ᐅ ᑦ ᓯ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕᐊ ᓂᑕ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᑉ  ᓯ ᑯ ᖓ ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ , 

ᐱ ᔪ ᒪ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕈ ᒪ ᓚᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᒥ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᖁᑦ ᓯ ᑦ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ . ᐱ ᔨ ᑦ ᓯ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐸ ᓯ ᒻ ᒥ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᓴ ᐳ ᔾ ᔨ ᓯ ᒪ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇᕆᐊ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᐅ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇᕆᐊ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᓂᒃ  

ᐱᕚᓪ ᓕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃ ᖅ ᓯ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒥ  ᐱ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  

ᑖ ᑉ ᓱ ᒪ  ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᔪ ᒧ ᑦ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕ ᒧ ᑦ . 

ᑐ ᒃ ᓯ ᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐋ ᖅ ᑭ ᒃ ᓱ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖏᑦ  ᑐ ᓂᓯ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᓄᑖ ᒥ ᒃ  ‘ᐱ ᔨ ᑦ ᓯ ᕋ ᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ’ 
ᓂᕈ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᒥ ᑦ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᑉ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ . 
ᑕ ᒪ ᓐ ᓇ  ᐊ ᑯ ᓂᐅ ᙱᑦ ᑐ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊ ᑦ ᑕ ᕐ ᓇᖅ ᑕ ᐃ ᓕᒪ ᓂᖅ  
ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕ ᒻ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᒪ ᔪ ᓄᑦ  ᓯ ᓚᑖ ᒍ ᑦ  ᓄᓇᑖ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  
ᐊ ᖏᕈ ᑎᖏᑕ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓄᑦ , ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒋ ᑉ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  
ᑲ ᑎ ᖅ ᓱ ᐃ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕐ ᓂᐊ ᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  
ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᕿᒥ ᕐ ᕈ ᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  
ᐃ ᑲ ᔫ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓄᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃ ᖅ ᓯ ᓗᑎ ᒃ  ᓇᓕᒃ ᑕ  
ᐱ ᔪ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊ ᑯ ᓂᐅ ᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ -ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓄᑦ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐅ ᒥ ᐊ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ .  
 
ᐃᓚᖓ 2 – ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  ᐊ ᑯ ᓂᐅ ᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  ᓂᕈ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑐ ᑦ (ᐊ ᔾ ᔨ ᙳᐊ ᖅ  3) 
 
ᐃ ᒪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒥ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᒥ ᙳᐃᖅ ᓯ ᕐ ᕕ ᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  
ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ  ᐅ ᑉ ᐱ ᕈ ᓱ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐊ ᑯ ᓂᐅ ᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  
ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᑦ ᓯ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐱ ᓯ ᒪ ᑦ ᓯ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  
ᑖ ᑉ ᓱ ᒪ  ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᔪ ᑉ  ᓇᔪ ᕐ ᕕᖓᓄᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃ ᖅ ᓯ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕐ ᓗᑎ ᒃ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᕿᒥ ᕐ ᕈ ᐊ ᕐ ᓗᑎ ᒃ  
ᐃ ᑲ ᔫ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓄᑦ  ᐊ ᑯ ᓂᐅ ᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓄᑦ  
ᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑎᓂᑦ  
ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑎ ᒌ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂᑦ .  
 
ᐃ ᒪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒥ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᒥ ᙳᐃᖅ ᓯ ᕐ ᕕ ᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  
ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌ ᖕ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  
ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑎ ᒋ ᔭ ᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᕿᒥ ᕐ ᕈ ᐊ ᕐ ᓗᑎ ᒃ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  
ᐊ ᖏᓂᖓᒍ ᑦ  ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᐅ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇᕆᐊ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᓂᒃ  
ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔭ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃ ᖅ ᓯ ᓗᑎ ᒃ  
ᐊ ᑲ ᐅ ᓈᖅ ᑐ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐱᓯ ᒪ ᑦ ᓯ ᓂᐊ ᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  
ᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂᒃ . ᓄᑖ ᓂᒃ  ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  
ᑲ ᑎ ᖅ ᓱ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ  ᐃᓚᖓ 1-ᒥ  ᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃ ᖅ ᓯ ᓗᑎ ᒃ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓄᑦ  
ᐱᖃᕆᐊ ᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ .  
 
ᐃᓚᖓ 3 – ᐊ ᑐ ᓕᖅ ᑎ ᑦ ᓯ ᓂᖅ  
 
ᐊ ᑐ ᓕᖅ ᑎ ᑦ ᓯ ᓂᖅ  ᐊ ᑯ ᓂᐅ ᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᒧ ᑦ  ᓴ ᐳ ᒻ ᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  ᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᒪ ᓕᒡ ᓗᒋ ᑦ  ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂᖏᑕ  
ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑎ ᒋ ᔭ ᑉ ᑎ ᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᑐ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑕ , ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ  ᓄᑖ ᓄᑦ  ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ .  
 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2. ᐃᓚᖓᑕ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ 1 –ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3. ᑕᐃᒪᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᓯᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ 



  



ᑐ ᓴ ᖅ ᑎ ᑦ ᓯ ᓂᖅ  
 
DFO ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  PCA ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ  ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑎ ᒌ ᓗᑎ ᒃ  ᐅ ᑭ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ  ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑎ ᒌ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ  ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᖅ ᑎᓄᑦ  ᑖ ᑉ ᓱ ᒪ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊ ᒃ ᓴ ᒧ ᑦ . ᑐ ᙵᓱ ᒃ ᑎ ᑦ ᓯ ᕗᒍ  ᐃᓕᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᓯ ᕆᔪ ᒪ ᔭ ᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ /ᐅ ᕝ ᕙᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᕿᒥ ᕐ ᕈ ᐊ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  
ᐃᓚᒋ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ  ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓗᒍ  ᓕᐊ  ᐳ ᕋ ᐅ ᓐ  ᐅ ᕙᓂ : 
leah.brown@dfo-mpo.gc.ca ᐅ ᕝ ᕙᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐅ ᖃᓘᑎ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐅ ᕙᓂ  204-984-6276. 
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ  

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2018 
 

ᐆᒧᖓ: ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ: X      ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ:   

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ:  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

. 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ:  

 

• ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔪᓚᐃ 9, 2018, ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 25−ᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ (NSA)   

 

• ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥᑦ, ᑎᒥᓕᒫᖑᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.  

 

• ᓄᑖᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑭᖑᕝᕖᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (HTOs) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (RWOs) 

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ. 

 

• ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕐᓂᖓ 1 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕐᓂᖓ 1 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᕕᓴᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 2019. 

