
ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖓ No: ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ: Tab: ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ
9:00 AM to 9:05 AM 1 ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

9:05 AM to 9:10 AM 2 ᒪᑐᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓇᒃᑰᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

9:10 AM to 9:15 AM 3 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ: ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 1 ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ - GN (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ - ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ): ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ

9:15 AM - 10:00 AM 4  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᒃᓴᑦ 2 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ - 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

10:15 AM - 10:45 AM 5 ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ MX-08 3 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ - 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

10:45 AM - 11:15 AM 6  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ MX-09 4 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ - 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ

11:15 PM - 11:45 PM 7 Bluenose ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 5 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒻᒥᑕᕐᓇᖅ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒧᑦ &15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (QWB): ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ

1:00 PM - 1:30 PM 8 ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ 6 QWB 45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB)

1:30 PM - 2:15 PM 9 ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᖤᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐱᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 7 KRWB 30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ): ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ

2:15 PM - 3:00 PM 10 ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓄᑦ-2019 8 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)  - ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ

3:15 PM - 4:00 PM 11 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᑭᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᒐᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ Davis Strait ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ/ᓄᓇᕕᒃ 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ--ᑖᓐᓇ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ

9 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ: ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᓈᓴᐅᑖ  RM 002-2019
ᐱᖓᔪᐊᓐ, ᔫᓂ 19, 2019 (9:00 ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 7:45 ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ)

ᐋᑐᐋ, ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᓪ



4:00 PM - 4:30 PM 12 ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒋᓐᖏᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑕ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖏᑎᒍᑦ(MMPA) 10 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

4:30 PM - 5:00 PM 13 ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐃᑭᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ 11 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

5:00 PM - 5:45 PM 14 ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᑭᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ 12 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (EC): ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ               

6:00 PM - 6:30 PM 15 ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ Porsild Bryum -ᒧᑦ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓗᐊᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ (SARA) 13 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ECCC 30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

6:30 PM - 7:10 PM 16 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ 14 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ECCC 45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

7:10 PM - 7:40 PM 17 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ 15 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ECCC 30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

7:40 PM - 7:45 PM 18 ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 

ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗᒍ 

 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ:     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ: X 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐊ: ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑦ 

 ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᑉ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 1968, ᓄᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᒋᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1950. 

 ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 30-ᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 1990-ᖏᓐᓂ. 

 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ 2003, ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 

2011, ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᓄᓐᖏᓗᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑕᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᖅ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2011 ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ.   

 ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ, 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓛᒎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖕᓂᒃ 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᑕ. 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᔭᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 2010 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2011.  

 ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ 

ᓯᓚᑖᓄᓪᓗ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ. 

 ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᑦ 2011-ᒥᓂᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 9%-ᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓐ, ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2013 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2015. ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2012 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᑯᓪᓚᐅᒥᖁᓪᓗᒍ. 

 ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ 2015, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 1000-ᓂᑦ 1,.600-ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ: 1,500 ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ (ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᐃᒡᓗᖃᖅᑐᑦ 6-ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 100-ᖑᔪᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᒧᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦᑕ. 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑦ 1. – ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐊᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑦ  

 

 ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 7,284-ᖑᔪᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᖅᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᐃ 

2013-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᖅᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 12,319-ᓂᒃ ᒪᐃ 2015-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ 8,436-ᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕆᑐᕋᐃᑦ ᒪᐃ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

 ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ, 

ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ 2015-ᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓂᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ 2013-14 

ᓄᓇᒥᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᖓᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ. 

 ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᒪᐃ 2015 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐳᑎᖃᓗᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᓯᑯᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2015-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇ ᓯᑯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᒪᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᖓᒍᑦ 

2015-ᒥ ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓚᓐᖓᖅᑎᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓂᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ. 

 ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᔪᒫᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᓪᓚᐃᔪᑦ ᒪᐃ, 2019-ᒥ. 

 



ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ RM002-2019 3 

 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ: 

 

 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2017 ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖓᓂ 2018 ᑭᖑᕙᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᕕᓂᑦ. 

 ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ 

ᐲᖅᓯᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖁᔨᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1,600-ᖑᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 1,000-ᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. 

 ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2019-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ. 

 ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2019-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 1,000 ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓈᓴᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᐃ 2019-ᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ. 

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖅ 

 ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ 

1,600-ᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 1,000-ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᐊᕐᓇᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2019-20. 

 

 

 



ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕕᑐᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ: 1978-2017 

 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ, 1968-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 1950 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ.  ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᓯᕗᑦ ᐊᑭᔪᖓᓪᓚᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᓕᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.   ᓴᓪᓕᑉ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 48-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1968-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 30,381 ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ (+/- 3,982, 95% CI) ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 1997, 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ 23%.  ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1978-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖢᒍ 

1993. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 30-ᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

30,381-ᖑᔪᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᔫᓂ 1997-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᖅᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 20,582-ᓂᒃ (95% CI=3,065; 

CV=0.075) ᔫᓂ 2005-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 15,452-ᓂᒃ (95% CI=1,858; CV=0.061) ᔫᓂ 2007-

ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 13,953-ᓂᒃ (95% CI=1,790; CV=0.065) ᔫᓂ 2009-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 7,903-ᓂᒃ (95% CI=1,261; CV=0.081) ᔫᓂ 2011-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 7,287-

ᓂᒃ (95% CI=1,045; CV=0.073) ᒪᐃ 2013-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᐃ 2015, ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ 12,297-ᓂᒃ (95% CI = 1,844; CV = 0.076).  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊ 2017, ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ 9,887-ᓂᒃ (95% CI = 1,438; CV = 0.080).  

ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᔨᓕᔭᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᑉ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᑰᖓᑕ Kirchoffer River.  . ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐊᒃᓱᑲᓪᓚᒃ.  ᑭᖑᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2011-ᒥ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓐ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1,000-ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 2012, 2013, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2014 

ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.   ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2015-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1,600-ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓐ ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐊᒃᐸᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖁᑎᖓᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ 1,000-ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ 2017-ᒥ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2000-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

1.7%-ᒥᒃ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ  2000-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ 58.8%-ᒥᒃ ᒫᔾᔨ 2011-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 



ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᕆᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᖓᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ. ᓯᖓᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 93.1%-ᒥᒃ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2001-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᖕᓂᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 37%-

ᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 2011-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕙᓪᓚᐃᔪᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖃᕐᒪᑕ 9%-ᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᓴᒫᓐ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᑦ 1997-ᒥᑦ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓄᒃᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

2014 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2015 ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᐸᓪᓚᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 

2015 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017 ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 9%-ᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᖕᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᖑᕐᖓᒍᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒥᒃ, ᐊᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ. 
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Abstract: 

 

Barren-ground caribou (Rangifer tarandus) were introduced onto Southampton 

Island (SHI) from Coats Island, in the Kivalliq Region of Nunavut, in 1968, 

following their extirpation from SHI in the early 1950s. This demographic study 

illustrates large fluctuations in abundance and distribution of caribou on SHI 

since its re-occupation.  The SHI caribou herd grew from the 48 animals 

introduced in 1968 to an estimated population of 30,381 animals (+/- 3,982, 95% 

CI) by June 1997, with an annual rate of increase of approximately 23%.  The 

SHI herd supported a subsistence harvest beginning in 1978, and a largescale 

commercial harvest beginning in 1993.  After nearly 30 years of growth, herd 

abundance declined from the estimated 30,381 in June 1997 to 20,582 (95% 

CI=3,065; CV=0.075) in June 2005, to 15,452 (95% CI=1,858; CV=0.061) in 

June 2007, to 13,953 (95% CI=1,790; CV=0.065) in June 2009, to 7,903 (95% 

CI=1,261; CV=0.081) in June 2011, and then to 7,287 (95% CI=1,045; 

CV=0.073) in May 2013.  By May 2015, the population had increased again to 

12,297 (95% CI = 1,844; CV = 0.076).  However, by 2017, the population had 

declined again to 9,887 (95% CI = 1,438; CV = 0.080).  During the decline 

caribou distribution gradually concentrated into a core area within the south-

central portion of the Island in the vicinity of the Kirchoffer River.  Harvest 

estimates over the same periods varied widely.  Following the 2011 survey, an 

annual Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) of 1,000 caribou was applied over the 

2012, 2013, and 2014 harvesting seasons.  Following the population increase 

detected in 2015, the TAH was increased to 1,600 caribou annually then dropped 

by the community of Coral Harbour to 1,000 caribou following the 2017 estimated 

declines.  Susceptibility to disease and parasites due to low genetic 

heterogeneity has been a concern since the introduction of caribou to SHI, and 

was a likely catalyst to the wide spread infection of caribou with Brucellosis suis 

first detected in the population February 2000.  Prevalence of Brucellosis climbed 

from 1.7% in February 2000 to 58.8% in March 2011 and this increase is thought 
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to have contributed to decreased pregnancy rates over the same period.  

Pregnancy rates dropped from a high of 93.1% in February 2001 to a low of 37% 

in March 2011.  Trend analysis suggests that the SHI caribou population has 

been decreasing at a rate of 9% per year since the 1997 survey.  A genetic 

analysis and local knowledge confirmed the occurrence of a movement event 

between the mainland and SHI between the winters of 2014 and 2015 which 

likely increased the population.  However, comparison of the 2015 and 2017 

survey estimates suggests the 9% decline continued over the two to three years 

following this event.  Given the continual and steep nature of the decline, 

combined with the reliance of users on this population for subsistence and 

commercial harvesting purposes, a reduction in TAH is recommended to reduce 

the rate of decline and maintain the population over the long term. 

 

Key words: Commercial harvest, barren-ground caribou, caribou, Rangifer 

tarandus,  Southampton Island, Coral Harbour, Kivalliq, disease, Brucellosis suis, 

Nunavut, population survey, demographic studies. 
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1.0 Introduction 

 

Following the extirpation of caribou from Southampton Island (SHI) in the early 

1950s, there was much discussion regarding their re-introduction as well as 

recognition of the careful husbandry that must go hand in hand with any such 

program (MacPherson, 1967).  Discussions continued up until 1967 at which time 

Northwest Territories Commissioner Stuart Hodgson along with D.S. Munro, 

Director of the Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS), made the decision to move 

forward with the reintroduction of caribou to SHI.  The target group for the source 

population was the Coats Island Herd, due to its close proximity and ecological 

and environmental similarities to Southampton Island.  Regional Superintendent 

A. G. Loughery and Research Supervisor A.H. MacPherson began 

implementation of the program on June 7th, 1967.  The very first animals on 

Southampton Island following their extirpation, were these 48 animals captured 

and transported from Coats Island. 

 

From their start on Southampton Island, caribou were watched closely by wildlife 

officials.  The first evidence of the success of the introduction was communicated 

by the game Management Officer Ed Bowden who estimated between 100 and 

125 caribou ranging over the southern half of the island in the winter of 1971 

(Game Management Files, 1971, 1972, 1973).  The success of the re-

introduction was soon realized and an aerial survey to estimate the population 

planned for June 1978.  From 1978 to 1999 the Government of the Northwest 

Territories managed the progress of the 1948 reintroduction of caribou.  With its 

formation in 1999, the Government of Nunavut (GN) took over this responsibility.  

The current GN management strategy follows a management plan developed in 

partnership with the Coral Harbour HTO and consists of a program relying upon 

regular aerial surveys and an extensive health monitoring program.  Due to 

confirmed declines following the 2011 population estimate, the health monitoring 

component of population monitoring of the SHI herd, which included a one 
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hundred animal harvest for the assessment of health and condition, has been 

suspended to allow all available tags to go to the hunters of Coral Harbour.  

 

The introduced caribou had steadily increased to an estimated population of 

30,381 animals (95% CI=3,982; CV=0.066) in 1997, which represented the 

highest number of caribou ever recorded on the island.  The 1997 estimate 

suggested a rate of increase of 23% between survey periods.  However, the 

potential for a founder effect for this introduced population, leading to low genetic 

variability and increased susceptibility to disease and parasites was a concern.  

In February 2000, the reproductive disease Brucellosis suis was detected and 

grew to a prevalence of 58.8% by February 2011.  High rates of Brucellosis in the 

population are thought to have been the main catalyst behind later declines 

observed following the June 1997 survey (Campbell, 2015).  An aerial population 

survey conducted in 2003 detected the first decline of caribou since their 

introduction, showing a population estimate of 17,981 +/- 2,127 (95% CI=2,127; 

CV = 0.06) animals.  The population remained relatively stable, or increased 

slightly, between June 2003 and a follow-up survey flown in June 2005.  The 

June 2005 abundance survey estimated 20,582 +/- 3,056 (95% CI=3,056; 

CV=0.075), but the observed increase from 2003 results was not found to be 

statistically significant.  The first evidence of a significant drop in abundance was 

recorded between June 2005 and June 2007 when survey results estimated 

15,452 (95% CI=1,858; CV=0.06) caribou.  This suggested a 14% decline from 

the June 1997 estimate (Campbell, 2015).  The SHI caribou population continued 

its decline to 13,953 (95% CI=1,790; CV=0.07) in 2009, and to 7,902 (95% 

CI=1,261; CV=0.08) in June 2011.  Following the introduction of a Total 

Allowable Harvest (TAH) by the 2012 harvesting season, the decline slowed and 

by May 2013, abundance was statistically stable at an estimated 7,287 (95% 

CI=1,045; CV=0.07) caribou (Campbell, 2015).   

 

Over this same period, body condition did not appear to change, with the 

exception of a condition study in February and March of 2011 which showed that 
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the Southampton Island Herd was in the poorest condition reported since the 

initiation of the health monitoring program in March 1993 (Campbell, 2015).  

During the winters of 2010 and 2011, hunters reported numerous freezing rain 

events and extensive icing across the island.  These icing events likely made 

winter forage less accessible to caribou (Tyler, 2010).  Icing events that reduced 

accessibility to food could also have been associated with observed declines in 

condition, which further reduced reproductive success (Cameron et al. 1993, 

Gerhart et al. 1997). Support for this hypothesis stemmed from numerous local 

reports of starving and dead caribou during mid to late winter 2011 (Campbell, 

2015).   

 

Along with severe weather events, reproductive disease is thought to be a major 

contributor to overall population declines. Pregnancy rates declined from 

approximately 80% in 1997, to 60% in 2003, reaching a low of 36.3% in 2008, 

then climbing to 55.6% in 2010 only to decline again to 37.0% in 2011 (Campbell, 

2015).  The reproductive disease Brucellosis suis (Brucella) was first detected in 

February 2000 at a rate of 1.7% and by March 2011, rates of infection had risen 

to 58.8% by March 2011 (Campbell, 2015). High Brucella infection rates raised 

concerns regarding human health, as well as the ability of the SHI caribou herd 

to sustain and recover from substantial commercial harvesting and subsistence 

harvesting pressures.  

 

Brucellosis and icing events are not the only issues threatening the SHI caribou 

population.  Over-harvest has become a dominant threat to the long term 

sustainability of this population.  In particular, a growing export market within 

Nunavut territory, driven in large part through caribou meat sales via social 

media, has been driving harvest levels beyond sustainable limits since 2011. 

Elements of the unrestricted sale of caribou meat are also driving increased  

harvest pressure on breeding females: customers on social media offer higher 

payment for fat caribou, which during the winter and spring seasons are 

predominantly pregnant females. 
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In this report we summarize the findings of over 20 years of monitoring on the 

SHI caribou herd and discuss trends in abundance, disease, harvest, and other 

long-term threats to the herd and their implications for management of this 

population. 
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2.0 Study Area 

 

At 43,000 km2, Southampton Island is the largest island in Hudson Bay.  The 

island is divided into the Northern and Southern Arctic ecozones.  The Northern 

Arctic ecozone covers White Island, and the northeastern third of Southampton 

Island including northern Bell Peninsula and can be further divided into the 

Boothia-Foxe Shield eco-province and then the Wager Bay Plateau ecoregion 

(Figure 1).   

 

The Wager Bay Plateau ecoregion covers the northeastern Kivalliq Region, 

extending westward from the northern portion of Southampton Island on Hudson 

Strait to Chesterfield Inlet in the south, and as far west as the Back River (Wiken, 

1986; Natural Resources Canada, 2001). The mean annual temperature is 

approximately -11°C with a summer mean of 4.5°C and a winter mean of -

26.5°C. The mean annual precipitation ranges from 200 to 300 mm. This 

ecoregion is classified as having a low Arctic ecoclimate and is characterized by 

a discontinuous cover of tundra vegetation, consisting mainly of dwarf birch 

(Betulaglandulosa), willow (Salix spp.), northern Labrador tea 

(Ledumdecumbens), mountain avens (Dryas integrafolia), and Vaccinium spp. 

Taller dwarf birch, willow, and alder (Alnusspp.) occur on warm sites, while wet 

sites are dominated by willow and sedge (Carex spp.). Lichen-covered rock 

outcroppings are prominent throughout the ecoregion. This ecoregion is 

composed of massive Archean rocks of the Canadian Shield that form broad, 

sloping uplands, plains, and valleys. It rises gradually westward from Chesterfield 

Inlet to 600 m ASL (above sea level) elevation, where it is deeply dissected. 

Turbic and static cryosols developed on discontinuous, thin, sandy moraine and 

alluvial deposits are the dominant soils in the ecoregion, while large areas of 

regosolic static cryosols are associated with marine deposits along the coast. 

Permafrost is continuous with low ice content. Naujaat and Baker Lake are the 
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main settlements within the ecoregion (Wiken, 1986; Natural Resources Canada, 

2001). 

 

The Southampton Island Plain ecoregion includes the remainder of Southampton 

Island and all of Coats and Mansel Islands (Figure 1).  The mean annual 

temperature is approximately -11°C with a summer mean of 3°C and a winter 

mean of -24.5°C. The mean annual precipitation ranges from 200 to 300 mm 

(Wiken, 1986; Natural Resources Canada, 2001). This ecoregion is classified as 

having a low Arctic ecoclimate and is characterized by a nearly continuous cover 

of low Arctic shrub tundra vegetation, consisting of dwarf birch, willow, northern 

Labrador tea, mountain avens, and Vaccinium spp.  Wet sites are dominated by 

willow, sedge, and moss. The region is composed of the partly submerged 

blanket of flat-lying Paleozoic carbonate rocks and is generally less than 90 m 

ASL in elevation. Bedrock outcrops are common. Static and turbic cryosols 

developed on level to undulating morainal and marine deposits are the dominant 

soils. The maritime influence is limited to the late summer and early fall. Coastal 

ice and fog persist for long periods in the summer when the sea ice is absent. 

The ecoregion is underlain by continuous permafrost with medium ice content 

composed of ice wedges. Coral Harbour is the largest settlement within this 

ecoregion (Wiken, 1986; Natural Resources Canada, 2001). 
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Figure 1 Ecoregions of the Southampton Island, Coats Island and White Island 
study areas (Wiken, 1986; Natural Resources Canada, 2001). 
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3.0 Methods 

 

3.1 Caribou Introduction (1967) – An Historical Account: 

 

Caribou reintroduced to Southampton Island from the Coats Island Herd were 

initially immobilized from a G2 helicopter using a CO2 gas-operated Palmer ‘Cap-

chur’ gun and both 2 cc and 5 cc darts.  The darts used during the initial capture 

contained a pre-measured dose of crystalline succinylcholine (‘Anectine’) 

dissolved in isotonic water at a concentration of 5mg/cc and administered at a 

rate of 5 mg per 100 pounds (Eskimo 1968).  The tranquillizer ‘Largactil’ at a 

concentration of 25 mg/cc and a dosage of 125mg per 100 pounds was used to 

maintain immobility.  Up to seven animals were captured in this way, per day.  