 

• ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 10 ᐊᒻᒪ 11 ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ 

ᑎᒥᖓᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓅᕕᐱᕆ 20 ᐊᒻᒪ 21 ᐋᑐᕚᒥᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐅᖃᓯᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ.  

 

• ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᕕᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 

ᑲᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ). ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒥᔪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᖓ  

   

• ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  
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• ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᑉᐸᖓᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓯᓐᓈᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᕕᐱᕆ 27 ᐊᒻᒪ 28  ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᖅ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᒧᑦ 

ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  

 

• ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ (ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ)  

 

• ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ (ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ) 

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᑲᓐᓃᑦ: 

 

• http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/acts-lois/rules-reglements/rule-reglement35-eng.htm 

 

• http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/media/statements-declarations/nunavut-eng.htm 

 

• https://www.canada.ca/en/fisheries-oceans/news/2018/07/nunavut-tungavik-incorporated-

the-nunavut-wildlife-management-board-the-government-of-nunavut-and-the-government-of-

canada-agree-to-develop-fisheri.html 

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᓴᓪᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ: 

 

• ᑭᐅᕆ ᐴᒃ, ᕿᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ – Kerry.boak@dfo-mpo.gc.ca  

 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ:  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒃ 

ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

  

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ:    ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 31, 2018 

 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/acts-lois/rules-reglements/rule-reglement35-eng.htm
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/media/statements-declarations/nunavut-eng.htm
https://www.canada.ca/en/fisheries-oceans/news/2018/07/nunavut-tungavik-incorporated-the-nunavut-wildlife-management-board-the-government-of-nunavut-and-the-government-of-canada-agree-to-develop-fisheri.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/fisheries-oceans/news/2018/07/nunavut-tungavik-incorporated-the-nunavut-wildlife-management-board-the-government-of-nunavut-and-the-government-of-canada-agree-to-develop-fisheri.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/fisheries-oceans/news/2018/07/nunavut-tungavik-incorporated-the-nunavut-wildlife-management-board-the-government-of-nunavut-and-the-government-of-canada-agree-to-develop-fisheri.html
mailto:Kerry.boak@dfo-mpo.gc.ca


ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑖᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

 
ᔪᓚᐃ 9, 2018 

ᓄᓇᕗᑖᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ − ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ.   

ᖁᕕᐊᓱᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 25 ᐅᑭᐅᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑖᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ, ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ, ᒐᕙᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ:  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᓈᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᙵᕝᕕᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ (NSA); 
 

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ NSA ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑲᓴᓖᑦ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᑖᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓂ; 
 

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑖᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓂ; 

• ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕝᕕᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
NSA−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᙵᕝᕕᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ, 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑖᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓂ; 

• ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ;  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ 



ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑐᙵᕝᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑖᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓂ;   

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓄᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑐᙵᕝᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ; 

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ;  

• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ 
ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ NSA ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ; 

• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ NSA ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕝᕕᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ NSA ᐃᓗᐊᓂ;  

• ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᓇᐅᑉ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑎᓄᑦ, 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓄᑦ; 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ Canada Gazette, 
Part 1, in 2019.  



ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 
 

ᐆᒻᒧᖓ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ: X     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᒃ:  

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ:  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, 2018-

19. 

 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᕆᓯᒪᖏᑦ:  

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᔪᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐃᒪᕕᒻᒥ ᑲᓕᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᕙᒻᒪᑕ. ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ.  

 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ:  

 

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ: 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᓪᓗ. 

ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓄ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒥᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐ.ᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑕ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑕ 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ. ᐊᒥᓱᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓐᖏᓐᓂᓕᒫᖓᓐᓂ, 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖅᑐᕐᓗᑕᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᓪᓗ. ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᑦᑎᐊᕋᑦᑕ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.   

 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᒃ 2018: 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕆᔪᓐᓇᓂᕐᒥᑦ 9−ᓂᑦ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ. ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 

ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓐᓇᓛᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓇᒃᑐᐊᕐᔪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᔪᖅᑑᒥ. ᑖᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᓖᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖓᔪᐊᓐᓃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᔭᕇᕈᒫᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 

ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓅᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᐃᓂᐹᒻᒧᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ.  

 

 

 

 

 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ 2018:  

 

ᓄᐊᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕋᕐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑕᕗᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᑕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕆᐊᓕᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑕ. 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᐅᐸᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᓄᑦ 



ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒨᖓᔪᓂᑦ.   

 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ 2018: 

   

ᑐᕌᒐᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑐᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓂ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᔅᓇᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓯᓐᓈᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑏᓰᑉᐱᕆᒥ 2017−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᒥ 2018, 

584−ᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂ ᓄᓇᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓪᓗᑦ. ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᔨᐅᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᓅᕖᑉᐱᕆᒥ 2018−ᒥ ᐱᔭᕇᔭᕈᒫᖅᑐᒍᑦ 2018-

2019 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ.   

 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ 2018: 

 

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᕝᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ (ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑐᖅ, ᐸᓕᕈᐊᖅ (Surrey), 

Hᐊᓗᒃᕕᒃ (Thirty-Mile) ᔭᐃᑯ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓗᓴᓐ (Byron Bay) ᑰᑦ) ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2018. ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᓘᓴᓐ ᑰᖓᓐᓂ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2008−ᒥᓂᑦ. ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ (IFMP) 

ᐸᕐᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᑦᒥ ᑰᑕᑎᒍᑦ 5,000 ᑭᓚᒍᕌᒻᓂᑦ 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᖓᑕ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 5,000 ᑭᓚᒍᕌᒻᓂᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᓐᓂ ᑰᑕᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ. 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᓖᑦ (ᐊᑎᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ) 

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑰᑕᐃᑦ Kg, 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑦ ᑰᑕᐃᑦ 

Kg, ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

2018 ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ Kg, 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

2018 % 

ᓄᓈᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃ (Wellington) 20,000  14,061 13,808  98 

Hᐊᓗᒃᕕᒃ (30-Mile) 5,000 5,000 4,997 100 

ᔭᐃᑯ 17,000 10,433  9,644 92 

ᐸᓕᕆᔪᐊᖅ (Surrey ) 9,100 9,100 8,792 97 

ᓘᔅᓯᓚᓐ R. (Byron Bay) 9,100 5,000 3,917 78 

ᑲᑎᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ  60,200 48,493   41,158  85 

 

 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ IFMP ᐸᕐᓇᑏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒧᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ EHTO, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᕐᓂᒧᓪᓗ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓛᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᔪᓯᓐᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᓪᓗ. ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᔅᓇᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓘᑦᓚᒥ ᑰᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ, 

ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓄᖑᑕᐅᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᑦᑕᐱᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᓘᑦᓴ ᑰᖓᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᑎᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᓛᖅᑕᑎᓐᓄᑦ. 

 



ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑖᕐᕕᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ (ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᔅᓴᓂ) 

ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 200−ᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ. 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 200−ᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓗᑦᓚᒥ ᑰᖓᓐᓂ ᔫᓚᐃ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᕐᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᑐᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ 2023−ᒧᑦ 

(ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ).  

 

ᓂᐱᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ (ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕕᒻᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ) 

ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᖓᓃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓐᓂ. ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᐱᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 30−ᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓗᑦᓚᓐ ᑰᖓᓐᓂ. 

 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑕᓪᓗ ᕙᒻᒧᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ (Vemco Positioning System (VPS)) 

ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᓰᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᓪᓕᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᒫᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᓂ ᓇᒦᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ.  

 

ᐱᔭᕇᕈᒫᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂ IFMP ᐸᕐᓇᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ.  

 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2018: 

  

ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥ ᓄᑖᕐᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑎᓴᖓᓐᓃᑦᑐᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑯᓗᒃᑑᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᑑᑦᒥ. ᐱᓕᕆᒻᒥᔪᒍᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓐᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂ (otoliths) ᐅᑭᐅᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᒍ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᓗᑕ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓛᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓛᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓕ ᓇᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᕈᒫᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ (2019), ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓱᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᖅᑲᐃ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᒻᒥᓕ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓛᖅᑐᒍᑦ 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕗᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑕ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᑕᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  

 



ᓯᐅᕕᐊ ᒍᕆᓂᐅᓪ 2018:   

 

ᓯᐅᕕᐊ ᒍᕆᓂᐅᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᖓᓐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᓄᐊᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ 156−ᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑕᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᓪᓗᑕ DIDSON 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ 9−ᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓯᑯᓯᒪᑎᓐᓇᒍ. ᓯᓚᓗᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑰᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᒡᒌᔅᓯᒥ, ᐃᓕᓯᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ DIDSON ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑕᑎᓐᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂ. 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑳᓐᑐᓛᑦᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᓱᓕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᕈᒪᒐᑦᑎᒍ ᐊᐅᕙᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓐᓂ DIDSON−ᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑕ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.   

 

 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ:  

DFO ᕿᑎᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒧ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧ 

 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: ᒫᑎᓐ, ᐃᒪᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐊᕐᔪᓐᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ; ᕼᐅᕆᔅ, ᐃᒪᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ 

ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐊᕐᔪᓐᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐃᓂᐹᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔭᓐᔪᐊ, ᐃᒪᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐊᕐᔪᓐᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᐃᓂᐹᒻᒧᑦ.   

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐊᑦᑑᑉᐱᕆ 21, 2018 



  

 

 

 

 

 
 

ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:    ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ: ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᕙᒃᑐᑦ Common 
Nighthawk ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Olive-sided Flycatcher ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ (SARA)  
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ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓ:   

Jason Duxbury 

Common Nighthawk 

Heidi den Haan 

Olive-sided Flycatcher 



The Species at Risk Act and You Nunavut Wildlife Management Board – 2018 December 

 

 
 ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ   2  ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ  2 

 

• ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᒥᑭᔪᑯᓘᕘᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ Common Nighthawk ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Olive-sided Flycatcher 
ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 

• ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᒻᒪᕆᒃᐳᑦ. ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᔾᔭᐃᒥᓯ ᐸᐃᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂ, ᐃᕙᕕᐅᓂᐊᓕᕌᖓᑦ. 

• ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
(ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ) ᑕᒫᓂ ᐄᐳ 2018-ᒥ.  

• ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᒋᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ.  
 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ: 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ 
ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ Common Nighthawk ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Olive-
sided Flycatcher ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᒪᖏᓐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑎᑎᖃᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 5.2.34(f)-ᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ Common 
Nighthawk ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐅᔭᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Olive-sided Flycatcher ᖁᐸᓄᐊᕐᓂᒃ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ Common 
Nighthawk ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐅᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Olive-sided Flycatcher ᖁᐸᓄᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᕆᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ, 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ Dᐋᓐ ᐋᓄᓘ, Dawn Andrews ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ, ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ 
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ:  867-669-4767 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ:  2018-ᓄᕕᐱᕆ-01 
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ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:    ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ: ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᖃᒡᓕᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
(ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᔪᓐᓂᐊᓐᑯᑦ) ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ 
(SARA)  

 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓ:   

• ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᕐᓂᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐᑯᑦ) ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᓗ ᑭᓪᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᔾᔨ 2017-ᒥ.  

• ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᕐᓂᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ, ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ 
(ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ) ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ.  

• 2015-ᒥ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ 18,000-ᓂᒃ. ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ 
18-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᖑᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ, ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᓯᔪᑦ 
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ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ 50-60% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ 
2010-ᒥ. 

• ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ 
ᓇᒻᒪᓈᕈᓐᓇᐃᓕᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᓄᑦ. ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᓂᖓ ᐊᑕᕗᖅ 
ᓯᑯᓯᒪᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᓯᑯ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ, 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᖁᕋᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᐱᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕙᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓄᐊᕈᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ.  

• ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᓯᒪᓲᖑᕗᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
1-ᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ. 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᓕᒫᒃᑯᑦ. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᖅᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ: 

• ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2019-ᒥ. ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᖁᔭᐅᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ.  

• ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓇᑎᑐᓪᓗ, ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ. ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ: ᑎᑎᖃᒥᒃ, ᑕᑯᓈᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᑕᕐᕆᔭᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᑦ 
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᓂᐊᕆᕗᑦ.  

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ, 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖓᒍᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᐃᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐹᖑᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓂᓕᒫᖓᓂᒃ.  

• ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓗᓂᒋᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂ 
ᑕᖀᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᓈᓂᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕌᓂᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐊᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ. 
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ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ: 

• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓂᓗ 
ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ (ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᔪᓐᓂᐊᓐᑯᑦ) ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑐᖅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ Dᐋᓐ ᐋᓄᓘ, Dawn Andrews ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ, ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ 
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ:  867-669-4767 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ:  2018-ᓄᕕᐱᕆ-01 
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ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 1 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂᖔᖅᑐᑦ 2017.  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᓗ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐᑯᑦ), 
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓴᐃᑦ (ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᔩᓪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ 2016). 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:    ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ: ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓕᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃ/ᑳᔫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ   ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ (SARA). 