Captured animals were taken to a base camp with an enclosure on Coats Island, 

where they were weighed, medicated with Vitamin E and Selenium, as well as an 

antihistaminic and anti-biotic, injected into the shoulder.  Animals were held for 

up to one week.  From the enclosure, animals were re-captured for transport by 

roping or tackling, tied up in slings, tranquillized and placed in single and twin 

Otter fixed wing aircraft for their final transport and release onto Southampton 

Island, in the vicinity of the airport.  In total, 66 caribou, comprising 12 bulls, 26 

cows (one pregnant), and 10 calves (8 male and 2 female), were captured and 

released onto Southampton Island.  Of the original 66, 18 animals died, two from 

dart wounds, two from broken legs, and six from what appeared to be capture 

myopathy (CWS correspondence, 1969; Eskimo 1968).  Reasons for the 

remaining eight deaths do not appear in the records examined. In total, 48 

animals survived the reintroduction and make up the founding group of 

Southampton Island’s reintroduced caribou herd.  
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3.2 Aerial Surveys (1978-2012): 

 

Following their reintroduction onto Southampton Island, caribou were monitored 

periodically by both local and Government wildlife officials, primarily using 

ground-based methods.  Kraft’s aerial survey flown in November 1978 was the 

first scientific population estimate made since their re-introduction (Kraft, 1981).  

Kraft used a stratified transect survey method to cover 3 strata that were believed 

to represent the full extent of the Southampton Island Herd’s distribution.  The 

survey was flown between November 22nd and 25th, 1978 and utilized one 

observer on each of the left and right side of the single engine high wing DE 

Havilland Otter aircraft.  Transects were placed 6.44 km apart for a total of 12.5 

% coverage of the entire survey area.  Effective strip width was a total of 800 

meters, 400 meters out each side of the aircraft, while survey elevation was 122 

meters AGL (above ground level) with a mean survey speed of 140 Kph (Kraft 

1981).  Population estimates were derived by calculating the density of caribou 

observed for all transect strips, and multiplying density by the total stratum area.   

 

3.3.2 Random Block Survey Method: 

A second survey method was employed in June 1986 and consisted of a 

stratified random block survey design (Heard and Grey, 1987).  The census zone 

was divided into 5 strata which received differential coverage ranging from 11% 

to 54%.  The stratification into census zones was based on a pre-survey 

reconnaissance, habitat and range preference (Parker, 1975), and recent 

observational data from both local hunters, wildlife service personnel, and 

previous survey observations of caribou.  A Bell 206B helicopter was used as the 

survey vehicle at variable speeds and altitudes.  The survey personnel consisted 

of two rear seat observers, a front left seat navigator, and a pilot.  Sightings from 

all personnel were recorded.  Each animal observed was approached and circled 

so that its sex and age could be determined.  Heard and Grey also attempted to 

determine sightability through the re-surveying of portions of three blocks at three 

times the initial survey intensity and determining the differences recorded 
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between these surveys.  This method of determining sightability was, however, 

unsuccessful do to the movement of animals between surveys.  A third survey 

flown June 1991 aimed at improving the 1987 survey effort.  The June 1991 

survey followed, for the most part, the same methodology employed in 1987 by 

Heard and Grey (Ouellet, 1992).  The main modifications made to the 1987 

methods were made to ensure complete coverage of the island and involved the 

delineation of two strata defined as low density which were surveyed using an 

aerial strip transect survey flown with a Cessna 337 fixed-wing aircraft.  Sampling 

intensity varied from 11% to 51% over 48 transects and/or blocks flown. 

 

3.3.3 Single Observer Pair Method: 

The November 1978, March 1990, June 1995, 1997, 2003, 2005, 2007, and 

2009, surveys were flown using a single observer pair stratified systematic aerial 

strip transect method while the June 2011, May 2015, and May 2017 surveys 

were flown using a dependent double observer pair stratified aerial strip transect 

method.  Little of the method has been documented for the March 1990 survey 

that was undertaken to estimate the SHI caribou population and distribution 

(Ouellet, 1992).  The March 1990 survey was flown using a Cessna 337 fixed 

wing aircraft at 120 meters above ground level (AGL) at various speeds between 

100 and 120 knots.  The survey crew included two rear seat observers, a front 

right seat navigator, and the pilot.  The strip width on each side of the aircraft was 

400 meters.  The survey covered the entire Island using 18 transects, which 

yielded 4% coverage, leading to low survey intensity and precision, resulting in 

an estimate of 9,319 (95% CI=6,341) caribou (Ouellet, 1992).  Because of the 

low precision of the 1990 estimate, the survey was repeated in 1991 utilizing a 

different quadrat method.  The 1991 survey estimated 13,676 (95% CI=3,105; 

CV=0.12), and being of greater precision, should be the relied upon estimate.  A 

single observer pair stratified systematic aerial strip transect survey was flown in 

late June and early July of 1995, but there were serious problems of sightability 

as caribou were extremely hard to see due to their darker summer coats.  

Surveyors consider their population estimate result from the 1995 survey of 
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18,275 +/- 1,390 (95% CI) to be a major underestimate, and these results are 

therefore excluded from this report.  Due to the sightability issues with the 1995 

survey, a specific recommendation was made to conduct surveys earlier in June 

or before, prior to moulting (Mulders, pers. comm.).  The survey to re-estimate 

the population was later flown in June 1997 and resulted in a population estimate 

of 30,381 (95% CI=3,982; CV=0.066). 

 

Survey efforts in June 1997, 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009, 2011, 2012, May 2013, 

2015 and 2017 utilized a stratified systematic aerial strip transect method flown 

with a high wing single engine turbine or gas, fixed wing aircraft.  In 2013 surveys 

were moved from early June to mid-May as weather modelling indicated more 

“flyable” days during May.  Additionally, the month of May provided more 

continuous snow cover for improved sightability, while maintaining distributions 

within June based strata.  These findings lead to a permanent change in survey 

scheduling to May.  Reconnaissance surveys used to delineate strata extents 

were flown in June of 1997, 2003, 2005, and 2007 (Figure 2). Although densities 

of caribou declined between 1997 and 2013, strata remained consistent with an 

even drop in relative densities across all survey strata, with the exception of 

White Island (Figure 3), where caribou abundance declined disproportionately 

more than on Southampton Island.  Though strata remained similar between 

surveys, transect spacing did increase with decreasing relative densities within 

the Bell Peninsula and White Island strata.  The largest single modification to 

strata occurred within the Low South strata in 2005 as a result of extensive 

flooding along the Boas River, which travels through the strata.  In this case 

transects over the Boas River area were shortened to avoid flooded areas where 

caribou would not be found.  Strip width (w) for all surveys were established 

using streamers or dowels attached to the wing struts, based on calculations 

described in Norton-Griffiths (1978) (Figure 4), and as follows: 

 

w = W * h/H 

where: 
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W = the required strip width; 

h = the height of the observer’s eye from the tarmac; and 

H = the required flying height 

 

Strip width calculations were confirmed by flying perpendicularly over runway 

distance markers or other fixed distance markers periodically throughout the 

survey.  The strip width area for all abundance surveys was 400 meters per side. 

 

Standardized reconnaissance transects with a total observation strip of 800 

meters (400 meters per side) were flown during the June 1997, 2003, and 2005 

surveys and used to stratify caribou into areas of similar relative densities, used 

later to allocate effort for the abundance phase (Heard 1987).  A stratified 

random transect method was then used during the abundance phase of all 

surveys (Figure 5 to 8).  Attempts were made to maintain a constant altitude of 

400 ft. during the 1978, 1990, 1995 and 1997 surveys.  A radar altimeter was 

employed during the 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2015 and 2017 

surveys to increase altitude precision between transects and survey years.  The 

first transect within each of three strata (Low, Medium and High) was randomly 

placed along a line of latitude or otherwise randomly selected, with each 

sequential line being evenly spaced.  
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Figure 2. Reconnaissance transects flown in June of 1997, 2003, 2005, and 
2007, to delineate abundance strata used to estimate Southampton 
Islands (including White Island) caribou population. 
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Figure 3. Abundance strata initially delineated using reconnaissance flights to 
map relative densities of caribou.  As caribou distribution changed little 
across all survey years, these strata were utilized for all surveys post-
2007. 
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Figure 4. Schematic diagram of aircraft configuration for strip width sampling (Norton-
Griffiths, 1978). W is marked out on the tarmac, and the two lines of sight a’ – a – A 
and b’ – b – B established. The dowels/streamers are attached to the struts at a 
and b. a’ and b’ are the window marks. 
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Figure 5. Stratified random transect surveys flown in November 1978 and June 1997. 

 



 28 

 

 

Figure 6. Stratified random transect surveys flown in June 2003 and 2005. 
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Figure 7. Stratified random transect surveys flown in June 2007, 2009, 2011 and June 2013 and 2015. 
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Figure 8. Stratified random transect survey flown in June 2017. 
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During the 1978, 1997, 2003, 2005, 2007, and 2009 population estimates the 

survey crew included a pilot (front left seat), a data recorder/navigator (front right 

seat), a left rear seat observer and a right rear seat observer.  The pilot 

monitored air speed and altitude while following transects pre-drawn on 

1:250,000 topographic maps (November 1978) or shooting waypoints on a 

Trimble GPS (June 1995, 1997).  During the 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009, 2011, 

2012, 2013, 2015 and 2017 surveys, transects were navigated using cloned pre-

programmed routes on two Garmin C-176 (203 through 2013) and Montana 650T 

(2015 and 2017) geographic positioning system (GPS) units set to WGS 1984 

datum and true north.  The data recorder/navigator was responsible for assisting 

in the navigation of transects (1978 and 1997), and monitoring a second 

identically programmed GPS unit for the purposes of double-checking the 

position, altitude, distance from transect, and ground speed (2003, 2005, 2007, 

2009, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2015, and 2017).  Geographic coordinates (waypoints) 

and numbers of adult and calf caribou were either recorded on compact tape 

recorders with associated positions marked on a map (1997), or recorded on 

both maps and data sheets (1978), or recorded on data sheets (2003, 2005, 

2007, 2009, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2015, and 2017).  The responsibilities of the left 

side and right side observers was to monitor their 400 meter strips and call out 

numbers of caribou separated by adults and calves, both on and off transect as 

indicated by wing strut markers.  The 2003, 2007, 2009 and 2017 air crews 

remained the same throughout the survey, while during the 2005, 2011 and 2015 

surveys, one observer was changed part way through the survey.  Information on 

the 1978, and 1997 surveys concerning consistency in air crews is lacking.  All 

observational data including position were archived in a digital database and are 

included in Appendix 1.   

 

Survey data from all surveys were initially analyzed using Jolly’s Method 2 for 

unequal sample sizes (Jolly 1969 In Norton-Griffiths 1978).  Only counts of adults 

and yearlings were used for the final population estimates as calves are not 

considered fully recruited into the population until they have survived their first 
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winter.  Lake areas were not subtracted from the total area calculations used in 

density calculations.  

 

3.3.4 Dependent Double Observer Pair Method: 

The June 2011, May 2013, 2015, and 2017 surveys were marked by a change in 

visual survey method.  An additional 2 observers and one data recorder were 

added to the survey crew increasing the crew to 7 individuals including the pilot.  

The method has been adopted to all Kivalliq regional ungulate surveys.  Pilot 

studies conducted on Muskox abundance in 2010 and barren-ground caribou 

abundance in 2011, confirmed fewer animals were being missed while using this 

new configuration.  Additionally more HTO representatives could be involved in 

the survey while maintaining two experienced observers covering each side of 

the survey aircraft.  The new method is termed a dependent double observer pair 

visual method, and is set up with two left side observers and two right side 

observers with a data recorder for each.   

 

The dependent double-observer pair method involves one “primary” (front) 

observer who sits in the front seat of the plane and a “secondary observer” (rear) 

observer who sits behind the primary observer on the same side of the plane 

(Figure 9).  One data recorder sitting to the right of the pilot was assigned the 

right primary and secondary observers while the second data recorder, sitting on 

the rear left side was assigned the left primary and secondary observers.  The 

method adhered to five basic steps; 1 - The primary observer called out all 

groups of caribou (number of caribou and location) he/she saw within the 400 

meter wide strip transect before they passed halfway between the primary and 

secondary observer (approximately at the wing strut).  This counting included 

caribou groups that were between approximately 12 and 3 o’clock for right side 

observers and 9 and 12 o’clock for left side observers.  The main requirement 

was that the primary observer be given time to call out all caribou seen before the 

secondary observer called them out; 2 - The secondary observer called out 

whether he/she saw the caribou that the first observer saw and observations of 
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any additional caribou groups.  Both the primary and secondary observers waited 

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

(between 3 and 6 o’clock for right side observers and 6 and 9 o’clock for left side 

observer); 3 - The observers discussed any differences in group counts to ensure 

that they are calling out the same groups or different groups and to ensure 

accurate counts of larger groups; 4 - The data recorder categorized and recorded 

counts of caribou groups into “primary only”, “secondary only”, and “both”, 

entered as separate records; 5 - The observers switched places approximately 

half way through each survey day (i.e. during re-fueling) to monitor observer 

ability.  The recorder noted the names of the primary and secondary observers. 

 

The sample unit for the survey was “groups of caribou” not individual caribou.  

This created problems for the data recorder trying to determine when a group of 

caribou differed from individual caribou that were separated by short distances.  

To resolve this issue, recorders and observers were instructed to consider 

individuals to be those caribou that were observed independent of other 

individual caribou and/or groups of caribou through an estimated separation of 

100 meters. 
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Figure 9. Observer position for the dependent double observer pair method 
employed on the 2011, 2013, 2015, and 2017 Southampton Island 
caribou abundance surveys.  The secondary observer calls caribou 
not seen by the primary observer after the caribou have passed 
through the main field of vision of the primary observer.  The small 
hand on a clock is used to reference relative locations of caribou 
groups (e.g. “Caribou group at 3 o’clock” would suggest a caribou 
group 90o to the right of the aircrafts longitudinal axis.). 
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3.3 Distribution: 

 

Distribution maps were developed to graphically summarize survey data for 

survey observations up to and including June 2007.  The distribution maps were 

generated through an interpolation which provided an estimate of the number of 

animals present at un-sampled locations based on the known values gathered at 

surrounding locations.  This type of analysis generates a surface consisting of 

cells, each with an attribute (in this case, population density), used to interpret 

the spatial distribution of geographic points and then convert them into a 

continuous distribution reflecting estimates of point densities.  In this study an 

Inverse Distance Weighted (IDW) interpolation technique was used within 

ArcMap’s Spatial Analyst extension.  IDW is an effective means of interpolating 

scattered data points.  It assumes that the resulting interpolated surface should 

be influenced most by the nearby points and less by more distant points.  It 

estimates values by calculating a weighted average.  The farther a sampled point 

is from the cell being evaluated, the less weight it has in the calculation of the 

cell’s value (Watson and Phillip, 1985). 

 

To account for null data, all survey observations were first buffered to ten 

kilometers.  To account for nil records those portions of the transect not covered 

by the observation buffers were then divided into 5 kilometer segments with the 

first starting 5 km from the edge of the nearest buffered observation or transect 

starting point.  At each division between 5-km segments, a point with an 

observed value of zero was inserted.  The analysis was then run using the survey 

observation values as well as the newly populated zero values.  The analysis 

requires that a series of parameters be defined.  The parameters, along with a 

description and the settings used are summarized in Table 1. 

 

The resulting surfaces were themed by the population density attribute and 

overlaid on a base map of Southampton and White Islands to develop the 



 36 

figures.  Density class or “bins” are developed to reveal the most visual 

information and highlight and estimate distributional changes between surveys.  

As area estimates of relative densities on Southampton Island are mostly 

aggregated in the 0 to 5 caribou/km2 class, the bins were developed to 

accentuate these lower relative densities.  
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Table 1. Inverse distance weighting (IDW) analysis parameters employed in the 
analysis of Southampton Island caribou densities from 1978 through 2007. 

 

Parameter Description Settings 

Z Value Field 
The Z value is the attribute being used to 

derive the interpolated surface. 
The population attribute stored in 

the field Number. 

Power 

The higher the Power value, the greater 
the influence of values closest to the 
interpolated point. The most common 
value for the Power parameter is 2. 

A value of 2 was selected. 

Search radius 
type 

The search radius can be either variable or 
a fixed distance. 

As the sample points were not 
evenly distributed, a variable 
search radius was used that 

assessed the data points nearest 
to the particular cell of interest. 

Search radius 
setting 

The search radius setting specifies either 
the maximum distance of a fixed radius 

search or the number of points for a 
variable type. 

The number of points considered 
in each of the analyses was 12. 

Output cell size 
The resolution (or cell size) of the grid (the 

surface) resulting from the analysis. 

An out cell size of 100 m2 was 
specified resulting in a population 

density of animals per hectare. 
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3.4 Statistical Analysis of Abundance and Trend: 

 

3.4.1 Strip transect surveys (1997-2017): 

The standard Jolly estimator (Jolly 1969, Krebs 1998) was applied to the strip transect 

data for all years with an assumed strip with of 800 meters for all years except 2015 

where the strip width was 918 meters.  Strip transect data for 2017 was created using the 

first 2 bins of the distance sampling data which amounted to an 800 meter strip.  Strata 

were estimated separately and then combined for a total estimate for the Island.  Coats 

Island was also surveyed in 2013, 2015, and 2017 and was excluded from the South 

Hampton Island estimate.  Log-normal confidence limits were generated on the estimates 

(Thompson 1992). 

 

3.4.2 Double observer/strip transect analyses (2011, 2013, 2015, and 2017): 

Given that this method assume equal sightability between observers it is essential that 

the observers switch seats over the course of the survey (Cook and Jacobsen 1979).  

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

distance sampling (MRDS) package (Laake et al. 2012) in the program R (R 

Development Core Team 2009).  In MRDS, a full independence removal estimator which 

models sightability using only dependent double observer pair information (Laake et al. 

2008a, Laake et al. 2008b) was used making it possible to derive dependent double 

observer pair strip transect estimates.  Strata-specific variance estimates were calculated 

using the formulas of Innes et al. (2002).  Data were explored graphically using the 

ggplot2 (Wickham 2009) package in R. 

 

3.4.3 Modelling of sighting probability variation: 

One assumption of the dependent double observer pair method is that each caribou 

group observed had an equal probability of being sighted.  To account for differences in 

sightability we also considered the following sightability covariates in the MRDS analysis 

(Table 2).  Each observer pair was assigned a binary individual covariate and models 

were introduced that tested whether each pair had a unique sighting probability.  Previous 
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analyses (Campbell et al. 2012;  Boulanger et al. 2014) suggested that the size of the 

group of caribou had strong influence on sighting probabilities and therefore we 

considered linear and log-linear relationships between group size and sightability (Table 

2).  Cloud and snow cover were recorded by data recorders as they changed and were 

included in the analysis as ordinal rankings.  We suspected that sightability was most 

likely lowest in mixed snow cover conditions and therefore we considered both categorical 

and linear models to describe variation in sightability caused by snow cover.  Cloud cover 

could also influence sightability by causing glare, flat light, or variable lighting.  We used 

the same basic strategy to model cloud cover variation as we did for snow cover variation.   

 

The fit of models was evaluated using the Akaike Information Criterion corrected for small 

sample size (AICc).  The model with the lowest AICc score was considered the most 

parsimonious, thus minimizing estimate bias and optimizing precision (Burnham and 

Anderson 1998).  The difference in AICc values between the most supported model and 

other models (ΔAICc) was also used to evaluate the fit of models when their AICc scores 

were close.  In general, any models with a ΔAICc score of less than 2 between them were 

considered to have equivalent statistical support.   

 

3.4.4 Distance sampling analyses (2017): 

For the 2017 survey, distances of caribou groups from the survey planes were binned into 

intervals (0-200m, 201-400m, 401-600m, 601-1000m, and 1001m-1500m), based upon 

markers on wing struts of the survey plane, as was done in the 2014 Baffin Island caribou 

survey (Campbell et al. 2015).  In addition, the dependent double observer pair also 

assessed sightability of caribou in the 0-200 meter strip closest to the aircraft.    