 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓ:   

• ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ/ᑲᔫᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓘᖕᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᖏᔪᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ, ᓄᓕᐊᕐᓇᐅᓕᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐃᕙᓂᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ. 

• ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ/ᑲᔫᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ (SARA-ᑯᑦ) ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

• ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᑉᔪᐃᑦ/ᑳᔫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᑲᓐᓂᕋᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᖏᓐᓂᖅ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2007-ᒥ.  

• ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᐅᓇᖅᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 
ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ ᑕᒪᓂ 2007-ᒥ. 

• ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ/ᑲᔫᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓗᓈᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᑎᕆᔪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ DDT-ᖑᔪᑦ. 
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ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ: 

• ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᒃ/ᑳᔫᕐᒥᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᐃᒥ 2019-ᒥ. ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᖓᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ, 
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓅᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕈᑎᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕈᑎᒃ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᑎᐞᒡᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ 25-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ: ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ, 
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ, ᑰᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, 
ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᑦ.  

• ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓇᑎᑐᓪᓗ, ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ. ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ: ᑎᑎᖃᒥᒃ, ᑕᑯᓈᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᑕᕐᕆᔭᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑯᐊᑐᐊᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᓂᐊᕆᕗᑦ.  

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ, 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖓᒍᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᐃᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐹᖑᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓂᓕᒫᖓᓂᒃ. 

• ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓗᓂᒋᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂ 
ᑕᖀᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᓈᓂᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕌᓂᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐊᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ: 

• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑐᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᒪᓂᖅ, 
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ/ᑳᔫᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᓐᓃᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐊᑐᖅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ.  

 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ Dᐋᓐ ᐋᓄᓘ, Dawn Andrews ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ, ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ 
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ:  867-669-4767 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ:  2018-ᓄᕕᐱᕆ-01 



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

             
ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖁᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᕖᕝᕙ 2018  
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒧᖓ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ  
  

  

  

  

 

  

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
  

  

ᓄᕖᕝᕙ 1, 2018  

  

 

 

 

 

 



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

             
ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖁᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᕖᕝᕙ 2018  
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ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ  

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒃᑯᕕᖓ 185  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

X0A 0R0   

ᒥᔅᑕ ᑖᓐᓂᐊᓕ ᓯᐅᑦᓴᒃ  

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒃᑯᕕᖓ 1379  
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

X0A 0H0  

  

ᓄᕖᕝᕙ 1, 2018  

  

ᒥᔅᑕ ᓯᐅᑦᓴᒃᒧᑦ, 

  

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᕗᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

  

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑰᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ (500 MT) ᐱᔭᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2018-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᒃᓴᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ 10 MT ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ (2017). ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ. 

  

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ. 

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒻᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒃᓴᐅᒐᕕᑦ, ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᕐᕋᕖᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᕋᑖᖑᔪᓂᑦ. 

  

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ, ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ ᓂᐅᕕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 40’ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᒥᒃ, f/v ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᓪᓗᑕᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕕᓛᕋᑦᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᒋᖁᓪᓗᒍ. ᓂᕆᐅᑉᐳᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓛᕐᒥᒻᒪᑕ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

  

FV “ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II” ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑕ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᒃᑲᔭᕋᓂ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑰᑕᑖᕈᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᓐᓈᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᓂᒋᑕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᓚᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᖐᑎᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑎᓂᖃᐅᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂ 475 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 600 ᐃᑎᓂᓕᓐᓂ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

ᒥᑭᔫᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᒋᑕᒐᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒧᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒋᑦ. ᖃᓕᕋᓕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ. 

  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ, 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ. ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᑐᖔᓂᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 800 MT ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ 500 MT−ᖑᒻᒪᑕ. 

   

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ,  

  

  

ᔫᐸ ᓴᐅᓪᓗᐊᐱᒃ 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ  

    

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ  
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1. ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᕗᑦ  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ 500 MT−ᖑᕙᑦᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᖔᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᖔᓂᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 800MT ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᒋᑕᒐᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒻᒧᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ f/v ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II ᐅᒥᐊᖓᒍᑦ. 

 

2. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ  
  

2.1 ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ 

  

ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ 2018−ᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐹᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ, 

ᓄᓈᖅᓯᔪᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 510MT (500MT ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ). ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ (ᐊᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᑦᑐᓃᑦᑐᑦ) 

ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑲᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ 2019-ᒥ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᓛᕐᒥᒻᒪᑕ  500MT 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ. 

  

ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑐᒐᐅᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓪᓕᕐᒥ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖓᓂ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᔫᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒧᑦ. 

  

  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  
(MT)  

2012  292.1  

2013  308.9  

2014  374.1  

2015  295.7  

2016  334.0  

2017  450.3  

2018  510.0  
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2.2 ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ  

  

ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᑕ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ (CSTMA) 

ᓅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑦ (ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᓪᓕᕐᒦᑦᑐᖅ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ PHTO ᒪᐃ 2013-

ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 2014-ᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᑕ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖃᕐᕕᖓ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓕᕐᒪᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ 

ᓇᒧᙵᕈᓘᔭᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ. 

  

ᓅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᑕ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ (CSTMA) 

ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  

ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᑕ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ (CSTMA) ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᓕᒃ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖓᓂᒃ “ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᑦ (IQ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓇᕐᔨᕐᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ”, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᖃᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᑕᐅᑐᙳᐊᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ‘ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ 

ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕙᒻᒪᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓄᖑᓐᓂᐊᙱᑦᑐᑎᑦ”. 

  

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ‘ᓂᒋᑕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒻᒧᑎᓂᒃ” ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕋᑎᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓂᒋᑕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕙᒪᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ, ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓈᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᕐᕋᕖᔭᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐲᖅᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᒋᑕᒐᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑐᐊᕌᖓᒥᒃ, ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᖃᕈᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᓂᓗ 

ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓲᓂᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᑉ ᐊᖏᓂᖓᓗ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᖅ <85’. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒥᓇᖅᑑᓪᓗᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᒪᑕ, ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᒪᑭᒪᑎᒐᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᒃ. 

  

  
  
  



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
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2.3 ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖓ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᑕ 

  

 
  

3. ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
  

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ, 60−ᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

90−ᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓰᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᓗ. 30+ ᐃᖅᑲᓴᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒻᒥ, ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᑎᒥᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕈᐊᖅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᒻᒪᕆᒐᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

  



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
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ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑰᑕᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ 

ᓅᑦᑎᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ 10-12 ᑕᖅᑭᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᖔᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓗᓂ. 