 

A combined distance sampling and mark-recapture approach was used to estimate 

abundance for the 2017 data set.  The basic approach involved using mark-recapture 

analytical methods to estimate the probability of detection of caribou at 0 distance from 

the survey plane and distance sampling methods to estimate the decrease in probability 

of detection at greater distances from the plane.  This approach ensured a more robust 
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estimate than using distance sampling methods alone which assume that the probability 

of detection of caribou groups at 0 distance from the plane is 1 (Borchers et al. 1998, 

Buckland et al. 2004, Laake et al. 2008a, Laake et al. 2008b, Buckland et al. 2010, Laake 

et al. 2012). 

 

As with the dependent double observer pair analysis, the MRDS R package (Laake et al. 

2012) was used to build mark-recapture and distance sampling models.  The general 

approach used was to build distance sampling models with the mark-recapture model 

parameters held constant.  Once a parsimonious distance sampling model was identified, 

the mark-recapture model was built to further assess sightability of caribou in immediate 

proximity to the aircraft.  The same general set of covariates used in the dependent 

double observer pair analysis (Table 2) were used for both the dependent double 

observer pair and distance sampling models.  As with the dependent double observer pair 

analysis, AIC methods were used to assess model fit.  Overall model fit was also 

assessed using goodness of fit tests as well as graphical comparison of detection 

functions with histograms of frequencies of observations from the survey. 

 

3.4.5 Trend analyses: 

We used log-linear models to analyze trends for the increase and decrease phase of the 

caribou abundance dataset (McCullough and Nelder 1989, Thompson et al. 1998, 

Williams et al. 2002).  Our models assumed an underlying quasi-Poisson distribution of 

estimates with population change occurring on the exponential scale.  Abundance survey 

estimates were weighted by the inverse of their variance therefore giving more weight to 

the more precise estimates.  A log-link was used for the analysis allowing direct estimates 

of yearly rate of change as one of the regression β terms.  Additive terms were used to 

estimate phase-specific trends and the effect of a possible immigration event, likely 

occurring between May 2013 and May 2017, on SHI herd trend. 
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Table 2. Covariates used to model variation in sightability of caribou for the dependent 
double observer pair analysis conducted on the 2017 abundance survey of the 
Southampton Island caribou herd.  

Covariate Acronym Description 

Observer pair observers each unique observer pair 

Group size size size of caribou group observed 

 Log(size) Natural log of group size 

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

 snowc continuous 

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

 cloudc continuous 
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3.5 Condition and Disease Sampling: 

 

The health and condition of SHI caribou condition was monitored through the collection of 

harvest samples, beginning in 1995 (Campbell, 2015).  Variables measured included a 

ratio of bare kidney to kidney fat index, the recording and sampling of any apparent 

disease and/or diseased tissue, the recording and sampling of parasitic infections, the 

measurement of back fat, bone marrow condition (in some years), pregnancy rates, fetal 

sex (in some years), and age through the analysis of cementum-annuli from the sampling 

of I-1 (the first incisor) from the lower jaw.  In the case of the GN health studies, all 

anatomical components of an individual caribou being sampled and/or measured were 

recorded along with a common tag number and the associated harvest year.  This 

common tag number allowed for the pooling of analysis results to provide a 

comprehensive description of the health, age and sex of the individual being sampled.  

From 1995 through 1999, approximately 400 animals per year were sampled in this way.  

Sampling across February and March 2000 through 2009 was reduced to approximately 

200 to 300 animals (excluding 2001, 2002 and 2003).  Prior to 2009, all sampling was 

carried out in conjunction with the commercial harvest, which ran from mid-February 

through to early April in most years.  Following the cessation of the commercial harvest in 

2009, harvest numbers in 2010 and 2011 were reduced to 100 animals.  Following the 

2011 survey results and subsequent application of a total allowable harvest (TAH) in 

2012, the community of Coral Harbour requested that the 100 animals harvested for body 

condition be suspended so that all TAH allocations could be provided to the community.  

The suspension of the condition sampling harvest has remained in effect to-date. 

 

The kidneys sampled for the kidney fat index (either left or right) were selected based on 

the amount of fat surrounding the kidney.  In all cases the fatter of the two was chosen.  

The thickness of back fat was measured along a line 5 to 10 centimeters from the base of 

the tail, perpendicular to the spine.  Measurements were taken from the thickest fat 

deposits on the rump (one to two inches to the left and right of the base of the tail) on 
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mainly the left side but also on the right side when left-side fat was obviously removed 

during the skinning process.  

 

As a standard protocol, the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) randomly collected 

between 300 and 400 blood samples from commercially harvested animals from 1993 

through 2007.  From 2007 to 2011, blood samples were collected by GN biologists from 

animals collected for health and condition harvests, from remaining ventricular and/or 

arterial blood.  Sampled blood was drained into red topped vacutainers, left to stand 

approximately two hours at between five and ten degrees Celsius, then spun down in a 

centrifuge for approximately ten to fifteen minutes to separate the serum from cellular 

material.  Individual serums were poured off into new sterile red-topped vacutainers, 

carefully packed and allowed to freeze at approximately -20o to -30o degrees Celsius.  

Frozen blood serums were then transported first to labs in Lethbridge, Alberta for 

Brucellosis, and Tuberculosis screening then to the CFIA lab in Ontario for further disease 

testing.  Adult female reproductive tracts were also collected in 2005 for the purposes of 

identifying reproductive stress and/or disease.  All sampling pre-2009 was carried out in 

conjunction with the commercial harvest which ran from mid-February to early April.  The 

GN did not have access to all CFIA test results. 

 

 

3.6 Genetic Analysis – Movement: 

 

Over the winter of 2014, Coral Harbour hunters reported caribou tracks crossing the ice 

from the mainland across to the northwestern extents of SHI.  Though no estimates of the 

total number of caribou involved in this crossing were communicated beyond “hundreds”, 

local hunters had observed more calves in June 2014 and increased densities of caribou 

in the following harvesting year, compared to preceding hunting seasons.  Results from 

the May 2015 abundance survey estimated a significant increase in SHI caribou 

abundance of both adults and calves, compared with 2013 results.  This population 

increase was theorized by both the community of Coral Harbour and Wildlife officials’ to 
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be related to the immigration of mainland caribou onto SHI.  We set out to further 

investigate this hypothesis using population genetics. 

 

We engaged Wildlife Genetics International (WGI) to pursue this question using the 

clustering programs Structure and Genetix, which produce accessible visual summaries 

of the results (Paetkau, 2015).  Caribou tissue collected on SHI in 2004, and 2014, as 

well as tissue samples collected from hunters in the Naujaat (Repulse Bay) area, were 

compared for assessments of ancestry.  Additionally, WGI used archived samples from 

the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd for added comparative analysis with the SHI herd.  WGI 

used GeneClass2 to assess ancestry hypotheses, explicitly.  Initial explorations included 

data from South Baffin Island, Melville Peninsula, and Ahiak/Beverly, but these 

explorations did not identify any associations of relevance to SHI.   

 

Genotyping was performed by Wildlife Genetics International (WGI) using a standard set 

of 18 highly variable microsatellites that they had consistently employed for other caribou 

genetic analyses in Nunavut, Northwest Territories, British Columbia, and Alberta.  The 

analysis proceeded in two rounds of 9 markers (including gender markers), as all 18 

markers cannot be loaded into a single sequencer lane.  After completing a first pass with 

all 18 markers, WGI did a round of reanalysis (‘cleanup’) of individual data points that 

were scored with low confidence (1) during the first pass (Paetkau, 2015).  This 

reanalysis used 5 μL of DNA per reaction, up from the 3 μL used for first pass.  In some 

cases multiple attempts were made to confirm problematic data points.  At the end of the 

cleanup phase, 6 samples from SHI still had low-confidence scores in their genotypes 

(Paetkau, 2015).  In total, WGI was able to successfully genotype complete 18-locus 

genotypes for 37 samples from Naujaat, and 131 from SHI.  With genotyping completed, 

WGI defined an individual for each unique multilocus genotype, taking identifiers from the 

first sample to be assigned to each individual, of which 37 samples from Naujaat were 

assigned to 34 individuals (10M:24F), and the 131 samples from SHI in 2014 were 

assigned to 127 individuals (76M:51F).  None of these animals had previous detections in 

the greater Nunavut dataset including samples from the 2004 harvesting season.  
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Paetkau (2015) then used resampling in the software GeneClass2 to generate 10,000 

simulated mainland and island genotypes, and plotted the distribution of the 

island/mainland likelihood ratio to produce critical values for statistical testing (Paetkau et 

al. 2004 Mol. Ecol.).  By way of example, 99% of simulated island genotypes had a log 

likelihood ratio in excess of 9. 
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4.0 Results and Discussion: 

 

4.1 Population Distribution: 

 

In discussing changes in distribution of caribou on Southampton Island, it is 

important to note that although an island population, some exchange with the 

mainland likely occurred on a very small scale during winters when an ice bridge 

had formed across Roes Welcome Sound (Local Knowledge).  According to 

island residents, during most winters, Roes Welcome sound does not freeze over 

completely creating an effective barrier to caribou movement.  If such a change 

was to occur however, this exchange would most likely have been with the 

Wager Bay population of caribou occupying the Lyon Inlet area due to its closer 

proximity to SHI.  Though tracks have been observed of caribou on the ice of 

Roes Welcome Sound in late winter (going both east to the island and west from 

the island) there has been no documented evidence of a successful crossing.   

 

Between 1968 and 1978, the first ten years of caribou occupancy on SHI 

following re-introduction, monitoring was mainly conducted using ground 

observations.  During this period observations of caribou taken during patrols 

whether by ground or by air suggested caribou had spread considerably across 

the Island (Figure 10).  Kraft’s aerial survey in November 1978 was the first to 

estimate the population since its re-introduction.  Both transects and points of 

observation were digitized off report figures and used with IDW to produce an 

estimate of abundance of the newly introduced Southampton Island Caribou herd 

(Figure 11).  At this time, caribou were largely aggregated in the shoulder area 

east and northeast of Coral Harbour, the south shore of Bell Peninsula, and 

along the coast just south of the town of Coral Harbour.  No animals were 

observed by either hunters nor during aerial reconnaissance conducted in 

previous years, anywhere further north nor west of the areas indicated.  
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After the examination of all available observational data up to 1987, Heard and 

Gray (1987) concluded that there always appeared to be caribou in the core 

areas of Bell Peninsula and the Kirchoffer River uplands, northeast of Coral 

Harbour (Heard and Grey, 1987).  These observations made during their 1987 

aerial population estimate showed an expansion of the herds distribution further 

north and west, and throughout the coastal strip encompassing Bell Peninsula.  

Unfortunately, point data are not available from this survey.  Caribou distribution 

estimated on SHI in June 1991 was similar to that recorded in 1987.  Oullett 

(1992) suggested that caribou range did not appear to expand between 1987 and 

1991 even though their numbers increased substantially.  Oullett (1992) found 

that to accommodate growth, densities simply increased within the existing 

range.  Once again, point data is not available for either of Oullett’s 1990 or 1991 

surveys.   

 

All surveys conducted from 1997 to present have point data, from which to base 

the analysis.  The 1997 results also showed little in the way of distributional 

change since Oullett’s observations in 1992, although densities had continued to 

increase significantly (Table 3 & 4) (Figure 12).   

 

An examination of distributional change following introduction was made using 

IDW with ground and aerial survey point data (Figures 12, 13, 14, and 15).  

These analyses suggests that caribou distribution increased across the Island 

from the point of introduction, up to the 1987 survey year, at which time the now 

rapidly increasing population stopped expanding its range, suggesting that the 

herd had reached full occupancy of usable caribou habitat on the island.  Caribou 

had occupied the southern portions of the island including Bell Peninsula and 

inland toward the central portions of the island along the Kirchoffer River 

watershed by as early as 1983.  As observed by Oullett (1992) densities 

increased over the same geographic areas from 1987 up until a period between 

1998 and 2002, at which time densities over the same areas decreased 

significantly.  The most dramatic decrease in densities was in Bell Peninsula 
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between the 2005 and 2007 surveys (Figure 14 and 15).  Caribou had all but 

abandoned the area, likely as a result of overgrazing from years of higher relative 

densities.  Today the central portion of the island remains the most highly used 

habitat by SHI caribou.  Ecologically, this area is where the western flats meets 

the eastern highland, creating an ecotone between the Wager Bay Plateau and 

Southampton Island Plain Ecoregions. 

 

Observed distributions from the 2003 survey indicated little change from 

distributions observed during previous surveys though localized densities had 

decreased.  The first distributional change was recorded in June 2005, at which 

time, there was a noticeable decrease in the numbers of caribou occupying Bell 

Peninsula (Figure 14, and 15).  According to survey density estimates, this 

declining trend in Bell Peninsula continued through June 2007, and was also 

reported by local hunters. 
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Figure 10. Observations of caribou on Southampton Island (1970 to 1973). 
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Table 3. Inverse distance weighting (IDW) values for the entire Southampton 
Island study area including White Island and Bell Peninsula showing 
changes in adult caribou density through time.  Results from June 
2005 were removed as White Island was not surveyed in that year. 
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to                                    
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1997    
to   

2007 

0-1 43,471 98.5% 31,591 71.6% 32,674 74.0% 36,514 82.7% -26.9% 2.4% 8.7% 15.6% 

1-2 345 0.8% 4,535 10.3% 4,741 10.7% 3,862 8.8% 9.5% 0.4% -1.9% -1.5% 

2-5 230 0.5% 4,836 11.0% 5,190 11.8% 3,248 7.4% 10.5% 0.8% -4.4% -3.6% 

5-8 58 0.1% 1,680 3.8% 1,202 2.7% 434 1.0% 3.7% -1.1% -1.7% -2.8% 

>8 22 0.0% 1,484 3.4% 319 0.7% 68 0.2% 3.4% -2.7% -0.5% -3.2% 

Total 44,126 100.0% 44,126 100.0% 44,126 100.0% 44,126 100.0%         

 

 

Table 4. Inverse distance weighting (IDW) values for the entire Southampton 
Island study area including White Island and Bell Peninsula showing 
changes in the density of observed calves through time. 
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0-1 43,276 98.1% 44,062 99.9% 44,042 99.8% 1.8% -0.1% 1.7% 

1-3 801 1.8% 60 0.1% 82 0.2% -1.7% 0.1% -1.6% 

>3 49 0.1% 4 0.0% 2 0.0% -0.1% 0.0% -0.1% 

Total 44,126 100.0% 44,126 100.0% 44,126 100.0%    
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Figure 11. Results of the inverse distance weighted (IDW) interpolation 
technique applied to November 1978 abundance survey 
observations showing relative density of barren-ground caribou 
(Rangifer tarandus) on Southampton Island.. 
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Figure 12. Results of the inverse distance weighted (IDW) interpolation 
technique applied to June 1997 abundance survey observations 
showing relative density of barren-ground caribou (Rangifer 
tarandus) on Southampton Island. 
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Figure 13. Results of the inverse distance weighted (IDW) interpolation 
technique applied to June 2003 abundance survey observations 
showing relative density of barren-ground caribou (Rangifer 
tarandus) on Southampton Island. 

 



 

 54 

 

 

Figure 14. Results of the inverse distance weighted (IDW) interpolation 
technique applied to June 2005 abundance survey observations 
showing relative density of barren-ground caribou (Rangifer 
tarandus) on Southampton Island. 
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Figure 15. Results of the inverse distance weighted (IDW) interpolation 
technique applied to June 2007 abundance survey observations 
showing relative density of barren-ground caribou (Rangifer 
tarandus) on Southampton Island. 
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4.2 Strip Transect Surveys: 

 

Overall, population abundance estimates from 1997 to 2017 were reasonably 

precise, with Coefficients of Variation (CVs) of less than 10% in all years (Table 

5, Figure 16).  Figure 16 displays the estimates from Table 5 and strata-specific 

estimates are shown in Figure 17.  A tabular listing of estimates is provided in 

excel worksheets with this report.  Coats Island is included in Figure 17, 

however, it was not included in overall Southampton Island estimates.  

Population declines occurred in all strata from 1997 to 2013, and again from 

2015 to 2017.  The use of different scales on the graph in Figure 17 aids in 

interpretation of stratum-specific trends but it is also misleading in terms of the 

relative abundance of caribou in each strata.  For this reason, the same 

estimates of caribou numbers are plotted on the same scale (Figure 18), clearly 

indicating that the majority of caribou on SHI occurred on the High Eastern SHI 

strata, in all years. 
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Table 5. Strip transect estimates of caribou on Southampton Island, showing 
the number of strata sampled each year, the number of caribou 
counted on transect, and population estimates with descriptive 
statistics (SE = standard error, CV = coefficient of variation) are given 
for each year of surveys from 1997 through 2017. 

Year Strata Caribou Strip transect estimates   

 sampled Counted N SE Confidence Limits CV 

1997 7 5777 29,425 1622.5 26,375 32,827 5.5% 

2003 7 3833 18,479 1099.8 16,420 20,797 6.0% 

2005 6 4079 21,227 1701.8 18,098 24,896 8.0% 

2007 7 2689 14,389 914.6 12,684 16,325 6.4% 

2009 6 2521 13,651 833.1 12,091 15,412 6.1% 

2011 7 1667 7,937 580.4 6,861 9,182 7.3% 

2013 7 1597 7,284 525.3 6,307 8,413 7.2% 

2015 7 3068 12,319 931.6 10,591 14,328 7.6% 

2017 7 1685 8,436 680.8 7,184 9,906 8.1% 
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Figure 16. Population abundance estimates of the Southampton Island caribou 
herd using a strip transect estimator, according to strata listed in 
Table 5. 
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Figure 17. Strata-specific estimates of strata sampled using a strip transect estimator.  
Note that the y-scales are different for each graph. 
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Figure 18. Strata-specific estimates of strata sampled using a strip transect 
estimator with the same scale used on each graph. 
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4.2.1 Dependent double observer analyses (2011-2015): 

Dependent double observer pair data were collected using fixed-wing aerial 

surveys in 2011, 2013, 2015, and 2017.  In 2017, we used binned distance 

markers on wing struts to allow for distance sampling methods, as described in 

the methods section of this report.  Survey conditions, group sizes, and observer 

efficiency varied between each survey year.  These data were explored 

graphically to help assess dominant forms of variation prior to identifying a 

statistical model for population estimates derived from the dependant double 

observer pair method.  The distribution of group sizes was relatively similar 

during each survey year with larger groups observed in 2015 (Figure 19).   

 

In general, smaller group sizes were more likely to be seen only by a single 

observer.  Observers were placed into 12 pair combinations, of which 5 pairs 

switched between primary and secondary roles, and 7 did not.  The assumption 

of the dependent double observer method is that the two observers have similar 

sighting probabilities and therefore, estimates may be biased when observers do 

not switch places during the survey.  The sighting probability of pairs varied 

between observers for some pairs (i.e. in particular for pair 7) showing a higher 

relative frequency of only one observer seeing a group of caribou (Figure 20).  A 

detailed listing of observer pairs is given in Appendix 1. 