  

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ, ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ ᓂᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᒥᒃ, f/v ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II (ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᐃᒍᖓ #1). 

  

3.1 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ (2019)  

  

    ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ (ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ / ᐃᒪᕐᒥ (ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ) 800 MT  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ ᐅᒥᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᒥᒃ, f/v ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II (38’11”)  

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ: ᓂᒋᑕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒻᒧᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ ᐱᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐃᒋᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᙱᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᙱᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᑦ 

 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦᑕᒥᓃᑦ 2017/2018.  

   

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ ᐱᔭᒥᓂᖅ 

 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓐᓇᑉ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓ 2017/2018  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᐊᑐᕆᒃ ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓖᑦ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ  

% ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦᑕᒥᓃᑦ  

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᒃ        

      NAFO ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0A  940mt  940mt  100%  

      NAFO ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0B  950mt  950mt  100%  

ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᑕ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ  
500mt  500mt  100%  

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒃ       

      SFA 1  744.4mt  744.4mt  100%  

      SFA 2 (ᓯᓚᑖᓂ NSA)  232.6mt  232.6mt  100%  

      SFA 2 (ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NSA)  0.0mt  0.0mt  ᑐᕌᖓᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

        

  

ᒪᓕᙲᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᒪᓖᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓯᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᓂᑦ 2017/2018−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

4. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 

  
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒥᓃᑦ 2018 ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

  

FV “ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II” ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ. 



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
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ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᑉ ᑲᐱᑕᐃᖓ, ᔮᓐ ᑳᕙᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᑰᑕᕗᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑎᒐᒃᓴᐅᒻᒪᕆᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᓯᓐᓈᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᓐᓈᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᓂᒋᑕᒐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᓚᖓᔪᑦ/ᐊᒻᒧᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑎᓕᓐᓂᒃ 475 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 600 

ᐃᑎᓂᓕᓐᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᒥᑭᔫᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᒃᓰᑦ 

ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒧᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒋᑦ. ᖃᓕᕋᓕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ. ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᑦ, ᒥᑏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒍᕆᓂᐊᑎᐅᕐ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᖁᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᔨᐅᓴᖅᑕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᐃᓗᐊᕋᑎᑦ. ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᒋᑕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓗᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕉᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓯᒪᒋᕗᖅ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 500 MT ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᕋᑖᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 2018-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᓱᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᑭᔫᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᑎᕆᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒥᒃ, 3 ᑕᖅᑮᑦ ᑐᖔᓂ.  

ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ 10 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐱᐅᔫᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐱᐅᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ 

ᐱᐅᔫᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ, ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᐅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒻᒥ ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᖓᓂ. ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖏᑦ 2018-ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᓯᒪᕗᑦ. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔮᓛᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᕐᒥᒃ 

ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᓇᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ. ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᕗᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᕗᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖑᔪᒥ ᑕᒫᓂ. 

 
    
  

5. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᕗᑦ 
  

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ         

ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥ: ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᐅᑦ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᖃᐃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᒻᒪᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ. 

  

  



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
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ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᕐᓗ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕆᑕᐅᔪᒥᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᖅᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ. 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑑᕗᑦ ‘ᓂᒋᑕᒐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᓚᖓᔪᑦ/ᐊᒻᒧᑏᑦ’ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ. 

 

ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᓐᓈᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ, ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᙱᑦᑐᓂ. 

 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᒻᒪᕆᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ / ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ, 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᒻᒪᕆᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᒻᒪᕆᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ. 

  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒋᕗᖅ ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥ: 

ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ. 

  

  

  

6. ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

  

6.1 ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

  

  

  

7. ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓛᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2019  

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᓛᕋᒥ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2019−ᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ.  

     



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
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8. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ  

ᐅᒥᐊᑦ (ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ) 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐱᓕᒻᒪᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᒃᓴᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓪᓗ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

     



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
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9. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ 
  

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓂ: 

  

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐊᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓄᑦ). ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ:  

ᔫᐸ ᓴᐅᓪᓗᐊᐱᒃ      −ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 

ᐲᑕ ᕿᓚᕝᕙᖅ      −ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᐊ 

ᓴᑭᐊᓯ ᓴᐅᓪᓗᐊᐱᒃ    −ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᔨ (ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ) 

ᐹᓕᐊᑦ ᒥᑦᑐᖅ      −ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

ᓰᑎ ᕿᓚᕝᕙᖅ      −ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

ᒫᑎᐅᓯ ᒪᓐᓂᐊᐱᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ)  −ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

ᔭᐃᑯ ᖃᖅᑲᓯᖅ (ᑯᐊᐸᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ)   −ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓖᑦ; ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᙵᓄᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᓂᕿᑕᖅ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ (BFC) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓲᒃ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖓᓄᑦ. ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ:  

ᓴᑭᐊᓯ ᓴᐅᓪᓗᐊᐱᒃ    -ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ  
(ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ) 

 ᔭᐃᑯᐱ ᒪᓐᓂᐊᐱᒃ    −ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᐊ 

 ᔫᐸ ᓴᐅᓪᓗᐊᐱᒃ     - ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

 ᔭᐃᑯ ᖃᖅᑲᓯᖅ      - ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

  

ᓄᑖᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎᖓ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 2018−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑖᑦ ᔮᓐᓴᓐ. 

  

10. ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
  

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᑦ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ)  

 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒻᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᑦ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ) 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒃᓴᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓴᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒻᒥ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ 



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

             
ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖁᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᕖᕝᕙ 2018  
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ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑎᖃᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓱᒃᑯᐊᕿᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

 

ᖃᑭᒍᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

 

100% ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ  

 

ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕋᔭᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ  

 

ᐸᐸᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᔫᕗᑦ − ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓂᒋᑕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒻᒧᑎᓂᒃ  

 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᓂᒋᑕᒐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒻᒧᑏᑦ)  

ᐃᒪᖓ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

 

11. ᐅᐃᒍᖏᑦ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

             
ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖁᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᕖᕝᕙ 2018  
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ᐅᐃᒍᖓ I ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑦᑎᕌᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᒥᒃ RCG 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
  

  

*ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᕈᑎ: ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖓᑕᓗ ᐱᐅᔫᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐊᒥᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

    

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑦᑎᕌᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᒥᑭᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎ 

ᐅᒥᐊᖅ: ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

  

ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 28, 2016  

  

ᐅᒥᐊᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᑯᖓ  

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎ ᐅᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᒥᑭᔫᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᐅᕗᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᖅ, ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

2013−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑦᓯᐊᑎᑳᒻᔅ ᐅᒥᐊᖃᕐᕕᒃ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ 2001 (CSA 2001). 

ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 

ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ. ᐅᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖁᑎᖃᖅᑑᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2013-ᒥ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ, ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓈᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓈᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ, ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. 

ᐅᒥᐊᖅ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᑯᓗᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖁᑎᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᖅ 39’ ᑕᑭᓂᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᖔᓃᑦᑐᓂ 15 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ (GRT) “ᑲᐃᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ” 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ 

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ, 

ᐅᒥᐊᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓯᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᕈᔪᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᑦᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᑭᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᑯᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ. 

  

  

ᐅᒥᐊᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ  

  



  

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

             
ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖁᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᕖᕝᕙ 2018  
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ᐅᒥᐊᑉ ᐊᑎᖓ ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II  

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 22, 2016  

ᐅᒥᐊᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ ᒥᑭᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎ ᐅᒥᐊᖅ  

ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᙱᓂᖏᑦ  ᑲᒥᔅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ - 300hp - 2013  

  

  

 

  
ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3: ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᖓ - ᐱᔨᐅᔭ II  

  

  
 
ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1 & 2 (ᐅᒥᐊᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ)  

  





ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 
ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒧᑦ 

 

ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ:        ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦᓴᑦ:  X  

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ:  ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᒫᓂ 2019 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ:  ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᔅᑎ 23, 2018, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᕐᓱᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᓂᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ.  ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᒡᕕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓇᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ  ᓅᕕᒻᐱᕆ 2, 2018. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒍᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ, ᒪᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 5.2.,34(d)(i) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.6.48.  ᐅᕙᓂ ᒪᐃ 1999, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1).  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᒐᓱᐊᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᒫᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ (AW-05), ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ 

(AW-04), ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᑕ (AW-02) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (AW-01) ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ.  ᐅᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔪᖅ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᑎᑦᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᓂᒃ ᒫᓂ 2019 ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ: 

ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ 

ᐃᐅᕋᓐ ᐃᒥᕐᑕᐅᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

(AW-05) 

4 

ᑖᓂ ᐲ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

(AW-05) 

5 

ᑖᕐᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

(AW-05) 

8 

ᑏᓄ ᐳᕉᔅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

(AW-05) 

10 

ᓘᒃ ᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

(AW-05) 

8 

ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃᒥ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ (AW-04) 15 

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃᒥ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ (AW-04) 15 

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᑕ (AW-01 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ AW-02) 

8 

 

ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ (AW-04) 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ.  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 12,500 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒥᒃᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᒋᑦ 



ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ1 ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓃᑦᑐᑎᒃ 211 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 422 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ.  ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃᒥ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ 7 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 79 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ, ᑭᖑᓕᕇᑦᑐᖏᑦ, ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ 

ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 112 ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᐸᑕ 30% ᐊᑐᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ, ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᑦ ᐃᒡᓘᓕᒃᒥ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ 0 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 69 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ, ᑭᖑᓕᕇᑦᑐᒋᑦ, ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 90 ᒪᑯᐊ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᐸᑕ 30% ᐊᑐᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᑦ ᓱᒡᕋᐃᖅᑰᔨᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᖅᑰᔨᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ 60 ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ. 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ (AW-05) 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᒫᙵᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ.  

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 

ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ.  ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑎ ᐊᙳᑕᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᓴᓪᓖᑦ, ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᓂᖑᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ, 

ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᕆᐊᖏᑦ 8 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 22 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ, ᑭᖑᓕᕇᑦᑐᒋᑦ, ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ 

ᐃᓚᙵᐃᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 39 ᒪᑯᐊ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᐸᑕ 30% ᐊᑐᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ (ᓴᓪᓕᓂ) 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ 

ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᐅᕋᓐ ᐃᒥᕐᑕᐅᑦ, ᑖᓂ ᐲ, ᑖᕐᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ, ᑏᓄ ᐳᕉᔅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓘᑲᓯ ᐃᑦᑐᖅ. 

 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᑕ (AW-01 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ AW-02) 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᑕ 

ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ.  ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 1249 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1251 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 470-503 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᑦ.  

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 10-11 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 8-17 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᑦ.  

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᓂᖑᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ 

ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᕆᐊᖏᑦ 0 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ, ᑭᖓᓕᕇᕐᑐᒋᑦ, ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ 

ᐃᓚᙵᐃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 5 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓕᔭᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 30% ᐊᑐᕐᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ. 

 

ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ 7 ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 2. 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ:  ᔪᐊᕐᑕᓐ ᕼᐋᕝᒪᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ 

ᕿᒥᒡᕈᔭᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ:  ᐋᒻᐳᕐ ᔭᐃᐅᓪᔅ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ:  ᓅᕕᒻᐱᕆ 9, 2018 

 

 

 

  

                                                
1 ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᕋᕐᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨ.ᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ.  ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᑐᒍ ᖃᓂᒪᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᔫᒥᑎᑦᓯᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 0 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1.0 ᖃᐅᔨᒐᐊᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒫᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᑦ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ. 



ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1 − ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ, 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᒍᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᐃᒫᒃ 

ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᓯᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ (4) ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ: 

(i) ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 

(ii) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᓗᓂ; 

(iii) ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓗᓂ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  

(iv) ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ (ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.1.3(b)(iii)). 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑎᑭᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ (3) ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ: 

1.  ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᓂᒃ (ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐊᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑕ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 4), ᐃᑉᐱᒋᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᒍ 

ᐃᒫᒃ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ (5) ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ (ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ i); 

2.  ᐃᑉᐱᒋᓗᒍ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 

ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ, 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᐊᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ (ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᒃ ii ᐊᒻᒪᓗ iii); ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

3.  ᐃᑉᐱᒋᓗᒍ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᓱᐊᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ (“ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑦ” ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑦ), ᓯᕗᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑎᑦᓯᓂᐅᑉ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ iv). 