 

Between 1997 and 2011, all surveys were flown in early June close to or during 

the onset of spring melt.  From 2013 to present, survey deployment was changed 

to early to mid-May (see methods) though no detectable variation in relative 

densities and their related strata were found.  Regardless, snow cover varied 

each survey year with 2011 having a full range of snow cover and other years 

showing primarily high snow cover particularly 2013 and on following the change 

in survey timing to May.  Sighting probabilities were lower in 2011 as shown by 

higher frequencies of single observer sightings (Figure 21).  Cloud cover also 

varied for each year (Figure 22), with no discernable patterns. 
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Dependent double observer pair model selection, performed by sequentially 

calculating differences in Akaike’s information criterion (AICc), suggested that 

sighting probabilities varied according to a combination of observer, year, size of 

caribou groups observed, and cloud and snow cover categorized in 25% intervals 

(Table 6).  A total of three models were supported by differences in AICc values 

of less than 2.  However, the difference (>1.51) suggested the most support for 

model 1, which also had the least number of parameters of the three models and 

would therefore produce the most precise estimates.  Therefore, model 1 was 

used to infer covariates and population estimates.  The support for year as a 

sightability term suggested that there were year-specific factors affecting 

sightability that were not accounted for by other covariates.  Observer pairs in the 

analyses were reduced to the main pairs that exhibited lower sighting 

probabilities, given that a model with all observer pairs parameterized did not 

converge.  Using this strategy, the main observer pairs that displayed lower or 

higher probabilities were accounted for with other observer pairs set to a mean 

value.  The predictions of the most supported model (model 1 in Table 6) are 

shown graphically, demonstrating that sightability was lower in 2011 for both 

observer pairings and as a function of cloud and snow cover (Figure 23 and 24).  

Estimates from dependent double observer methods are compared to those from 

strip transects in a later section of the report. 
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Figure 19. Group sizes of caribou observed each year for surveys conducted in 
2011, 2013, and 2015 with frequency of sightings made by front, 
rear, and both observers.s. 

 

 

 

Figure 20. Observer pairings with frequencies of sighting by front, rear, and both 
observers. 
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Figure 21. Snow cover during each year of the survey with frequencies of 
sightings by front, rear, and both observers. 

 

 

 

Figure 22. Cloud cover during each year of the survey with frequencies of 
sightings by front, rear, and both observers. 

 

2011 2013 2015

0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100

0

250

500

750

1000

Snow cover

O
b

s
e

v
a

ti
o

n
s

Position Front Observer Rear Observer Both observers

2011 2013 2015

0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100

0

100

200

300

Cloud cover

O
b

s
e

v
a

ti
o

n
s

Position Front Observer Rear Observer Both observers



 

 65 

 

 

 

 

Table 6. Dependent double observer model selection results.  Sample size 
adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), the difference in AICc 

between the most supported model.  For each model (AICc), AICc 

weight (wi), number of model parameters (K), and deviance is given.  
See Table 1 for covariate definitions 

 

 

 

 

No. Model AICc ∆AICc wi K LL 

1 observers (reduced) +Year + size + cloud+snow 1424.16 0.00 0.53 14 -698.0 

2 observers (reduced) +Year + size + cloud+snowc*size 1425.66 1.51 0.25 15 -697.7 

3 observers (reduced) +Year + size + cloud+Year*size 1425.91 1.75 0.22 16 -696.8 

4 Year  + size + cloud  + snow 1456.59 32.44 0.00 10 -718.2 

5 observers (all) 1463.83 39.67 0.00 11 -720.9 

6 size + snow + cloud 1487.26 63.10 0.00 8 -735.6 

7 Year 1493.91 69.75 0.00 3 -743.9 

8 snow  + cloud 1517.70 93.55 0.00 7 -751.8 

9 snow 1538.96 114.80 0.00 4 -765.5 

10 snowc + cloudc + snowc * cloudc 1565.15 140.99 0.00 4 -778.6 

11 size 1597.33 173.17 0.00 2 -796.7 

12 Log(size) 1608.79 184.63 0.00 2 -802.4 

13 Cloud 1628.97 204.81 0.00 4 -810.5 

14 constant 2666.43 1242.27 0.00 1 -1332.2 
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Figure 23. Dependent double observer detection probabilities as a function of 
year, group size, for selected observer pairs. 

 

 

Figure 24. Dependent double observer probabilities as a function of year, group 
size, snow and cloud cover. 
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4.2.2 Distance sampling/double observer pair sampling in 2017: 

During the 2017 survey, frequencies of observations by distance bins revealed 

different detection probability curves between observer pairs 1 and 2.  Observer 

pair 1 had a higher frequency of observations near the aircraft whereas observer 

pair 2 had a higher frequency away from the plane.  Compared to previous years 

of dependent double observer pair sampling, there was a higher frequency of 

observations from data recorders in 2017, suggesting a higher level of 

observation experience by the data recorders.  To utilize these recorder 

observations, we categorized them as single observer observations and 

assumed that the data recorder had similar sighting probabilities to the other 

observers (Figure 25).  Snow cover was greater than 50% in the area of most 

observations, and the results of the 2017 observations suggested that sightability 

was lower when snow cover conditions were below 50% (Figure 26).   

 

Model selection proceeded by building distance sampling models with the mark-

recapture model parameters held constant, and by initially comparing half normal 

and hazard rate models.  Of these, the hazard rate model was the most 

supported, with observer pair and snow (continuous cover) as covariates.  Once 

this model was selected, dependent double observer pair mark-recapture models 

were compared with observer pair and snow, as well as the most supported 

covariates.  Group size (log transformed) was also supported as a distance 

sampling covariate (Model 1, Table 7).  Goodness-of-fit for model 1 was marginal 

(chi-square=19.8, df=7,p=0.006), however most of the lack of fit came from the 

600-1,000 meter distance bin which would have less influence on estimates 

given low observation frequency rates in this bin (Figure 27).  An additional 

analysis was conducted, which used the first 2 distance bins of data to fit 

dependent double observer pair only models to the data, without the distance 

component (Table 8).  The same suite of dependent double observer pair models 

was applied to the data set as used in previous years analysis and as listed in 

Table 7.  According to this subsequent analysis, a model with observer, snow 
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(continuous) and the log of group size was most supported.  Population 

abundance estimates from this model were thus compared to the distance 

sampling and strip transect estimates. 

 

4.2.3 Comparison of estimates from strip transect, dependent double 

observer pair, and distance sampling: 

Comparison of strip transect, dependent double observer pair, and distance 

sampling estimates suggests reasonable agreement between estimates, with the 

confidence intervals from each method all overlapping.  Estimates from the 

dependent double observer method when compared with the single observer jolly 

estimator were 6% higher in 2011, similar in 2013 and 2015, and 4% higher in 

2017.  In 2017, distance sampling estimates were 9.1% higher than strip transect 

estimates and 5% higher than dependent double observer pair estimates 

suggesting that distance sampling was better able to accommodate observations 

where one observer may be over sampling further distance bins (Table 9, Figure 

28).  
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Figure 25. Frequencies of observations by distance bin for the 2 observer pairs 
in May 2017. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 26. Frequencies of observations by distance bin for 2 levels of snow 
cover. 
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Table 7. Dependent double observer model selection results. Sample size 
adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), the difference in AICc 

between the most supported model for each model (AICc),  AICc 
weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) and deviance is given.  
See Table 1 for covariate definitions. 

 

 

 Distance sampling 2x observer Model fit 

No. DF Distance covariates covariates AICc ∆AICc wi K LL 

                            Distance /Double 

                           observer models 

      

1 HR obs+snowc+log(size) obs+snowc 4000.0 0.00 0.95 8 -1992.0 

2 HR obs+snowc+log(size) obs+snow 4006.6 6.59 0.04 10 -1993.2 

3 HR obss+snowc+size obs+snow 4009.3 9.24 0.01 10 -1994.5 

4 HR obs+snowc obs+snow 4010.8 10.75 0.00 9 -1996.3 

5 HR obs+log(size) obs+snowc 4012.7 12.66 0.00 7 -1999.3 

6 HN obss+snowc+logsize obs+snow 4019.2 19.16 0.00 9 -2000.5 

7 HN obs+snowc obs+snow 4019.8 19.71 0.00 8 -2001.8 

8 HR obss+snowc obs 4020.1 20.04 0.00 6 -2004.0 

9 HR obss+snowc size 4028.0 27.94 0.00 6 -2008.0 

                             Distance sampling  

                          models 

      

10 HR obss+snowc constant 4031.2 31.14 0.00 5 -2010.6 

11 HN obss+snowc constant 4040.2 40.11 0.00 4 -2016.1 

12 HN obs+snowc+size constant 4040.2 40.15 0.00 5 -2015.1 

13 HR obs constant 4041.7 41.66 0.00 4 -2016.8 

14 HN snowc constant 4045.3 45.28 0.00 3 -2019.7 

15 HR size constant 4047.0 46.96 0.00 4 -2019.5 

16 HR constant constant 4047.3 47.27 0.00 3 -2020.6 

17 HN obs constant 4061.1 61.09 0.00 3 -2027.6 

18 HN constant constant 4067.3 67.22 0.00 2 -2031.6 

19 HN size constant 4067.9 67.89 0.00 3 -2031.0 
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Figure 27. Graphical representation of goodness-of-fit of the most supported 
double observer model (Model 1, Table 7). 
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Table 8. Dependent double observer model selection results.  Sample size 
adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), the difference in AICc 

between the most supported models for each model (AICc), AICc 

weight (wi), number of model parameters (K), and deviance is given.  
See Table 1 for covariate definitions 

 

 

Table 9. Comparison of estimates of Southampton Island caribou using strip 
transect, double observer, and distance sampling/double observer 
(2017 only) 

 

 

No Model AICc ∆AICc wi K LL 

1 obs+snowc+log(size) 1,193.0 0.00 0.40 4 -592.5 

2 obs+snowc+size 1,193.1 0.07 0.38 4 -592.5 

3 obs+snowc 1,194.7 1.70 0.17 3 -594.3 

4 obs+snow_factor 1,197.8 4.75 0.04 5 -593.8 

5 obs+snow_factor+cloud_factor 1,200.3 7.26 0.01 8 -592.0 

6 constant 1,208.7 15.73 0.00 1 -603.4 

 

Year Method Caribou 

counted 

N SE Confidence Limit CV 

2011 Strip transect 1667 7,937 580.4 6,861 9,182 7.3% 

2011 2x Observer strip transect 1667 8,442 691.9 7,171 9,937 8.2% 

2013 Strip transect 1597 7,284 525.3 6,307 8,413 7.2% 

2013 2x Observer strip transect 1597 7,287 557.2 6,255 8,490 7.6% 

2015 Strip transect 3068 12,319 931.6 10,591 14,328 7.6% 

2015 2x Observer strip transect 3068 12,368 1002.6 10,518 14,542 8.1% 

2017 Strip transect 1685 8,436 680.8 7,184 9,906 8.1% 

2017 Distance 2x observer 1653 9,200 796.4 7,755 10,915 8.7% 

2017 2x Observer strip transect 1665 8,752 759.5 7,365 10,399 8.7% 
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Figure 28. Comparison of Southampton Island caribou herd abundance 
estimates from strip transect, dependent double observer, and 
distance sampling/double observer analyses (2017).  

 

 



 

 74 

4.3 Trend estimates: 

 

Our trend analyses covers two separate phases of Southampton Island caribou 

abundance: prior to 1997 when herd abundance was increasing, and from 1997 

to 2017 when the herd was declining.  Prior to 1997, and since their 

reintroduction, the abundance of the SHI caribou herd was increasing.  Despite a 

statistically significant increase between the May 2013 and May 2015 survey 

estimates, the SHI herd has exhibited an overall decline since 1997.  

 

4.3.1 Trend from 1997 to 2017 (the decline phase): 

Data from 1997 to 2017 included strip transect, dependent double observer pair, 

and distance sampling surveys. The use of different methods had minimal effects 

on the overall abundance trends identified.  However, the best estimates for 

2011, 2013, and 2015, based on model fit and lowest CV’s, were dependent 

double observer pair estimates which accounted for sightability, especially in 

2011.  For 2017, the distance sampling estimate was least biased because of 

observer error.  For this reason we used strip transect data for estimates from 

surveys up to 2009, followed by dependent double observer pair estimates for 

2011 to 2015, and distance sampling estimates for 2017. 

 

T-tests were used to compare the significance of the difference between 

sequential estimates (Table 10).  Of the 8 survey estimate comparisons the 1997 

to 2003, 2005 to 2007, 2009 to 2011, 2013 to 2015, and the 2015 to 2017 

periods showed statistically significant change.  Of these comparisons, only the 

2013 to 2015 estimates showed a statistically significant increase in the SHI 

caribou population, all others displaying significant declines.  Annual change in 

population size, based on a year to year comparison of estimates (expressed as 

ratios), varied between 0.79 and 1.30.  SHI caribou abundance estimates from 

1997 to 2017 are shown graphically in Figure 29.  To estimate the effect of a 

potential immigration event on the overall trend, prior to the 2015 survey, an 
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additive term was applied to model use to generate the 2015-2017 survey 

estimates.  This term basically assumed that the SHI population was increased 

by a constant amount during this time due to immigration.  These terms were 

both found to have a significant effect on the trend in caribou abundance (Table 

11).  The year term provided an estimate of long term annual rate of change for 

the SHI population (0.91 CI=0.89-0.93) which was not, overall, affected by the 

immigration event.  This translates to a 9% (CI=7-11%) decline in caribou 

abundance each year, from 1997 through 2017.  The immigration term estimated 

the gross rate of increase (1.76, CI=1.3-2.4) in the SHI population between the 

2013-2015 surveys, additive to the year term.  

 

A plot of model predictions reveals good fit of the model to estimates with 

predictions intersecting the confidence limits of 7 of the 9 estimates (Figure 30).  

Namely, the model suggests that the herd declined at a constant rate from 1997-

2014, followed by an immigration event sometime between May 2013 and May 

2015 (Patkeau, 2015), and then continued to decline at a similar rate as it had 

previously, from 2015-2017 (Figure 30).  Using this model, and assuming a 

constant rate of decline (9%) over the period, we estimated that approximately 

5,024 caribou would have had to immigrate to SHI between May 2013 and May 

2015 to account for the increased number of animals observed in May 2015.  If 

the immigration event had not occurred, and the population continued to 

decrease at the 9% rate, then there would be approximately 4,200 caribou 

remaining on the island as opposed to the 9,200 estimated in the 2017 survey. 
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Figure 29. Comparison of strip transect, dependent double observer pair, and 
distance sampling/double observer pair estimates (2017). 
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Figure 30. Predictions of herd size of the Southampton Island caribou 
population from the log-linear model (Table 11), which assumes a 
constant decline in population size with an immigration event that 
occurred before the 2015 survey.  Confidence limits are provided as 
shaded regions on the plots.  
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Table 10. Estimates used for the 1997 to 2017 trend analysis of Southampton 
Island caribou abundance, with the results of t-tests comparing the 
estimates of successive surveys.  Also shown are estimates of gross 
and annual change based on the ratios of successive estimates. 

 

 

 

Table 11. Log-linear model parameter estimates for trend analysis (1997-2017).   

 

 

Year method N SE CV df ttest df p-

value 

Gross 

change 

Annual 

change 

1997 Strip 29,425 1622.5 5.5% 93 
     

2003 Strip 18,479 1099.8 6.0% 90 -5.58 163 0.000 0.63 0.93 

2005 Strip 21,227 1701.8 8.0% 76 1.36 132 0.177 1.15 1.07 

2007 Strip 14,389 914.6 6.4% 88 -3.54 117 0.001 0.68 0.82 

2009 Strip 13,651 833.1 6.1% 80 -0.60 168 0.551 0.95 0.97 

2011 2x Obs 8,442 691.9 8.2% 73 -4.81 151 0.000 0.62 0.79 

2013 2x Obs 7,287 557.2 7.6% 59 -1.30 131 0.196 0.86 0.93 

2015 2x Obs 12,368 1002.6 8.1% 59 4.43 92 0.000 1.70 1.30 

2017 Distance 9,200 796.4 8.7% 134 -2.47 133 0.015 0.74 0.86 

 

Term  β SE (β) t p-value Confidence limit 

Intercept 36448.28 0.14 77.39 0.0000 27,708.8 47,188.1 

Year (λ) 0.91 0.01 -8.37 0.0002 0.89 0.93 

Immigration 1.76 0.15 3.68 0.0103 1.30 2.38 
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4.3.2 Trend from 1978 to 1997(the increase phase): 

The historic data set (1978-1991) was added to the analysis to obtain an 

estimate of trends in the SHI caribou population during the phase of increase that 

occurred from 1978 to 1997.  This was accomplished by adding terms to account 

for the decrease phase, which allowed us to estimate an annual rate of increase 

of 1.19 (CI=1.16-1.22), or, 19% (CI=16-22%), from 1978 to 1997 (Table 12). A 

plot model for these predictions is shown in Figure 31. 

 

4.3.3 Sampling effort and error 

A comparison of strip transect, dependent double observer pair, and distance 

sampling estimates suggest that the assumption of perfect sightability on the 400 

meter survey strip was met in 2013 and 2015 with estimates being close for 

dependent double observer pair and strip transect estimates (Figure 28).  In 

2011, variability in observers and snow cover reduced the strip transect 

estimates compared to the dependent double observer pair estimates.  In this 

context, the dependent double observer pair method provided a test of 

assumptions of the strip transect method and corrected estimates when the 

assumption of perfect sightability was violated.  In 2017, distance sampling 

estimates were higher than dependent double observer pair and strip transect 

estimates.  This may have been due to one of the observer pairs not putting 

enough survey effort to the distance bins closer to the aircraft (Figure 25), as 

indicated by different shapes of the detection histograms for the two observer 

pairs.  This would have caused a negative bias in both strip transect and 

dependent double observer pair estimates and illustrates a potential issue with 

distance sampling; observers spending too much time looking out at further bins 

which are often easier to view than the closer bins.  In the case of conditions of 

excellent sightability, this can lead to a significant over estimate.  The dependent 

double observer pair method partially accounted for this by also estimating the 

sighting probabilities of observers near the survey line.  The dependent double 

observer pair method assumes that the two observers in a pair have equal 

sighting probabilities.  It is therefore essential that observers switch places half 
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way through the day to ensure robust estimates from this method.  Of the 14 

observer pairings on surveys, 7 switched places which may have affected the 

overall quality of the dependent double observer estimates.  If observers cannot 

switch places then an independent observer method should be considered 

especially when caribou density is not high.   

 

4.3.4 Overview of Abundance and Trend Analysis: 

Overall, trend analysis suggests that the SHI population has been decreasing at 

a rate of 9% per year since the 1997 survey.  An immigration event in 2015 

increased the population, however, comparison of the 2015 and 2017 survey 

estimates suggests the 9% decline continued, even after this immigration event 

(Figure 30). 
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Table 12. Log-linear model parameter estimates for trend analysis (1978-2017). 

 

 

 

Figure 31. Predictions of herd size of the Southampton Island from the log-linear 
model (Table 12) which assumes a constant decline in population 
size after 1997 with an immigration event that occurred before the 
2015 survey .

term β SE (β) t p-.value Confidence Limit 

Intercept 907.80 0.18 38.8 0.0000 633.80 1262.22 

Trend (1978-1997) 1.19 0.01 13.1 0.0000 1.16 1.22 

Decrease-Intercept 350.46 0.54 10.9 0.0000 121.56 991.77 

Immigration (2015) 1.92 0.17 3.8 0.0049 1.38 2.68 

Year*Decrease 0.76 0.02 -13.4 0.0000 0.73 0.79 
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4.4 Effect of Disease on Abundance: 

 

Brucellosis is an infectious disease caused by the Bacteria Brucella.  Many 

different animal species including humans can become infected.  The form of 

Brucellosis that occurs in wild caribou is Brucella suis Type IV.  In caribou this 

bacteria occurs primarily within tissues of the reproductive system but also 

commonly occurs within leg joints (Williams et al. 2001; CDC 2016; Corbel, 

2006).  The bacteria can also be found in the milk, blood, urine and semen of 

infected animals (CDC 2016; Corbel, 2006).  Animals can get the bacteria by 

either oral ingestion, direct contact with the mucus membranes of the eyes, nose, 

or mouth, or through breaks in the skin.  Brucella can also be transmitted by 

contaminated objects (fomites) (Corbel, 2006).  Some animals are carriers and 

can have the bacteria without showing signs of the illness.  Animals in these 

cases can shed the bacteria into the environment for long periods, infecting other 

animals in the herd.  Brucellosis can cause reproductive problems such as 

abortions, still birth and infertility.  Other signs can include arthritis, swelling of the 

joints and testicles, and udder infections (mastitis) (Williams et al. 2001; CDC 

2016; Corbel, 2006).  Tissues and fluids associated with abortions, drainage of 

fluid from swollen joints, vaginal discharge, fetal fluids, and semen can be highly 

infective and can spread the bacterium into the immediate environment where 

uninfected animals can become infected through the ingestion of infected tissues 

and objects such as plants.  The potential for environmental concentration of this 

disease makes Brucellosis a density-dependent disease.  Areas of concentration 

such as migratory corridors, rutting areas and, particularly, calving grounds would 

represent some of the higher risk areas for the spreading of this disease 

(Williams et al. 2001; CDC 2016; Corbel, 2006).  Predation and scavenging of 

diseased tissue can also contribute to the bacterium’s spread throughout the 

environment.   

  

Health monitoring of the SHI barren-ground caribou had its beginnings in 1988 

when Heard (departmental correspondence) sampled 20 cows in March to 
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determine their reproductive status and general condition.  These small condition 

studies continued through 1991 (Adamczewski and Heard data) at which time the 

condition studies ceased.  The analysis of condition was started up again in 

February 1996 in association with the initiation of the large scale commercial 

harvest in March 1993.  Due to the small sample sizes in the early condition data, 

for the most part, these were not included in this analysis.  The first samples did, 

however, give results that were consistent with hunter reports of caribou on SHI 

in excellent health and condition at this time.  By 1995, the condition and 

productivity of the herd had changed little, an assessment that would remain up 

until the 2000 harvesting season when CFIA random blood testing identified the 

beginning of what would become a rapid induction of the bacterial disease 

Brucella suis serovar 4 in the SHI caribou herd (Figure 32).  There is no 

evidence of this disease within this population prior to the 2000 harvesting 

season.   

 

Concurrent with the decline from the 1997 to 2005 survey estimate, there were at 

first subtle, then more dramatic shifts in range use by 2005.  Range use changed 

significantly as densities dropped in most areas, with the exception of the north 

central portions of the islands where use remained consistent between years 

although densities slowly dropped up to present (Figure 12 and 13).  In addition, 

the first cases of Brucella suis were reported during the 2000 harvest year (1.7% 

of 400 animals tested) and had reached a prevalence of 19.5% in 2003, 28.6% in 

2005, 48.8% by 2007, 39.1 % by 2009 and 58.8 % by 2011.  Pregnancy rates, 

which are affected by Brucellosis, initially dropped from 93.1% in 2001 to 37.9% 

in 2005, and then increased to 64.4% in 2007.  The hopes that the disease was 

declining in the population were dashed when a 2009 screening showed 

pregnancy rates dropping further to 44.3%.  The last major condition study 

conducted in March 2011, prior to the application of a TAH, recorded pregnancy 

rates of 37% (Figure 32).   
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In 1992 the Canadian Polar Commission released a status report on Brucellosis 

in the Circumpolar Arctic (O’Reilly, 1992).  In the report, O’Reilly summarized the 

incidence of Brucellosis across the Circumpolar arctic (Table 13).  Brucellosis 

prevalence within the Southampton Island population reached a high of 58.9% in 

2011 which represents the highest prevalence amongst any caribou and/or 

reindeer populations’ worldwide (O’Reilly, 1992).  Currently levels are unknown 

due to a cessation of the annual caribou condition harvest.  With the human 

health issues associated with Brucellosis through either the consumption or 

handling of infective tissues, Coral Harbour residents are concerned over the 

future of their caribou herd.   

 

4.41 Brucellosis and heard trend: 

Concurrent with the rising prevalence of the reproductive disease Brucella suis 

was the reported declines in abundance from 1997 through 2013 (Figure 32).  It 

appears clear that Brucellosis was a contributing factor to the steady declines 

observed in this population of caribou.  However, with high commercial harvest 

rates of the SHI herd up to 2009, it is likely that both commercial hunting 

pressure and disease together, contributed significantly to a declining trend in 

caribou abundance.  By 2003, three years following the first confirmed cases of 

Brucellosis in SHI caribou, pregnancy rates were still over 85% and the 

population was still over the hypothesized carrying capacity of the island of an 

estimated 15,000 animals (Oulett et al. 1996).  With Brucellosis being a density 

dependent disease, it was decided by all co-managers that a further reduction in 

caribou abundance would be beneficial to the long term viability of the SHI 

population.  In the meantime, continual monitoring and population assessments 

every 2 years would provide an early warning system, should the decline 

steepen. 
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Figure 32. A history of abundance, pregnancy rates and Brucellosis suis prevalence for the Southampton Island caribou 
herd originally introduced onto the island from Coats Island in 1968. 
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Table 13. Circumpolar Incidence of Brucellosis in barren-ground Caribou and 
Reindeer across arctic North America (after O’Reilly, 1992). 

Herd 
Incidence 

(%) 
Date Remarks Source 

Southampton Not Present 1990 75 samples (NWT Wildlife notes) 

Qamanirjuaq 4% 1966-68  (NWT Wildlife notes, 1983) 

Beverly < 2% 1983 118 samples (Goldfarb, 1990) 

Bathurst Present 1981-1983 3 samples (NWT Wildlife notes, 1983) 

Baffin Island 14-35% Mid-1980s N Baffin highest (O’Reilly, 1992) 

Melville/Boothia 20-35% 1980s 17 samples (O’Reilly, 1992; Gunn et al. 1991) 

Ahiak ?    

Porcupine 15-20% 1980s ? (O’Reilly, 1992) 

Central Arctic 15-20% 1980s ? (O’Reilly, 1992) 

Western Arctic </= 30% 1960-1980 ? (O’Reilly, 1992; Neiland et al. 1968) 

Nechina 1-6.5% 1962-65 ? (Neiland et al. 1968) 

George River Not Present 1987-88 ? (Forbes 1991; Greenberg et al. 1958) 

QEI Peary Present 1980s 1 sample (P. of W. Island) (Forbes, 1991) 
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4.5 Harvest: 

 

Throughout the reintroduction of barren-ground caribou to SHI, wildlife managers 

of the time were vigilant in their on-going management of the herd.  Management 

recommendations were, in all cases, based on research results, and particularly 

quantitative population estimates.  In February 1978, the first caribou hunt since 

the 1968 introduction, was carried out on SHI.  The quota was set at 25 bulls and 

was based on observations from a reconnaissance survey flown in 1977 that 

sighted a total of 172 caribou, 79 of which were adult males, 54 adult females, 

and 39 yearlings, suggesting a sex ratio skewed towards males (Kraft, 1978) 

(Table 14) (Figure 33).  In August 1979, the TAH (quota) for bulls was increased 

to 50 largely based largely on the findings of the November 1978 population 

survey.  Early in 1983 the first cow harvest was approved with a TAH set at 20.  

Regulations were developed along with this new TAH stipulating that 10 cows be 

harvested in the spring and the remaining 10 in the fall.  The TAH was then 

raised from 50 to 250 bulls, and from 20 to 50 cows, based on recommendations 

generated following the 1987 population estimate (Heard and Grey, 1987).   

 

During the 1988 harvesting year, concerns regarding the accidental harvesting of 

females seem to have led to the removal of the female quota and an increase in 

the male quota to 300 animals sometime in 1988.  At this time, it was clearly 

indicated in the regulations that; “hunting zone J/2 (Southampton Island) was 

restricted to 300 male caribou.”  In 1989 recommendations to increase the TAH 

to 400 caribou, of which 100 could be female were made.  These 

recommendations were supported by Doug Heard who indicated the proposed 

increases were based on sound ecological principles (Renewable Resources 

Official Correspondence 140 007 005 & 150 001 005, October, 1989).  Seasons 

for this new quota were recommended to be from October 1st to October 31st for 

males and April 1st to May 31st for females.  By 1993, and in response to rapid 

population growth reported by Oullett in 1991, the TAH was removed (Oullett, 

1992) (Table 15).   
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From 1993 up until the 2012 harvesting season subsistence harvest was not 

accurately monitored.  In Nunavut monitoring of caribou harvest in the absence 

of a TAH is not mandatory.  Although the 1991 NWMB Harvest Study attempted 

to assess wildlife harvest through hunter interviews, it is generally agreed that the 

final estimates are best guesses and may be misleading in some cases.  For 

SHI, however, accurate records of harvest numbers and sex ratios (for most 

harvests) were kept as part of commercial harvests running consecutively 

between the harvesting years of 1992 through to 2007 and including 2009.  

 

The first commercial quotas were established in 1992 and were set at 250 

animals (gender breakdown unknown) (Junkin, 2003) (Table 16) (Figure 33).  

Despite the 1992 commercial allocation, it was not until 1993 that the first five 

caribou (of unknown gender), harvested for commercial purposes was reported 

since the herd’s reintroduction from Coats to Southampton Island.  Commercial 

quotas continued to rise to 1,000 animals in 1993, 5,000 in 1994 and 6,000 by 

1997 (Junkin, 2003).  Since 1993 there have been annual commercial harvests 

up to and including the 2009 harvesting season.  Interestingly, a non sex-

selective subsistence quota of 1,000 animals was re-instated in 1994 in an effort 

to offset an increase in the commercial quota from 1,000 to 5,000 over the same 

period (Junkin, 2003).  By 1997, in response to survey results indicating the 

continued rapid growth of the population to 30,381 animals (Mulders, 1997), 

concerns about the caribou population having exceeding the Islands 

hypothesized carrying capacity of 15,000 caribou were being realized (Oullett et 

al 1994, Oullett et al 1993).  In response to these concerns, the wildlife 

regulations were once again amended to allow an unlimited subsistence harvest 

and a non sex-selective commercial quota of 6,000 caribou.   

 

Overall the commercial harvest was successful in reducing the population to the 

estimated carrying capacity of the Island of 15,000 caribou (Oulett et al. 1996).  

Current concerns however, are that continued high harvest rates, in excess of 
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6,500 caribou over the 2006 and 2007 harvesting seasons would drive the 

population too low to sustainably maintain the estimated subsistence harvest rate 

of 1,500 to 2,000 caribou annually.  Additionally, there was the concern of rising 

Brucella prevalence and its observed impact on the reproductive potential of the 

SHI herd.  The continued decline of SHI caribou following the 2003 survey 

estimate only heightened these concerns, and by 2007, when the population had 

dropped further to an estimated 14,389 adult and yearling caribou, discussions 

on ending the commercial harvest had begun.  However, the harvest employed 

many local people and the political will to continue the harvest was high.  Despite 

these pressures the harvest was cancelled by the Coral Harbour HTO in 2008 

and only a small harvest of 843 was undertaken in March 2009.  Between 1978 

and 2009 an estimated total of 27,400 caribou had been harvested for 

subsistence purposes and 42,000 for commercial purposes yielding a total 

harvest of 69,400 caribou, of which 61% were taken for commercial purposes 

(Table 16).  Since 2009 there has been no commercial caribou harvest.  Results 

from the 2009 aerial abundance estimate showed no significant change between 

survey periods suggesting that the cessation of the harvest was having the net 

effect of slowing or stabilizing the population decline.  But, over the same period, 

annual condition and disease monitoring tracked a steady increase in Brucellosis 

prevalence and a corresponding reduction in reproductive productivity (Figure 

32). 

 

Unfortunately the stabilizing effect lasted only a short period and by June 2011 

estimates of population abundance dropped further to 8,442 adults and yearlings.  

With the commercial harvest having been stopped and the subsistence harvest 

remaining relatively constant at an estimated 1,500 to 2000 caribou annually, the 

reasons for this rapid decline appeared to now be related to the reported high 

prevalence of the reproductive disease Brucellosis.  By March 2011, Brucellosis 

disease prevalence had reached a troubling 58.8% and spring pregnancy rates 

had plummeted to 37% (Figure 32).  In addition to high rates of disease, around 

this time and despite the cessation of the commercial harvest, a new method of 
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selling country foods was gaining popularity, and increasing harvests of SHI 

caribou.  This new harvest pressure was developing from the growing demand 

for the sale of caribou meat on social media.  A ripe market had opened up on 

Baffin Island where Baffin communities were struggling with declining caribou 

populations as well.  When sales of caribou from SHI on social media began, 

24,764 kilograms of caribou meat was sold and shipped from SHI in the first 8 

months of sales, representing an estimated 710 caribou (Figure 34).  

Unfortunately the data provided by the airline was cutoff in January 2012 thus 

removing our ability to assess the internet sales and harvest totals, through 

export traffic, for the months of heaviest harvest (March, April, and May).  

 

4.51 Harvest Management and Planning 2011 to present: 

Meetings in the summer and fall of 2011 between the GN Department of 

Environment and the Coral Harbour HTO, and additional meetings with all 

stakeholders in the winter of 2012, led to a formal request by the Coral Harbour 

HTO to the GN and the NWMB to apply a TAH of 4 caribou per household (1,000 

caribou) in an attempt to stabilize the decline through harvest management.  

Additionally the annual condition harvest of 100 animals, used to asses 

Brucellosis prevalence and pregnancy rates amongst other health and condition 

indicators, was discontinued in order to move all harvesting opportunities to local 

Inuit.   

 

Another product of these meetings was the development of the Southampton 

Island Barren-ground Caribou Population Management Plan (2012),which was 

submitted to the NWMB for decision in March 2012.  The plan outlined an 

agreement to establish a TAH of 1,000 caribou and a Non-Quota Limitation 

(NQL) protecting cow/calf pairs.  Also in the plan was the specification of 

continued harvester-supported monitoring, and the continued assessment of SHI 

caribou population abundance every 2 years.  The urgency of the situation lead 

to the NWMB supported and community requested establishment of a Ministerial 
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Management Initiative (through the Nunavut Wildlife Act) to immediately assign a 

temporary TAH.   

 

By May 2013, the herd had further declined to an estimated 7,287 adult and 

yearling caribou, prompting the GN to recommend a further reduction to 2 

caribou per household (500 caribou) with 100 caribou held back for the HTO to 

use as deemed appropriate, for a total of 600 caribou.  The community rejected 

this recommendation, preferring to wait until the May 2015 abundance estimate 

had been made, to make a final decision.  The community based its decision on 

hunter observations of reduced signs of Brucellosis within their catch and a 

general thought that herd health and pregnancy rates were improving.  

Continued reports of healthy caribou, fewer signs of disease, several reports of a 

possible movement of caribou onto the Island over the winters of 2014 and 2015, 

and a noticeable increase in calves in June 2014, preceded the May 2015 

abundance survey.  Consistent with community reports, the 2015 survey 

estimated a significant increase in adult and yearling caribou.  In two years, the 

population had increased by 5,081 animals to 12,368 caribou, an estimate far 

higher than could be accounted for by reproduction alone.  The community of 

Coral Harbour was not surprised with the result, attributing the increase to what 

they believe was the movement of a large group of caribou from the mainland 

onto the north end of the island.  In an attempt to verify these accounts, the GN 

conducted a genetic analysis using SHI hunter provided tissue samples from 

2014 and then comparing them to SHI samples from 2004 and samples collected 

on the mainland in the vicinity of Naujaat. 
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Table 14. History of the Southampton Island assigned subsistence harvest quotas 
(TAH) from 1978 to 1991.  Harvest management prior to the first 
commercial allocation in 1992 (subsistence harvest estimated using 
government reports, HTO correspondence and personal communications 
with wildlife staff). 
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               1978 0 25 0 25 0 0 25 

1979 0 50 0 50 0 0 50 

1980 0 50 0 50 0 0 50 

1981 0 50 0 50 0 0 50 

1982 0 50 0 50 0 0 50 

1983 20 50 0 50 0 0 50 

1984 20 50 0 50 0 0 50 

1985 20 50 0 50 0 0 50 

1986 20 50 0 50 0 0 50 

1987 50 250 0 250 0 0 250 

1988 0 300 0 300 0 0 300 

1989 100 300 0 300 0 0 300 

1990 0 400 0 400 0 0 400 

1991 0 400 0 400 0 0 400 
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Table 15. History of the Southampton Island harvest assigned commercial and 
subsistence Quotas (TAH) from 1992 to present (subsistence harvest 
estimated using government reports, HTO correspondence and 
personal communications with wildlife staff). 
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               1992 0 400 0 400 250 250 650 

1993 no limit no limit no limit no limit 1,000 1000 no limit 

1994  NA  NA 1,000 1,000 5,000 5,000 6,000 

1995  NA  NA 1,000 1,000 5,000 5,000 6,000 

1996  NA  NA 1,000 1,000 5,000 5,000 6,000 

1997 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

1998 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

1999 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2000 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2001 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2002 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2003 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2004 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2005 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2006 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2007 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2008 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2009 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2010 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2011 no limit no limit no limit no limit 6,000 6000 no limit 

2012 NA NA 1,000 1,000 0 0 1,000 

2013 NA NA 1,000 1,000 0 0 1,000 

2014 NA NA 1,000 1,000 0 0 1,000 

2015 NA NA 1,000 1,000 0 0 1,000 

2016 NA NA 1,600 1,600 0 0 1,600 

2017 NA NA 1,600 1,600 0 0 1,600 

2018 NA NA 1,000 1,000 0 0 1,000 
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Table 16. A history of the Southampton Island actual harvest from 1992 to 
present.  Harvest estimates include actual commercial harvest and 
estimated subsistence harvest (subsistence harvest estimated using 
government reports, HTO correspondence and personal 
communications with wildlife staff). 
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1992 0 400 0 400 0 0 0 0 400 

1993 ? ? 500 500 ? ? 5 5 505 

1994 ? ? 500 500 500 500 1,000 1,000 1,500 

1995 ? ? 1,000 1,000 ? ? 2,356 2,356 3,356 

1996 ? ? 1,000 1,000 ? ? 1,839 1,839 2,839 

1997 ? ? 1,500 1,500 2,356 1,009 0 3,365 4,865 

1998 ? ? 1,500 1,500 2,069 887 0 2,956 4,456 

1999 ? ? 1,500 1,500 514 580 0 1,094 2,594 

2000 ? ? 1,500 1,500 1,170 996 0 2,166 3,666 

2001 ? ? 2,000 2,000 2,070 1,626 0 3,696 5,696 

2002 ? ? 2,000 2,000 959 2,875 0 3,834 5,834 

2003 ? ? 2,000 2,000 3,403 1,602 0 5,005 7,005 

2004 ? ? 2,000 2,000 ? ? 3,200 3,200 5,200 

2005 ? ? 2,000 2,000 2,766 1,272 0 4,038 6,038 

2006 ? ? 2,000 2,000 2,892 1,136 0 4,028 6,028 

2007 ? ? 2,000 2,000 1,446 1,129 0 2,575 4,575 

2008 ? ? 2,000 2,000 0 0 0 0 2,000 

2009 ? ? 2,000 2,000 322 521 0 843 2,843 

2010 ? ? 2,000 2,000 0 0 0 0 2,000 

2011 ? ? 2,000 2,000 0 0 0 0 2,000 

2012 ? ? 1,000 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000 

2013 ? ? 1,000 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000 

2014 ? ? 1,000 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000 

2015 ? ? 1,000 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000 

2016 ? ? 1,600 1,600 0 0 0 0 1,600 

2017 ? ? 1,600 1,600 0 0 0 0 1,600 

2018 ? ? 1,000 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000 

          Grand Totals 39,600  42,000 83,675 
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Figure 33. An examination of quota adjustment and actual harvest based on population estimates (Quota equivalents = 
estimated maximum subsistence harvest substituted for “no-limit” quota allowance values, Tables 1 and 2).   
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Figure 34. Caribou exports off Southampton Island primarily to Baffin Island 
communities.  Data collected over an 8 month period in 2011/12. 
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4.6 Population Genetics: 

 

The 2015 abundance survey results showed a statistically significant mean 

increase of 5,081 caribou from the previous survey in 2013, an increase that 

cannot be entirely accounted for by reproductive rates alone.  The GN, in 

partnership with the Coral Harbour HTO, set out to try and confirm the possible 

mechanism of this increase.  Based on information collected over two meetings 

with the Coral Harbour HTO, the primary mechanism forwarded by the HTO was 

the movement of caribou onto SHI.  Hunter reports of many tracks coming onto 

the Northwest end of the island from across the sea ice suggested immigration 

was likely a  behind the increase in caribou abundance.  We sought to verify 

these observations through a genetic analysis of SHI tissue samples from 2014 

(collected just following the reported movement) and 2004 (collected a decade 

prior to the suspected movement).  Both these samples would then be compared 

with archived Qamanirjuaq caribou samples collected in 2012, and 2015 caribou 

samples collected in the vicinity of Naujaat, on the Kivalliq mainland.  We 

employed Wildlife Genetics International (WGI) to analyze the results and test the 

validity of such a movement of caribou onto the Island. 