 

ᓱᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐳᕐᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ (5) ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 2 - ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

1. ᐃᐅᕋᓐ ᐃᒥᕐᑕᐅᑦ, ᓯᑯ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᓂ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ: 4 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓄᓇᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᒫᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ (AW-05).  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ.  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ (ᓴᓪᓕᓂ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ:  ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ.  ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 8 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑲᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 30 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ (5) ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ.2  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ 35 ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋ4 ᒫᓂ 2019 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᐃᐅᕋᓐ ᐃᒥᕐᑕᐅᑦ, ᐃᐅᕆᒃ ᐃᒥᕐᑕᐅᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑭᓱᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᑦᓴᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᓴᓪᓖᑦ, ᐊᑉᐸᒃᑑᕌᕐᔪᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑉᐸᒃᑑᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ 2019.  ᐃᐅᕋᓐ ᐃᒥᕐᑕᐅᑦ 

(ᓯᑯ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ) ᐱᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᕈᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓈᕐᓂᒃ, ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑎᓂᒃ, ᐳᑦᑕᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᑦᑐᓈᓂᒃ, ᐅᓈᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᓈᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ CB ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᔪᓕᕐᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᓇᕿᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᐅᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᓕᑦᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᖁᑭᕆᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓈᕐᓯᓗᓂ 

ᐊᐃᕕᕐᒥᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᑲᐅᖓᓂᒃ, ᓂᐊᖁᐊᖓᓂᒃ, ᑑᒑᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓱᐊᖓᓂᒃ.  ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ 

ᑐᓂᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ. 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑕᖃᕐᐹ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃᒃ:  ᐄ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 6 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 5 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 4 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

  

                                                
2 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 2013/14 ᐅᕗᖓ 2017/18 ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 



2. ᑖᓂ ᐲ, ᓇᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᓯᔨ, ᓴᓪᓕᓂ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ: 5 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓄᓇᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᒫᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ (AW-05).  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ.  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ (ᓴᓪᓕᓂ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ:  ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ.  ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 8 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑲᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 30 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ (5) ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ.3  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ 35 ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋ5 ᒫᓂ 2019 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᑖᓂ ᐲ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᑉᐸᑦᑑᕌᕐᔫᑉ ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᑎ 2019.  ᑖᓂ ᐲ (ᓇᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᓯᔨ) ᐱᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᕈᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᓈᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕙᑕᕐᓂᒃ, ᓂᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᒃᑳᓂᒃ, ᖁᒻᒧᐊᔫᓂᒃ, ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᔪᓕᕐᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᓇᕿᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᓐᓂᑦᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᐅᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ: 

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓕᕕᒻᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᓂ ᓄᓇᒦᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᑉᐸᑦ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ 

ᓂᐊᖁᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑑᒑᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ. 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑕᖃᕐᐹ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃᒃ:  ᐄ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 5 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 1 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 1  

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

  

                                                
3 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 2013/14 ᐅᕗᖓ 2017/18 ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᙳᑕ 



3. ᑖᕐᓯ  ᓇᑯᓛᖅ, ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨ, ᓴᓪᓖᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ: 8 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓄᓇᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᒫᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ (AW-05).  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ.  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ (ᓴᓪᓕᓂ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ:  ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ.  ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 8 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑲᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 30 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ (5) ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ.4  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ 35 ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋ6 ᒫᓂ 2019 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᑖᕐᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ, ᓯᐱᓐᓱᕐ ᓴᕕᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᕆᑭ 

ᓇᑯᓛᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᒧᓯᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᒡᕙᓯᓐᓂᓕᒻᒥᒃ 1-2 ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᑦᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ.  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᑉᐸᒃᑑᕌᕐᔫᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑉᐸᒃᑑᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖃᑖᕐᓂᖓᓂ 

ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ 2019.  ᑖᕐᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ (ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨ) ᐱᓯᒪᔪᒻ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᕈᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓈᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᕕᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᓂᒃᓯᓐᓂᒃ, ᓴᒃᑯᓂᒃ, ᐃᒋᒪᒃᓂᒃ, ᖁᑭᐅᑎᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᒃᑳᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ 

ᓯᓚᑦᓯᐊᖑᑉᐸᑦ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᐅᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ: 

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᓇᐅᓕᑦᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᐃᒫᓃᑉᐸᑦ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᖁᑭᕆᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓈᕐᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᒥᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᑲᐅᖓᓂᒃ, ᓂᐊᖁᐊᖓᓂᒃ, ᐅᓱᐊᖓᓂᒃ.  

ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ. 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑕᖃᕐᐹ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃᒃ:  ᐄ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 4 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 3 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 2 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

  

                                                
4 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 2013/14 ᐅᕗᖓ 2017/18 ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᙳᑕ 



4. ᑏᓄ ᐳᕉᔅ, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᓕᒥᑎᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᓂ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ: 10 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓄᓇᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᒫᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ (AW-05).  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ.  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ (ᓴᓪᓕᓂ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ:  ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ.  ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 8 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑲᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 30 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ (5) ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ.5  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ 35 ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋ7 ᒫᓂ 2019 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᑏᓄ ᐳᕉᔅ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ ᐱᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐸᐅᔭᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖁᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓪᓕᓂ 

ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᔅᑎ 1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ 15.  ᑏᓄ ᐳᕉᔅ (ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᓕᒥᑎᑦ) ᐱᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᔪᙱᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕘᓇ Hub Intgernational Insurance Company.  ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓈᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕙᑕᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑦᑐᓈᓂᒃ, ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᔪᓕᕐᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᓇᕿᒐᕐᓂᒃ, CSA 

ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᒻᒧᑦ ᐳᑦᑕᖅᑯᑏᑦ, CB ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑏᑦ, ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᑎᒐᐃᑦ, ᖃᐅᒻᒪᕐᑕᔫᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᓈᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ, ᑭᓴᐅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑏᑦ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᐅᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ: 

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᖄᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᓕᑦᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᒦᑉᐸᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᓕᑦᑕᐅᓗᓂᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒦᑉᐸᑦ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑕᖃᕐᐹ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃᒃ:  ᐄ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ:  ᐱᒐᓱᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0  

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

  

                                                
5 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 2013/14 ᐅᕗᖓ 2017/18 ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᙳᑕ 



5. ᓘᑲᓯ (ᓘᒃ) ᐃᑦᑐᖅ, E&E ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔩᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᓂ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ: 8 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓄᓇᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᒫᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ−ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ (AW-05).  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ.  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ (ᓴᓪᓕᓂ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ:  ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ.  ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 8 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑲᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 30 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ (5) ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ.6  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ 35 ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋ8 ᒫᓂ 2019 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 22 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 60 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓘᒃ ᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᕌᔅ ᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᒃ 

ᐳᑐᓕᒃ, ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᒡᕙᓯᓐᓂᓕᒻᒥᒃ 2 ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᑦᓴᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᓂᖓᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᓴᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᑕ, ᐊᑉᐸᒃᑑᕌᕐᔪᒃᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑉᐸᒃᑑᕐᔪᐊᖅᒥ 

ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᖓᑕ−ᔪᓚᐃ ᐅᕗᖓ ᕿᑎᖓᓄᑦ−ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ 2019.  E & E ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᔪᙱᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᕈᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᓈᕐᓂᒃ, ᐳᑦᑕᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᑦᑐᓈᓂᒃ, 

ᓱᐴᔫᓂᒃ, ᑐᐱᕐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᒃᑳᓂᒃ, CB ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖁᒻᒧᐊᔫᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᐅᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ: 

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᓇᐅᓕᑦᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒦᑉᐸᑦ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᖁᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕐᓯᓗᓂ 

ᐊᐃᕕᕐᒥᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒍ ᑲᐅᖓᓂᒃ, ᓂᐊᖁᐊᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑑᒑᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ 

ᑐᓂᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ. 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑕᖃᕐᐹ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃᒃ:  ᐄ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 6 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0  

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

  

                                                
6 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 2013/14 ᐅᕗᖓ 2017/18 ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᙳᑕ 



6. ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ: 15 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓄᓇᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ (AW-04).  ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ:  ᓱᓂᕋᔭᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᓂᒃ.  ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 7 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ7 ᐊᙳᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 79 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ8 ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 86 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ 

ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ.  ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᒍᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 211 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 422 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 202 ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᔨᔭᑦ 30% ᐊᑐᕐᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᑲᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕐᑏᑦ, ᐋᓐᑎ ᖁᐊᓇᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᑭ ᐃᖅᑭᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᒪᓂᐊᕐᑑᒃ ᐊᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ 2019.  ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕐᑏᑦ, ᐋᓐᑎ ᖁᐊᓇᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᐃᓅᑭ ᐃᖅᑭᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒻᕇᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔫᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᒃᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᕈᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᒃᑳᓂᒃ, ᐋᓐᓂᕐᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᑦᑎᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ, 

CB ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖁᑭᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᓈᕐᓂᒃ, ᐳᑦᑕᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᓴᓇᒍᑎᓂᒃ, GPS, 

ᐊᔪᓕᕐᑐᖃᕐᑉᐸᑦ ᓇᕿᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᐱᑕᖃᕋᔪᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᐅᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ: 

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᓕᑦᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒦᑉᐸᑦ.  ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᖁᑲᐅᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᒦᑉᐸᑦ.  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᒪᒡᕈᐊᑎᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓈᕐᓯᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᒥᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓂᐊᖁᐊᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᐅᖓᓂᒃ.  

ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ ᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔪᓄᑦ, ᑐᓂᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᓂᕆᕕᔾᔪᐊᓕᕐᐸᑕ. 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑕᖃᕐᐹ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃᒃ:  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 15 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 9 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 9 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 1 

  

                                                
7 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ  ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᒫᙵᑦ 2013/14 ᒪᐅᖓ 2017/18. 
8 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔾᓗ;ᒋᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᒫᙵᑦ 2014/15 ᒪᐅᖓ 2016/17. 



7. ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ: 15 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓄᓇᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓃᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ (AW-04).  ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ:  ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᓂᒃ.  ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 0 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ9 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 69 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ10 ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 86 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ 

ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ.  ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᒍᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 211 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 422 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᑦᑐᖅᒥ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 202 ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᔨᔭᑦ 30% ᐊᑐᕐᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ.  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓕᕙᐃ ᐅᑦᑕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕇᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᓄᕗᐊᑕ 

ᔪᓚᐃᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᔅᑎᒥ 2019.  ᓕᕙᐃ ᐅᑦᑕᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᕈᑎᓂᒃ.  

ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑉᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᒃᑳᓂᒃ, ᐅᓈᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑦᑐᓈᓂᒃ, ᐳᑦᑕᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᕙᑕᕐᓂᒃ, 

ᖁᑭᐅᑎᒃᑯᓂᕐᓂᒃ, CB ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᔪᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᓇᕿᒐᕐᓂᒃ, GPS, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᕐᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃᒥ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑕᐃᓕᒍᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᐅᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ: 

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᓇᐅᓕᑦᑕᐅᖄᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒦᑉᐸᑦ.  ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᖁᑲᐅᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᒦᑉᐸᑦ.  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᑑᒑᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓ ᐆᒪᔫᑉ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ. 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑕᖃᕐᐹ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃᒃ:  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ:  ᐱᒐᓱᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0  

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

  

                                                
9 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ  ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᒫᙵᑦ 2013/14 ᒪᐅᖓ 2017/18. 
10 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔾᓗ;ᒋᑦ ᒪᒡᕉᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᒫᙵᑦ 2014/15 ᒪᐅᖓ 2016/17.. 



8. ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ, (ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔩᑦ) ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅᒥ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᑕᑦ: 8 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓄᓇᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ ᒫᙵᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (AW-01) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᑕ (AW-02).  ᐊᐃᕕᖅ 

(ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅᒥ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑕ:  ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᓂᒃ.  ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 0 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ11 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ12 ᓂᕿᑦᓴᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ, ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋ11 ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 4 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ.  

ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 10 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 11 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 8 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 17 

ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᑕ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᐳᑎᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 5 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᒪᑯᐊ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ 30% ᐊᑐᕐᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑲᒪᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 

ᑲᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ 30, 2019.  

ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 16 ᐊᒡᕌᒍᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ, ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᒧᑕᐅᔭᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᕈᑎᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᑐᑦ.  ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᑎᓂᒃ, 

GPS, ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑏᑦ, ᐳᑦᑕᖁᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒨᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᐸ ᓯᕐᓕᕿᓵᕐᑎᑦᓯᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᐅᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ: 

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᖁᑭᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᑐᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐆᒪᔪᖅ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᑑᒑᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᓱᐊᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓂᕿᖓᓂᒃ.  ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓ ᐆᒪᔫᑉᖕ ᐊᒥᖅᑳᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ. 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑕᖃᕐᐹ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃᒃ:  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ:  ᐱᒐᓱᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0  

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓕᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᓂ: 0 

 

 

 

                                                
11 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ  ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᒫᙵᑦ 2013/14 ᒪᐅᖓ 2017/18.. 
12 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔾᓗ;ᒋᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᒫᙵᑦ 2013/14 ᒪᐅᖓ 2016/17. 
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