 

Using Qamanirjuaq and Naujaat (Repulse Bay) samples to represent the 

mainland population, and starting out by using only the Southampton data from 

2004 to start, WGI noted that the dramatic separation of mainland and island 

populations was not perfectly reflected across all individuals, even in 2004 

(Paetkau, 2015) (Figure 35).  Specifically, Qamanirjuaq individual C45 (partially 

red bar in group 2) and SHI individual 155 (partially green bar in group 4) were 

estimated to have ~ 35% ancestry in the ‘wrong’ population.  These unusual 

individuals were previously dismissed as outliers, but that may have been 

premature: the stark differences in allele frequencies should have allowed 

accurate assessments of ancestry using 18 markers (Paetkau, 2015).  Upon 

examining the 2014 samples, WGI found a marked shift between the 2004 and 
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2014 SHI genotypes, with 3% of the 2004 caribou being estimated to have < 90% 

SHI ancestry, versus 35% of individuals collected between 2013 and 2015 having 

< 90% SHI ancestry.  Assuming that this shift is not the result of a change in 

sampling location — the NW region of SHI might show more mainland influence 

than the south — this change in the genetic composition of the population over 

the course of a decade is dramatic (Paetkau, 2015). 

 

According to Paetkau (2015), the temporal shift was strong enough to leave little 

doubt that geneflow had occurred from the mainland to the island.  To address 

the question of ancestry, Paetkau (2015) calculated the likelihood (Paetkau et al. 

1995 Mol. Ecol.) that each genotype in the dataset would have been drawn from 

either the mainland (using Qamanirjuaq and Naujaat caribou herd DNA samples 

for allele frequencies) or the Southampton Island group (using 2004 data for SHI) 

(Figure 36).  Paetkau concluded that with P < 0.01 that any genotype with a 

lower ratio did not have pure island ancestry, while ratios in excess of -7.8 (P < 

0.01) had ancestry other than pure mainland.   

 

With consideration to the number of tests conducted and associated hypothesis 

testing framework, WGI assessed the risk that the outliers are simply Type I 

errors.  Having tested 86 individuals from the mainland, and 58 SHI individuals 

from 2004, a correction for multiple tests indicated critical values of 0.0006 and 

0.0009, respectively, in order to achieve an ‘experimentwise’ P = 0.05, 

suggesting a genotype with a more extreme P than those that would be expected 

to occur through Type I error in 5% of similar datasets (Paetkau, 2015).  The P-

values estimated by GeneClass2 for C45 and 158 were 0.0003 and 0.0000, 

respectively, so these 2004 outliers cannot be explained by chance, even after 

correcting for the number of individuals tested (Paetkau, 2015).  Paetkau 

therefore concluded that the evidence of movement in both directions (onto and 

off of the mainland) by 2004, was statistically meaningful.  Indeed, both SHI 

individuals are statistically excluded as purebred members of either source 
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population (mainland or island), indicating that they are members of the F1, or 

subsequent, hybrid generation (Paetkau, 2015). 

 

Moving forward a decade, Paetkau (2015) found that 19 of the 127 new 2014 SHI 

caribou had a likelihood of P < 0.01 that they were from “pure” SHI caribou as 

represented by the 2004 samples.  According to Paetkau 23 individuals produced 

a P between 0.05 and 0.01 which individually could be explained as outliers 

(Type I error).  As a group, however, Paetkau believed there were too many 

outliers to be so easily dismissed, as Type I error for a dataset of 127 pure SHI 

animals.  In total, Paetkau observed 19 individuals beyond the critical ratio for P 

= 0.01, and 42 beyond P = 0.05 suggesting a substantial mainland influence 

present in 2014 but not present in 2004.  

 

Though the results do not support that a pulse of mainland individuals had moved 

onto Southampton Island recently, they also do not support that genetic isolation 

of the island herd has been maintained.  Paetkau (2015) points out that samples 

collected on SHI between 2013 and 2015 did not appear to include any F0 

(parental generation) immigrants from the mainland.  Paetkau concluded that the 

analysis has documented that a large proportion of 2014 SHI caribou samples 

(about 1/3 of the current set) are of F1 (offspring generation) or subsequent-

generation hybrid ancestry.   

 

One possible explanation of the absence of apparent F0 immigrants from the 

mainland could be that such individuals arrived at the northwest corner of the 

island and took a generation or more to reach as far south as the region where 

the hunter samples were collected, which is more towards the southcentral 

extents of SHI.  This however, cannot explain the statistically significant increase 

in caribou abundance along with the local reports of mainland caribou migrating 

onto SHI between the May 2013 and 2015 surveys.  Possible reasons for this 

finding could be related to a sampling bias whereby hunter samples collected 
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from early 2014 could have missed an immigration event occurring later in the 

winter.  Though unlikely, consideration must also be given to the mainland 

comparative samples.  Most of the samples were collected from areas close to 

Naujaat creating a second possible sampling bias that could have excluded more 

northern groups of caribou as potential source populations, such as caribou in 

the vicinity of Lyon Inlet.  Clearly, additional genetic analysis needs to be 

undertaken to more accurately determine the cause of the hybridization event 

clearly documented sometime between 2004 and 2015.  Overall we suggest that 

local hunter knowledge, and scientific evidence to date, all point to the arrival of a 

large contingent of caribou onto SHI from an area or areas not covered by SHI 

aerial survey extents. 
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Figure 35. Structure results.  Each column represents an individual, with its 
estimated proportion of mainland ancestry coded green, and SHI 
ancestry red.  The ‘populations’ are Qamanirjuaq (2; w9741), 
Repulse Bay (3; g1616), SHI 2004 (4; w9741) and current SHI 2014 
(5; g1616) (Paetkau, 2015).   
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Figure 36. Likelihoods of occurrence based on mainland and (2004) island 
allele frequencies of caribou according to genetic analysis from 
different populations and years.  Resampling in GeneClass2 
indicated that 95% of purebred individuals are expected to have 
likelihood ratios outside the light lines, while 99% should sit beyond 
the heavy lines.  Individuals between the heavy lines, including C45 
(purple circle) and 155 (orange square) have genotypes that are 
rarer than 99% of individuals of either pure mainland or pure island 
ancestry.  These include seventeen 2013–2015 SHI caribou 
(Paetkau, 2015).   
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5.0 Conclusions & Recommendations: 

 

5.1 Aerial Survey Methods: 

 

Overall, survey efforts from 1997 to 2017 were relatively precise ( CV = 0.055 to 

0.087) and were able to track two decades of decline within the Southampton 

Island caribou population.  Methods changed over the period, namely from single 

observer pair configurations from 1997 through 2007, to dependant double 

observer pair configurations in 2009 to 2015, and finally to a composite of 

dependant double observer pair and distance sampling configurations, in 2017.   

 

The dependant double observer pair configuration proved to be the most 

advantageous methodology, given that front and rear observers switch positions 

half way through each survey day, and that both front and rear observers are 

given the prescribed opportunities (see methods) to see the groups while flying 

along transects.  The method reduced sightability errors common to the single 

observer pair method, and provides more precise estimates of wildlife 

populations.  This method was the most effective at correcting estimates when 

the assumption of perfect sightability was violated.  The dependant double 

observer pair method had other advantages. Incorporating more involvement of 

community members in research builds local support for the method and survey 

results, increases training opportunities for observers and improves research 

capacity in the territory, and incorporates co-management partners in research 

aspects of wildlife management.   

 

Although the addition of distance sampling methods can further improve survey 

precision, the task of the observers becomes more challenging, and problems 

can arise when using observers with limited experience.  In 2017, distance 

sampling estimates were higher than dependent double observer pair and strip 

transect estimates.  This may have been due to one of the observer pairs not 
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putting enough survey effort to the bins near the aircraft (Figure 25) as indicated 

by different shapes of the detection histograms for the 2 observer pairs.  This 

would cause a negative bias in both strip transect and dependent double 

observer pair estimates.  This illustrates a potential issue with distance sampling, 

observers spending too much time looking out at further bins which are often 

easier to view than the closer bins rather than surveying one strip more 

thoroughly.  The dependant double observer pair method partially accounted for 

this by also estimating the sighting probabilities of observers near the survey line.  

In the 2017 case, the observer was identified using dependant double observer 

records and the error addressed.  

 

Based on our analyses and experience, we suggest that the dependant double 

observer pair method is the most appropriate method to meet the rigours of 

quantitative assessment while promoting collaboration with co-management 

partners.  Distance sampling methods, though exceptional in many respects, 

should only be deployed when experienced observers occupy all observer 

positions, and, in combination with the dependant or independent double 

observer pair configuration.  As abundance dwindles on Southampton Island, 

greater consideration should be given to incorporating distance sampling into 

survey methods.  This may mean working closer with community HTOs to ensure 

only experienced observers are chosen, to reduce errors which contradict the 

assumptions of statistical models used in population estimates. 

 

 

5.2 Herd Trend: 

 

The SHI caribou population peaked sometime between 1995 and 2000 and has, 

since then, declined by an estimated 9% annually, up until the 2017 survey 

estimate.  A probable immigration event sometime between May 2013 and May 

2015 significantly increased abundance by an estimated 5,082 caribou, however, 

by May 2017 the population trajectory seems to have fallen back into the 9% 
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annual rate of decline trend that was documented up until 2013.  Reasons for the 

decline are likely related primarily to three separate mechanisms including 

harvest, Brucellosis prevalence, and icing and its effects on forage availability 

during some winters.  Brucellosis likely had little influence on abundance trend 

until 2004 when disease prevalence reached an estimated 40%.  As a result, we 

believe harvest was the main mechanism of decline between 1997 and 2004.  

One must keep in mind, however, that the reduction in abundance was the goal 

during this period, as the population was believed to be well beyond the island’s 

carrying capacity of 15,000 caribou (Oullet, 1993).  Since 2004, both the 

reproductive disease Brucellosis and harvest were likely the main mechanisms of 

decline.  Unfortunately, at this point we are unable to ascribe which may have 

had the greater effect on the abundance of SHI caribou.  This being said, by 

2005, abundance was still above the hypothesized carrying capacity of SHI 

(Oulett, 1993), so the management goal of reducing abundance remained 

unchanged.  By 2007, herd estimates were below the estimated carrying capacity 

of 15,000 caribou, however, declines in abundance seemed to slow between 

2007 and 2009, based on our surveys.  Additionally, Brucellosis prevalence was 

declining by 2009 and, based on hunter reports, general condition was 

increasing.  As Brucellosis prevalence had been steadily decreasing from 2006 

through 2009, and the declines over the same period were slowing, the 

management goals were amended by the Coral Harbour HTO to reduce the 

Islands commercial harvesting.  Agreement was reached amongst all co-

management partners to suspend the commercial harvest after 2009, in an 

attempt to further stabilize the decline and maintain an abundance that could 

support the subsistence harvest.  Between 2009 and 2011, however, the caribou 

population significantly dropped by 5,209 animals, the greatest observed decline 

over any 2-year period.  During this period trends in Brucellosis prevalence 

reversed and climbed to the highest recorded, and pregnancy rates dropped to 

below 40%, the second lowest recorded since 2000.  Additionally, the 

unanticipated sale of caribou meat through social media, a new form of 

commercial harvesting protected as a right under the Nunavut Agreement, 
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beginning in 2010, reached levels estimated to have exceeded the subsistence 

harvest over the 2011/2012 harvesting season.  It appears that during this 

period, disease and harvest together were driving the population down.  With the 

formal commercial harvest already stopped in 2009, the Coral Harbour HTO and 

GN had little option but to apply a TAH to reduce the subsistence harvest as an 

attempt to control the sale of caribou meat, primarily to Baffin communities, 

through social media.  

 

The statistically significant increase in the SHI caribou population between May 

2015 and May 2017, and subsequent decline of an estimated 9% between 2015 

and 2017, has been difficult to explain.  Genetic studies conducted as a follow-up 

to hunter observations suggesting a large group of mainland caribou had come 

onto the island from, the mainland sometime between 2013 and 2015, have yet 

to provide a conclusive answer regarding whether a migration event was the key 

mechanism of the increase.  However, the genetic work did indicate that 

sometime between 2004 and 2015, a significant mixing of mainland and SHI 

caribou occurred.  More analysis comparing consecutive years of SHI genotypes, 

with a more geographically broad collection of caribou genetic samples from 

coastal areas bordering SHI, will be necessary in order to more effectively 

explore possible mainland connections and reduce potential sampling bias that 

may be masking actual events.  Although it is only a remote possibility, we 

believe that SHI caribou reproductive potential alone is unlikely to have 

accounted for the 41% increase estimated between 2013 and 2015.  

 

 

5.3 Future Management: 

 

Another survey planned for May 2019 will further assess the most recently 

observed decline in SHI caribou, however, based on our trend analysis we 

expect to observe further declines.  Should a continued decline be confirmed, 

discussions with the Coral Harbour HTO and other stakeholders regarding the 



 

 107 

consideration of a substantial reduction in TAH will have to be arranged shortly 

following the surveys completion, in an attempt to try and safeguard against 

further decline and associated hardship to the residents of Coral Harbour. 

 

The mechanisms driving the decline are multiple and difficult to isolate, 

suggesting that further research is required.  It appears that the main drivers 

have been the disease Brucella suis Type IV, harvest (with emphasis on the sale 

of caribou meat through social media), and potentially poor winter weather in 

some years.  Clearly the need to continue monitoring disease prevalence in SHI 

caribou is required if we are to understand present day infection rates and 

associated productivity for the herd.  Recently, hunters have reported fewer 

caribou with signs of disease, and a noticeable increase in the number of calves 

observed in 2015 and 2016 suggest that the disease prevalence may be 

decreasing.  If this is the case, and Brucellosis no longer represents a primary 

mechanism of decline, then harvest, along with weather and condition monitoring 

should become the focus of future monitoring for the SHI herd.  Additionally, 

more effective means of monitoring the harvest, and any exports of caribou meat 

off the island, will be critical in understanding the true extent of the harvest.  At 

present these tools are not available to enforcement officers within Nunavut, 

suggesting that further thought and required amendments to current harvesting 

regulations should be seriously considered by wildlife management 

organizations.  Attempts to control the sale of caribou meat through social media 

have failed and consideration should be given to addressing this issue through 

amendments to legislation.  In recent consultations with Kivalliq community 

HTOs, all communities expressed a willingness to address the problem in this 

way, suggesting that some mutual agreement could be reached to more 

permanently address this issue.  If nothing is done to monitor this novel and 

growing mechanism of caribou meat sales, we fear the problem will grow more 

serious as more and more caribou populations within Nunavut are managed 

through the establishment of a TAH. 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑕ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᕙᕐᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕕᖕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔭᖅᑐᖃᑎᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ (HTOs). ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᔾ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖓᓗ ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ.  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖁᔭᒋᑦᓯᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ 

ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᓖ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒋᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍ 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ ᑐᒃᖓᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

ᖁᔭᓕᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ.  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓇᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑕ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒦᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᖢᐊᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᖃᕋᑦᑕ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓪᓗᑕ, 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅᐹᖑᖕᒪᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᓱᖏᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒡᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑎᒌᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒃᐱᕇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᑦᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓕᖅᑯᑦᑎᓯᒪᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ. ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᓕᕈᓂ 

ᑭᑭᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᐊᖏᒻᒪᑦ, ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᓄᖑᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑕ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  
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1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒡᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦᑕ ᑭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔾ 

ᑳᒻᐳᓪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ.  ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 27, 2019-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

 

2.0 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐳᓚᖃᓐᓂᐅᑉ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᖑᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ.  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑕᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ, 

ᓈᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖁᓚᐅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖕᒥᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑑᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓱᓕ, ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ (ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. 

 

2.1 ᐋᖅᑭᒡᓯᒪᓂᖏ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᑲᕐᕌᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᖓᑖᕐᒧᐊᓄᑦ.  ᒥᔾ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᓐ 

ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᓕᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕌᖓᑦ.  ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᑦᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᒥᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᑲᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᖃᓕᕌᖓᑕᓗ 

ᐊᐱᕆᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 
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3.0 ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ  

ᐅᓪᓗᐊ: ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 27th, 2019 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ: 

o ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ - ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᒥᔾ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑎᖓᑦ 

o ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ - ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨ 

o ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ: ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᓖ 

o ᓇᐅᔮᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᓐᖔᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᖓ 

o ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ, ᒧᓯᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ  

o ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᖓ, ᑖᓯ ᑲᑰᓚᖅ 

o ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ, ᓇᑖᓴ ᐅᑦᑐᕿ 

o ᑲᑎᒪᔨ, ᑖᓂ ᐲ 

o ᑲᑎᒪᔨ, ᐊᕐᓇᐅᔭᖅ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᐅᑦ 

o ᑲᑎᒪᔨ, ᓘᑲᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ 

o ᑲᑎᒪᔨ, ᔪ ᓴᕕᐊᕐᔪᒃ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ: 

2.10 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ: 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ, 

ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ, ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓂᕆᔭᐅᓐᓂᖅᐸᑕ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᑎᑐᑦ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒥᒃ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅᑖᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2018-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᒃᑐᑎᓂᒃ 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᓐᓂᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᓱᓕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᖔᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᒍᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓐᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ.  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ.  

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1000-ᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᖁᕋᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2018-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᖁᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇ ᐃᔾᔪᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᓂᓚᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᑦᓯᐊᕙᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓂᓐᒃ 

ᓂᕿᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᐊᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓯᓚᑎᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᕕᓂᖅᑖᕈᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᐅᒃᓴᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓕᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ; ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓴᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 
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4.0 ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦ: 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒃ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐊ 120 

   ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0C 0E0 

   ᐅᖃᓘᑦ (867) 857-2828 

         ᓱᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ (867) 857-2986  

 

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ: ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ: ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ     

ᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ:  ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ.  

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓ: ᓴᓪᓕᖅ          

ᐅᓪᓗᐊ: ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 27th, 2019    ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖏᑦ: 6:50 – 9:00   

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ: 2.10 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ   

 

ᑲᑎᒪᔭᖅᑐᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑎᖓ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓ 

ᒥᔾ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ 

ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨ 

ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᓖ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ 

ᒨᓯᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 

ᑖᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ 

ᑐᖏᓕᖓ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑉ 
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ᓇᑖᓴ ᐅᑦᑐᕿ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᖕᒥ 

ᐊᕐᓇᐅᔭᖅ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᐅᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

ᑖᓂ ᐲ  ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

ᓘᑲᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

ᔫ ᓴᕕᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎ:  ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ         

 

*** ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᖑᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. *** 

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 6:50 

 

ᑭᓇᒃᑰᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓂᖅ 6:52 

 

ᒥᔾ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᑦᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 7:00 – 8:45 

 

ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ 

  

ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ 

 

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ 

 

 ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓃᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2005-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

2017-ᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᒃ. 

 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂᑦᓴᐃᓐᓈᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖓᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᒃᑑᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᔨᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑲᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ. 

 ᑎᓴᒪᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᔨᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒡᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔨᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ. 

o ᓇᓕᖅᑯᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

o ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᑭᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

o ᐋᖅᑭᒡᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᑭᑦᑎᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᔨᐅᔫᒃ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 5% - 10% ᐃᓚᖏᑎᒍᑦ. 

o . 

o ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
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o ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᖓᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ 1966 – 2014 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑦ. 

o ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1966-ᒥᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 1999  

ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ.  ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᖁᖃᑦᑕᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᕐᒥ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2000-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᖑᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᔪᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥ. 

o ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ. 

o ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑕᑯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑲᐅᓗᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ. 

 

 

MC – ᐊᑲᐅᓗᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ. 

 

MN – ᑐᓴᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑕᕋ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᑲᓪᓚᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓂᒃ. ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖁᐃᓂᓕᕐᒪᑕ (ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᑐᓐᓄᖃᖅᑐᑦ 2 ᐃᓐᔅᓯᔅᓂᒃ 

ᐃᔾᔪᓂᖃᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ). 

 

MC –ᐅᐊᑲᓪᓚᖔ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᓴᕈᒥᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᖅ. ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓗᓕᖅᑐᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᖁᔪᕐᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᖓ 

ᑎᑭᒍᒪᒐᔭᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᖃᓂᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᖓ, ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᖓ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑐᒃᑐᒐᒃᓴᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᖁᒐᒃᑭᑦ.  

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᔪᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᓐᖓᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ; ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ 

ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᖃᖅᑐᑦ.  ᐅᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᖓᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᓐᖓᖅᑎᕆᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᖅᑳᓚᐅᓐᖏᑕᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖅᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᓴᓐᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᑐᖃᖓᒍᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᕐᓗ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᓯᐊᖁᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑏᓐᓇᖅᑕ. 

 

ᖃᖓᑕᐃᓐᓇᑦᓯᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑯᕕᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ. 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᔪᖓ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒃᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓯ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ, ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ. ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓗᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᕋᐃᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓗᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᕋᐃᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᒧᑦ 

ᑐᖁᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 

 

 ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ - ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒃᐸᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1980-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 5,400-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ 30,000-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 1997.  
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 30,000 ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᕋᕋᔭᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ. 

 ᐊᒃᐸᓯᖕᓂᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ 2013 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 7,200-ᓄᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 

ᐅᑎᕐᔫᒥᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒧᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᑲᓪᓚᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᓐᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

 ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᕌᕐᔪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2017  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 8,300-ᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 

ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᓛᖑᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᖅᐸᑕ 15,000-ᓂᒃ.  

 ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 15,000-ᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

 ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑎᕐᔫᒥᓗᑎᒃ. 

  

 

LN – ᑐᒃᓯᔭᐅᑦᓯᐊᕈᒪᔪᖓ. ᓂᕿᒃᓴᑭᓐᓂᕐᒨᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᖁᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇ ᓯᑯᐊᖅᑐᐊᓘᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ. ᒪᖁᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᓂ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

 

JS – ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ. 

 

MC – ᐆᑮ, ᓱᓕ ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᐱᓯᐅᒃ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᓯ? 

 

JS – ᐄ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᓂᑦ. 

 

MC- ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖕᒥᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᒥᖕᒪᑕᑦᑕᐅᖅ. ᐋᓐᓇ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᔪᒍᓪᓕ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᑉ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖕᒥᓐᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᔾᔪᖓ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᕐᒪᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓇᐊᖅᑖᖏᔾᔪᑎᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ, ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᐅᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. 

 

AE – ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᖃᕋᒪ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᖓ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᖃᕋᔭᕆᕙ? 

 

MC- ᐄ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

 

FE – ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᖅᐱᑕ? 

 

MC –ᐱᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 

ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᓯᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕᓘᕝᕙ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓗᐊᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓃᑦᑐᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑕᑯᒍᕕᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᖏᑦ ᐳᕕᑦᑐᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᔾᔪᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓕᓯᒪᔪᐊᓘᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᓐᖏᓚᖅ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 

AE - ᓂᕿᖓ ᐆᔪᓗᐊᕆᓗᒍ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᐲᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸ? ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᒃᓯᓐᓇᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ 

ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᓗᓂ. 
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MC – ᐄ ᐆᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐆᔪᓕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᒃᐸᑦ, ᑐᖁᑦᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓯᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᖏᑦ ᐳᕕᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒡᔪᖅᑯᖅᑐᓯᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒐᔭᖅᐸᒃᑲ ᐃᒃᓯᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕐᓂᕈᒪᓕ ᓂᕿᖓ ᐱᒐᔭᓐᖏᑕᕋ. ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖅᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

 

AE – ᖃᓄᕐᓖᒃᑯᐊ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᑦ? 

 

MC- ᓯᖓᐃᔭᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᒪᖅᓱᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᑭᓕᖅᓯᒪᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᓇᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎ ᐋᒃᑐᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑐᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᒃᑐᒥᒃ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕕᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᖏᖅᓯᒪᒃᐸᑦ, ᕿᓱᒃᓯᒪᒃᐸᑦ, ᑭᓕᖅᓯᒪᒃᐸᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅ 

ᐊᐅᖑᓄᐊᕈᓂ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

 

DL – ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒃᓯᓐᓇᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ, ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖏᕐᕋᐅᔾᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᑲᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᒃᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ? 

 

MC – ᐅᖃᕋᔭᖅᐳᖓᓕ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᒃᑐᒋᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ. 

 

AE – ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᕋᑦᑕ ᖁᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᑭᒐᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓚᖔᑕᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖕᓇᑕ.  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓱᓕᖅᑐᒍ ᓂᕆᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᒥᑭᒐᕐᒥᒃ. 

 

MC –ᐄ ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓇᒐᓚᓕᖅᑐᖅ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᓯᐊᖏᒃᑯᕕᑦ ᓂᕿᖓ ᐆᔪᓕᐅᕈᕕᐅᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᒃᑲᔭᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᐅᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᖓᓗ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐱᔪᓐᓃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ.  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ ᑎᒥᖓᓃᑉᐸᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᒪᒥᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.   

 

?? - ᐊᓂᒐ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᖅᑭᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ.  

 

MC –ᐆᑮ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐱᐅᔪᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑰᓕᕋᑦᑕ. ᐃᕐᖐᓐᓇᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐊᓯᐅᓂᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑯᓪᓚᐅᒥᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᓯᐊᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅ 

ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᔾᔪᑎᒋᕙᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ. 

 

DL – ᐱᔭᕐᓂᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖓ ᓄᕙᒃᑐᑎᑐᑦ ᐱᖕᒪᑦ..   

 

FE – ᖃᔅᓯᐳᓴᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ?  

 

MC – ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2006 ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 50% ᐃᓱᒪᔪᖓᓕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᖏᒻᒪᑕ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᖏᔾᔪᑎᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ 

ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒥᒃ. 

 

DL – ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 2 ᐳᓴᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 3 ᐳᓴᖏᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᓇᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᐅᑎᖃᓕᕐᒪᑕ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒥᒃ. 
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MC –ᑐᓴᕈᒥᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᒪᔭᒃᐸᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᒥ ᐱᔪᓐᓃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑖᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒥᒃ. ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓᓕ ᓇᒡᖑᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅ ᐊᑯᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑎᒥᒥᒃ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᓯᕕᑐᔪᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᒃᐸᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓃᕈᓐᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᐅᓗᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔩᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᖓ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᓂᒪᓕᕈᕕᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᖁᒐᔭᖅᐸᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᑕᖅᑮᒃ 

ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᒃ ᐅᑎᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖁᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᖕᓇᐅᑉ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖓ 

ᓱᒃᑲᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑦ. 

 

AE – ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ.  

 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

• ᐊᓪᓚᕕᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓇᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 

• ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᔅᕋ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᕋᓐ. 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᖅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑲᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᔨᐅᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

  

LN – ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᕗᖓ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ. 

 

MC –ᐊᑲᐅᓗᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᓯᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᔭᕐᓂᖏᒻᒪᑦ 

ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᖓᑦ 

ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᖓᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᑎᓗᒍ. 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᓲᕐᓗ. ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᖕᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ 

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᖏᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᖏᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑐᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ.  

 

 

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

 

 ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᑕᒫᓐ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᔫᒥᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

 2017-ᒥ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 2015-ᒥᓂᑦ. 

 ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᖃᕋᑦᑕ ᓈᓴᐃᑲᑕᖏᑉᐸᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᑕᒫᓐ, ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

 ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᒐᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᓴᒪᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᒻᖅᑐᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓯ 
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ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᓯ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᖁᓗᒍ 

ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 1000-ᓄᑦ. 

 ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖁᔨᓐᓂᕈᔅᓯ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ. 

 ᖁᕕᐊᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᕋᔅᓯ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᓯᑦᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓴᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᕈᔅᓯ 

ᐱᔭᕐᓂᕈᓐᓃᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ. 

 ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓈᓴᐃᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᕐᒨᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ. 

 ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᐃ 2020-ᒥ. 

 ᓱᓕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᒪᐃᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ 

ᑎᒍᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ. 

 

 

DN –  ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᐹ ᑐᓂᓯᒍᑦᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ?  

 

MC – ᐄ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᒻᒪᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᑕᒫᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᖃᕐᓂᕋᕐᓗᓯ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 

DN – ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᔅᓯ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ 

ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑐᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

 

MC – ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᖓ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ.  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᕐᒥᔪᖅ. 

 

MN –ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖅᑲᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᕆᓂᕋᕐᖢᒋᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ 1000−ᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2017-ᒥᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇ 

ᓯᐊᖅᑐᐊᓘᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᑦ 2017-ᒥᓂᑦ ᓇᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓱᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕ ᐊᒃᐸᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖁᓇᒋᑦ. 

 

MC- ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᑐᐊᖅᐸᑕ 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

DP – ᒪᖁᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ (ᓯᓚ ᐅᖅᑰᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ +2-ᒥᒃ, 5 ᐃᓐᓯᔅᓂᒃ ᐃᔾᔪᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᓯᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐳᑎᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᒍᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᒥᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᔾᔪᔪᐊᓘᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓂᓚᒃ. 

 

DL –ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᓐᖏᓛᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᖁᕋᓚᐅᕐᓂᕋᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2017-ᒥ, ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑐᓴᖓᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖅᓯ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ. 

 

MC – ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᖅ.  
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DL – ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓴᓐᖏᔫᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒍᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑐᐊᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᓐᖒᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 

 

MC – ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑐᐃᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ. 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᓈᓴᐃᔭᖅᑐᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ. 

 

AE –  ᓈᓴᐃᓕᕌᖓᔅᓯ, ᓇᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᕕᓯ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᒃ? 

 

MC – ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ 2017-ᒥ ᓈᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᕝᕕᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓈᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᕙᓗᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

 

AE –  ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᐱᓯ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ? 

 

MC – ᐄ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᕚᓪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 800-ᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓕᖅᐹᕐᒥ 

ᓈᓴᐃᒐᑦᑕ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

 

MN –  ᑐᓴᑲᑕᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ. 

 

MC – ᓈᓴᐃᒐᓱᐊᓈᕆᕗᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᓈᓴᐃᓕᕈᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ. 

 

MN – ᓈᓴᐃᕕᐅᓯᒪᕚ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ White Island?  

 

MC – ᐄ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᒥ ᓈᓴᐃᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᒍᑦ. 

 

KL – ᐅᓄᓚᐅᖏᓪᓛᑦ. 

 

MC – ᐋᒃᑲ, White Island ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᕈᓗᒃ. 

 

AE – ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ 800-ᖏᓐᓃᒃᑐᑦ? 

 

MN – ᐄ, ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ. 

 

AE - ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᒃᑭᐊᖅ ᑐᖁᕋᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ? ᖃᓂᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ? 

 

MN – ᐊᐳᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᑰᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇ ᓯᑯᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ. 

 

MC – ᐄ ᑐᖁᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. Prince Charles Island ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᖁᕋᓚᐅᕐᒥᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑕᕝᕙᓂᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ. 

 

KL – ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓅᓐ? 

 

MC – ᐄ ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑐᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐳᑎ ᐃᔾᔪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ. 
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AE – ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ? 

 

MC –ᐄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᑦ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᖃᓗᐊᒧᑦ 

ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕋᐅᔭᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ. 

  

DP – ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᐱᓰ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᐸᑦ? 

 

MC –ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2014-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 5,500-ᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓕᒫᕐᒥ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 1,700-

ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ Prince Charles Island. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᕿᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓱᕐ ᕋᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᕌᕐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

 

MN – ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᒐᒃᑯ ᓂᖓᐅᒐ ᑭᓐᖓᕐᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᖅ, ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᔮᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ. 

 

MC –ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ, ᐃᓄᐃ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᐅᕙᓃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔭᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑕ, ᓇᓂᓯᔭᕐᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ.  ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᔫᒥᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒐᕐᓂᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ. ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᓱᓕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᑲᓪᓛᕐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᔫᒥᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. 

 

AE –ᑐᒃᑐᑲᑕᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 

MC –ᐊᑐᑲᑕᒃᑲᑦᑎᒍ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᒐᔅᓯᐅᒃ. 

 

AE – ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᓕᕆᔨᑦ 

ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ Calm Air, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ, 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

 

 

 

 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 9:00 ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ 
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ᑐᓂᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
 

ᐅᑯᓄᙵ 

 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎ:     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖅ: X 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ: 2017-ᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08, Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
 

 Boothia ᓄᕗᐊ ᐆᒃᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓂᐅᑉᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᕝᕕᒋᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᖓᑦ 

ᐃᓂᑐᖃᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂᔾᔪᒃ.  1985-ᒥᑦ, Boothia ᓄᕗᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᖃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

 

 1995-ᒥᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓂᖃᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ 554 ± 205 (S.E)-ᓂᒃ.  

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ. 

 

 ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ Boothia ᓄᕗᖕᒥᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓇᖐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

 

 ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) 66-ᓂᒃ MX-08-ᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 1, 2014-ᒥᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ 

ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖏᓐᓇᓕᖅᖢᓂ. 

 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

(ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᓯᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ).  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᓂᙵᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ Boothia 

ᓄᕗᖕᒥᑦ (MX-08) ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ. 
 
 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᖓ  
 

 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᒥᑦ TAH-

ᒥᑦ 66-ᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ.  

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᓯᐅᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 

 

 ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥᑦ, ᐋᒋᓯ 7-ᒥᑦ 12-ᒧᑦ, 2017-ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ MX-08-ᒥᑦ.  ᓈᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 702 
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ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᑉᓗᑎᒃ 3,649 ± 316 (S.E.)-ᖑᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ MX-08-ᒥᑦ.  ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ MX-08-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᖕᒪᑕ. 

 

 ᐅᑭᐅᖑᔪᖅ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒧᔭᒃᓴᐃᕈᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑦᑐᖕᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ.  

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒧᔭᒃᓴᖅᑖᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ.  
 
 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓃᑦ: 
 

 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᐅᑕᐅᑉᓗᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᓗᒃᑖᓄᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᓯᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

(KRWB ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ) ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ KRWG ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᓐᓂᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2018-ᒥᑦ. 

 

 ᐄᐳᕆ 23, 2019-ᒥᑦ, ᐆᒃᑑᑎ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓗᕆᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ.  

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ TAH-ᖑᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ 

ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 6%-ᒥᒃ (218 ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ) ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ. 
 

ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕆᓃᑦ: 
 

 ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᑎᕆᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ:  

 

o ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ - ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ 

ᓅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᙱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ Prince of Wales-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Somerset 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᑦ, ᑕᒪᐅᙵᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᙶᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

o ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓂᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑦᑐᖕᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 6%-ᒥᒃ 

(TAH 218-ᓂᒃ) ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑐᕆᔭᐅᖕᒪᑦ.  TAH ᐱᓯᒪᔪᒪᔭᖓᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ 7-8%-ᒧᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ TAH 255-288-ᖑᕐᓗᓂ.  
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ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖁᔭᖏᑦ TAH 66-ᓂᑦ 275-

ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08-ᒧᑦ.  
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08, Boothia ᓄᕗᐊ, ᐋᒋᓯ 2017. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 

 
 

 
  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

Department of Environment 

Avatiliqiyikkut 

Ministère de l’Environnement 

 

 

 
ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08, 

ᐋᒋᓯ 2017 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

 

ᑖᒻᓇ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐅᓂᑉᑳᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᖓ: “ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

MX-08, ᐋᒋᓯ 2017.” 

ᑖᒻᓇ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔪᖅ, ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᑉᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᓂ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑐᓂᓯᑉᓗᓂᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

(ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᓃᑦ), ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖅ 

ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᑕᒡᕙᓃᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑑᖓᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᒋᓯ 2017-ᒥᑦ.  

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑎᑑᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᖓ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᑉ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑕᑯᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ. 

 

 



 
 
 

 
 

 
  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

Department of Environment 

Avatiliqiyikkut 

Ministère de l’Environnement 

 

 

  

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎ 

Boothia ᓄᕗᐊ ᐆᒃᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓂᑐᖃᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  1985-ᒥᑦ, 

Boothia ᓄᕗᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ, 61 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 544-ᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑕᖃᖅᖢᓂ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑑᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑑᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᓂ. 

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᒡᕙᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ.  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖓᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃ ᐃᓇᖐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ, 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ (TAH) 66-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᑦ.  

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᒋᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ  

 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ MX-08-ᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ TAH-ᒥᑦ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᓂ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 2017-ᒧᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ MX-09-ᒧᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ:  

1. ᖃᐅᔨᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

2. ᖃᐅᔨᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

3. ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ. 
 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-

08, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓚᖓ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒃᑐᖅ.  ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᖅ M’Clintock ᓱᑉᓘᑉ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ Boothia ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ, 

ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂᓗ MX-06-ᒥᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒧᑦ Bellot 

Strait-ᑯᑦ.  ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᖅ MX-08 

ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-11-ᒧᑦ. 

ᓇᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ 
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 ᐊᖏᓛᒃᑰᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ, 

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᓯᒫᓂᒃᑐᓂᑦ, 

ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᓕᖅᑐᑦ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ.  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐊᓯᐊᙳᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 20%-ᖑᔪᒥᑦ, 8 

ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᑕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ, ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᖦᖢᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐊᔾᔨ 1). 

ᐊᔾᔨ 1: ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᒋᓯ 2017-ᒥᑦ, ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ 

20% ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08-

ᒥᑦ. 

ᑎᖕᒥᓲᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓃᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑯᒪᓕᒃ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖓᒎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ; ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔾᔪᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᒃ.  

ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 160 

ᑭᓛᒥᑕ/ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒥᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖃᖅᖢᓂ 121 

ᒦᑕᓪᓗᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖁᓛᓂᑦ.  ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 800 ᒦᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓴᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᓲᑉ.  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᖓᓂᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᓲᑉ ᕿᓂᖅᓴᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᓇᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ.  ᖃᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 

ᖃᕝᕖᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓃᑦ 

ᓇᒧᙵᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐋᒋᓯ 7-ᒥᑦ 12-

ᒧᑦ, 2017-ᒥᑦ.  ᓈᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 170 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒥᐅᙱᖦᖢᓂ.  ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ, 16-19-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ, Cape 

Farrand-ᒥᓗᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ Abernethy Bay-ᒧᑦ 

40 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᙵᑦ.  

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ Cape Cambridge-ᒥᑦ, ᖃᓂᑦᑐᖅ 

Acland Point-ᒧᑦ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᓛᖑᔪᒥᑦ 

ᑲᑎᕐᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ (ᐊᔾᔨ 2). 
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ᐊᔾᔨ 2: ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒥᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08-ᒥᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᑲᑎᕐᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᑎᕐᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ 0-1, 2-7, 8-11, 12-15-ᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 16-19-ᓄᑦ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᙱᑦᑑᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2-ᓂᒃ 7-ᓄᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ.  

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᙳᖅᖢᒍ ᓈᓴᐅᑎ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

 

 

 

 

 

ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ (+1 ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓪᓗ) ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

5 ± 4.45 (S.D.)-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  ᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 702 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ  

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 0.084 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ/ᑭᓛᒥᑕᐃᑦ2-ᒥᑦ.  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-

08-ᒥᑦ 3,649 ± 316 (S.E.)-ᖑᔪᑦ (ᐊᔾᔨ 3).  

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ: ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ 

TAH-ᒥᑦ 66-ᓂᑦ 275-ᓄᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

MX-08-ᒧᑦ. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ᐊᔾᔨ 3: ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ MX-08-ᒥᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ, 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ 1985-ᒥᑦ 2017-ᒧᑦ 
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Executive Summary 
 
A systematic strip transect survey of the Boothia Peninsula was undertaken in summer 2017 to 
determine the abundance and distribution of muskox. The survey took place from August 07 to 
August 12.  A total of 8,317.71 km2 were flown, representing 20% coverage of the total study 
area (43,238 km2). During the survey, 702 adult muskoxen were recorded on transect resulting 
in a population estimate of 3,649 ± 316 (S.E.). Calves represented 14% of the adult muskox seen 
and the average number of adults per group was small, 5 ± 4.45 (S.D.) The muskox density was 
of 0.084 muskox / km2 in the management unit. This is an increase of muskoxen in MX-08 from 
what have been estimated previously, and it is consistent with the reported local knowledge. 
Thus, an increase in the current harvest rate could be supported by this current population 
estimate, as well as continuing the monitoring, harvest reports, and health monitoring 
program. A survey cycle of 5 years is advisable for this Muskox Management Unit or sooner if 
traditional knowledge indicates a significant change in the population trend, so harvest rate 
could be review.  
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Muskox Management Unit, MX-08  

  1 

Introduction 
 

The mechanism driving muskox population dynamics is not well understood. In the early part of 

the 1900s, hunting pressure drove muskox numbers close to extinction and reduced the 

distribution to a few limited pockets in the Canadian Arctic (Spencer 1976; Gunn 1984). To 

stimulate recovery, the existing muskox populations in Nunavut were managed to foster a 

continued colonization of the historic range (Gunn, 1983). While muskox are currently re-

colonizing historical habitat in the central and eastern Canadian Arctic, most muskox 

populations have been increasing in the last few decades, inhibiting the monitoring of long-

term population variation. Therefore, there is limited information available to determine how 

muskox populations naturally cycle.   

The Boothia Peninsula is an example of a location where muskox is re-colonizing their historical 

range. Previous surveys on the Boothia Peninsula were conducted in 1985, 1995, and 2006. In 

1985, the Boothia Peninsula was known to be devoid of muskox (Spencer Bay HTO pers. Comm; 

Gunn and Ashevak 1990). A decade later, 61 muskoxen were seen on transect providing an 

estimate of 554 ± 205 (SE) animals (Gunn and Dragon, 1998). According to hunter observations, 

muskox numbers around Taloyoak have been increasing since 1995. During the latest 

population survey, in 2006, muskox abundance for Boothia Peninsula was estimated at 1,100 ± 

253 animals from the 562 adult muskoxen seen on transect (Dumond, 2007). Based on the 

location of sightings between the 1995 and 2006 surveys and local knowledge, muskox appear 

to occupy the Boothia Peninsula from Somerset Island, north of Amittaryouak Lake, moving 

southward reaching a southern limit at Cape Cambridge (Gunn and Dragon, 1998; Dumond, 

2007). In 2006, areas of higher muskox density were found in the vicinity of Murchison 

Promontory and Pasley Bay. Thus, the environmental conditions on the Boothia Peninsula seem 

to be optimal to promote muskox population growth.   

Taloyoak Hunters have commented on the higher numbers of muskoxen sightings. They fear 

that muskox will start impacting negatively the caribou calving grounds on the Boothia 

Peninsula. It is part of Inuit traditional knowledge that muskoxen displace caribou from their 

habitat. Muskox feeding pits or the destruction they cause to ground cover might prevent 

caribou from feeding in the area or the strong muskox musk might deter caribou. However, 

muskox and caribou have been co-habiting in the Arctic for thousands of years, where their 

ranges overlap temporally and spatially. Even today, there is no clear scientific evidence 

determining an negative impacts related to the muskox-caribou relationship, as this inter-

species relationship is difficult to isolate from confounded variables in the wild. Thus, 
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traditional knowledge might be a more powerful tool to understand in inter-species 

relationship.  

In 1995, there was no muskox quota in the area that was previously part of MX-09 due to the 

very low number of muskoxen on the Boothia Peninsula. However, a quota of 20 tags for Prince 

of Wales Island and 12 tags for Somerset Island were assigned to these two harvest zones 

(Gunn and Dragon 1998). After the 2006 population survey was completed, a Total Allowable 

Harvest (TAH) of 20 was set. Assuming that this quota was filled on a yearly basis, a harvesting 

rate of 6% would have led to a slow decline, as the harvesting rate will be higher that the 

population yield. (Tener, 1965). Despite this risky management approach taken with limited 

knowledge on the population demographics, recent local knowledge has indicated that the 

muskox numbers have still continued to increase. 

Based on local knowledge, there is a need to re-evaluate the existing TAH relative to the 

management goal. Taloyoak hunters are requesting an increase in harvesting opportunities to 

keep the muskox population relatively low so they can preserve the caribou calving grounds. A 

reassessment of the muskox population in MX-08 is necessary to revisit the TAH. It is also 

important to make sure that there is enough incentive in place to reach the harvesting rate in 

order to achieve the goal of keeping the muskox population relatively low. Thus, this project 

aims to first provide an update of the current muskox population in the muskox management 

unit MX08. Consistent with other muskox surveys, the Nunavut wide monitoring approach will 

be used. This scientific information will be provided and paired with traditional knowledge to 

review existing management strategies and promote a sustainable harvest of muskox for future 

generations of Inuit allowing for the co-habitation of caribou and muskox on the Boothia 

Peninsula. 

 

Objectives 

 
This project aims to address the concerns and requests of Inuit hunters, as well as to provide up 
to date scientific information for management purposes. Therefore, the main objectives of this 
study are: 
 

1. Determine the estimated number of muskox; 
2. Determine muskox distribution and density;  
3. Determine calf crop and group size. 

 
By doing so, it will be possible to have better information on current muskox abundance and 
distribution in the muskox management unit MX-08. Information on group structure, calf 
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production, group size, and density is essential to gain insight on the relation between these 
variables and population dynamics. 

Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 
The study area is the muskox management unit MX-08, which includes the Boothia Peninsula 

and a portion of the mainland. The area lies between M’Clintock Channel to the west and the 

Gulf of Boothia to the east, and is separated from MX-06 to the north by Bellot Straight and the 

southern boundary is shared with muskox management unit MX-11. The Boothia Peninsula is 

the northernmost extension of the Canadian mainland and the North American Continent. The 

area is rich in topography with plains, lowlands, plateaus, and rolling bedrock hills (Dyke, 1984). 

This management unit is part of the Northern Arctic Ecozone, which has two Northern Arctic 

Ecoregions. The southeast and the north part are characterized by Boothia Peninsula Plateau 

and a small portion of the southwest by the Victoria Island lowlands (Environment Canada, 

1995). Due to the spatial heterogeneity of the area, the Arctic tundra vegetation cover is 

influenced by the soil moisture, nutrient availability, snow cover, wind exposure, and 

microclimate differences defining dwarf-shrub health or moist to wet sedge meadows (Laidler 

et al., 2008).  

Vegetation covers in the Victoria Island Lowlands are dominated by Saxifraga oppositifolia, 

Dryas integrifolia, and Salix spp., and the wet areas are characterized by sedges, cottongrass, 

saxifrage, and moss (Walker, 2000; Environment, 1995). Remaining upland areas are part of the 

Boothia Peninsula plateau, which have a mid-arctic eco-climate. In the upland the vegetation is 

discontinuous, and dominated with tundra species (Environment, 1995). Vascular plants are 

found in bedrock cracks and depressions where it is well irrigated by runoff and protected from 

winds (Walker, 2000).  

 

Survey Area 
 

Prior to survey, no reconnaissance survey was undertaken to maximize the coverage area 

investigated. Instead, anticipated muskox distribution patterns were obtained from past ground 

surveys, hunter observations, and Inuit Traditional Knowledge/Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ). 

According to IQ, muskox has increased in numbers and they are now uniformly distributed over 

the entire Boothia Peninsula with no specific aggregation. Based on this change in distribution, 
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the whole management unit MX-08 was surveyed at 20% coverage with no strata of different 

effort allocation (Figure 1).  

 
 

 
Figure 1: Transect lines representing 20% coverage of the muskox management unit MX-08. 

To increase the precision of the survey areas, ESRI’S ArcGIS software with an adapted survey 

design tool was used to randomly plot the transect lines until the desired percentage of 

coverage was achieved. The tool allows the user to determine the precise number of transects 

and the distance between each transect line required in function of the transect strip width and 

the total area of the management unit. Orientation of the transect lines within the stratum was 

determined in function to have the most homogeneous and shorter transect line length under 

the assumption that muskox are randomly and uniformly distributed on the landscape (Figure 

1).  
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Table 1, below, summarizes the total area, the percentage of cover, the total number of kms of 

transects of different length, the number of lines, the resulting distance between each transect 

line and the orientation of the transect lines. In sum, the management unit, MX-08, of 43,238 

km2 was surveyed with a total of 5,198 km of transect lines, which represented 46 transect lines 

of different length at a spacing of 8 km (Table 1).   

Table 1 Characteristic of the study area and the transect lines per stratum in the Management 
Unit MX-08. 

 

Aircraft configuration 
 

A systematic transects line survey was flown with a fixed-wing single engine turbine aircraft, a 

grand caravan. The transect lines were surveyed at a speed of 160 km/hr and the survey 

altitude of about 152 meters, which was mostly maintained following the relief of the study 

area using a radar altimeter. The pilot responsibilities were to monitor this air speed and 

altitude while following the pre-programmed transect on a Geographic positioning system 

(GPS). The strip transect was 800 meters on each side of the aircraft, for a total transect width 

of 1.6 kilometers. The pre-determined transect width of 400 meters was set on each wing  

based on calculation using the formula of Norton-Griffiths (1978) and others (Gunn and 

Patterson 2000; Howard 2011). 

Stratum Total area 
(km2) 

Percentages 
(%) 

Total transect 
lines (km) 

Number 
of lines 

Distance between 
transect line (km) 

Orientation 

1 43,238 20 5,198 46 8 East-West 

MX-08 43,238 ---- 5,198 46 ---- ---- 
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Figure 2: 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. 

 
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.  
 
The entire survey was set up with an observer/recorder crew: two recorders, one left side 
observer and one right side observer. Each left and right observer and a recorder were divided 
into a team. Observers were responsible to continuously searched for and counted muskox; the 
number of calves (5-6 months old) were counted when they were conspicuous while on 
transect. No sex and age classification count were systematically attempted. The data recorded 
included the number of muskox and GPS locations. Only counts of adults were used in the final 
population estimate. Even if this survey focused on muskox, additional sightings of other 
species were also recoded, such as caribou, polar bear, and wolf.  
 

Analyses 

 
As this survey focused mainly on obtaining an estimated number, only unambiguous 

classification criteria were used to determine the number of calves and adults. The group was 

then broken down into adults (female/male) and calves (Howard 2011). The flying height and 

speed did not allow for accurately distinguishing male from female muskox from horn size and 

shape. Therefore, the proportion of calves per female cow was not determined, and no 

information on the recruitment or productivity was generated. The group structure was 
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however described such as calf:adult ratio, mean group size, and the number of single lone 

bulls encounter. 

 
To determine the number of muskoxen in the study area, only the adult muskoxen sightings 

recorded on transect were analyzed using Jolly’s Method 2 for unequal sample sizes (Jolly 1969) 

using a coefficient limit of 95%. Such methodology was previously used for the survey of 

Boothia Peninsula in 2006. The population estimates for fixed-width strip sampling using Jolly’s 

Method 2 for uneven sample sizes (Jolly 1969; summarized in Caughley 1977) are derived from 

the following equation: 

𝑌̂ = 𝑅𝑍 = 𝑍
∑ 𝑦𝑖𝑖

∑ 𝑧𝑖𝑖
 

Where 𝑌̂ is the estimated number of animals in the population, 𝑅 is the observed density of 

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

𝑍 is the total study area.  The variance is given by: 

 

𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝑌̂) =  
𝑁(𝑁 − 𝑛)

𝑛
(𝑠𝑦

2 − 2𝑅𝑠𝑧𝑦 + 𝑅2𝑠𝑧
2) 

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

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

2 is the variance in 

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

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

as a measure of precision.  

Density, the number of muskoxen per unit area (muskox/km2), will be determined using the 

number of adult muskoxen seen on transect divided by the total area of the study area. Lakes 

and stream areas will be not subtracted from the total area calculations used in muskox density 

(Statistical analysis based on Campbell and Setterington (2001)).  

The area occupied by muskox and the time of the survey within the study area was determined. 

Thus, the distribution of muskox was illustrated by plotting each muskox sighting on and off 

transect, based on their precise geospatial position captured with GPS. In addition, the number 

of animals composing each group was highlighted using an increasing size of circles to 

represent groups of 0-1, 2-7, 8-11, 12-15, and 16-19 animals.  

Given the importance of predators, Polar bear (Ursus maritimus) and Arctic Wolf (Canis lupus 

arctos), we collected standardized information of predator sightings in the management units 
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using the predator index (Heard, 1992). The predator index reports all predator sightings per 

species against the total number hours flown, also including the ferry time in this case. It is then 

possible to have a yearly trend, as the number of predators observed is expressed per 100 

hours for this particular time of the year.  

Results 
 

The survey was conducted out of the community of Taloyoak from August 07th to August 12th, 

2017. The management unit was surveyed in 40 hours, including on transect and ferrying flights 

from Taloyoak airport to the start of the transect lines. Low ceiling and fog prohibited the ability 

to survey continuously from the North to the South of the study area. Therefore, some sections 

were left to be completed at a later time, when the weather was permitting. The sedentary 

muskox behavior (Adamczewski et al., 1997) reduces the probability that an individual will 

move any great distance within the short survey time frame. 

 

 
Figure 3: Daily tracks completed to cover 20% of the muskox management units MX-08 from August 7th 
to 12th. 
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Distribution  

 
The adult muskox distribution in the management unit is represented in Figure 5 below. During 
the survey, 170 groups of muskox were seen on and off transect. The large groups of muskox, 
16-19 adult animals, were distributed from Cape Farrand to Abernethy Bay within 40 km from 
coast. Additional muskox aggregations were found around the Wrottlesley River valley in the 
small portion of the southwest by the Victoria Island lowlands. Very few groups were located at 
high elevation (594 meters) in the central north part of the Peninsula, as muskoxen appeared to 
avoid the Boothia Peninsula Plateau. It was the first time that muskox observations was 
recorded south of Cape Cambridge, now reaching close to Acland Point at their southernmost 
distribution.  
 

 
Figure 4: Muskox distribution on and off transect in the management unit MX-08 during the survey 
where the number of animals per group was grouped as 0-1, 2-7, 8-11, 12-15, and 16-19. 

Group Characteristic 

 

Cape Farrand  

Abernethy Bay  

Acland Point  

Cape Cambridge  
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During the survey, 139 groups of muskox were recorded on transect, where 26 were single lone 
bulls. The majority of the groups (41%) were very small groups of 2 to 7 adults (Figure 5). The 
average number of adults (+1 year and older) per group was 5 ± 4.45 (S.D.) where calves were 
not included in the group size.  The highest number of adults counted in one group was 19.  

 
Figure 5: Frequency of occurrence (%) of adult muskox number per group size, grouped as follow 0-1, 2-
7, 8-11, 12-15, and 16-19. 

Nonetheless, the calf to adult ratio was determined for each group of muskox seen on transect. 

Since the identification was done from a fixed-wing, it was impossible to distinguish the sex of 

the adult or yearling based on the horn shape and length.  Close to half the group seen (45%) 

did not have any calves. For the group that had calves, most of them had at least one calf, but 

some larger groups had up to 4. Most of the groups that had a larger proportion of calves were 

located north of the Boothia Peninsula, south of Murchison Promontory and west of Cape 

Farrand, and in the Wrottlesley River valley (Figure 6). The overall proportion of calves to adults 

was 14%.  
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Figure 6:  Proportion of calves per adult muskox in each group observed on transect in the Muskox 
Management Unit MX-08.  

Estimate  

 
The percentage of the overall cover of the management unit surveyed with 8,317 km2 
represented 20% of the total study area (43,238km2). During the survey, 702 adult muskoxen 
on transect were recorded. The estimated number of muskox in the management unit MX-08, 
totaled 3,649 ± 316 (S.E.) (p<0.005, t = 1.676, N = 184 and n = 46). For this estimate, the total 
number of transect at 100% coverage was 184 (N) and 46 (n) transect lines were surveyed 
(Table 2). Overall, the muskox density of the management unit was 0.084 muskox/km2. 
 
Table 2 Muskox estimate in the Muskox management Unit MX-08 

Stratum Area 
Survey 
(km2) 

Total area 
(km2) 

Muskox 
on 

Transect 

Estimate  Standard 
error 
(S.E.) 

95% CL 
(±) 

CV 

MX-08 8,317 43,238 702 3,649 316 530 0.09 

* p<0.005, t = 1,676, N = 184 and n = 46 

Cape Farrand  
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Predator sighting (wolves, polar bear and grizzly bear) 

 
In 2017, during the 40 hours of flying within the management unit, 2 wolf and 7 polar bear 
sightings were recorded. The wolves were found on the southern part of the study area; 1 wolf 
west of Josephine River and south of Netsilik Lake where four wolves constituted the pack. 
These two locations were overlapping with caribou sightings (Figure7). Being located between 
two polar bear management units, the M’Clintock Channel and the Gulf of Boothia, it was 
probable to observe polar bears. Indeed, 1 female and two cubs were observed on the Cape 
Hobson and a lone adult was seen a few kilometers inland off the shore of M’Clintock Channel. 
The remainder of the sightings were on the Gulf of Boothia, with seven polar bears and a 
female  with a pair of cubs observed between Abernethy Bay and Mary Jones Bay. No grizzly 
bears were seen during the survey. Predator sightings, using the predator index, (Heard, 1992) 
reveled 13 wolves/100 hours and 25 polar bears/100 hours. 
 

 
Figure 7: Locations where Polar Bears and Wolves were observed in the Muskox Management Unit MX-
08 in relation to caribou distribution.  

Abernethy Bay  

Mary Jones Bay  

Netsilik Lake 
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Discussion 
 

Distribution 

 
Despite the fact that traditional knowledge indicates that muskox  inhabited the Boothia 
Peninsula long ago, it is common knowledge that muskox were not found in this management 
unit in the 1980s (Gunn & Dragon, 1998). Early in the 1990s, muskox started to move south of 
Somerset Island colonizing the northern part of the Peninsula, where their distribution 
remained consistent for a decade (Dumond, 2007). In 2017, although the majority of the 
muskox were still located north, they re-colonized most of the Peninsula reaching a new 
southern limit. Favorable environmental conditions and adequate forage, low number of 
predator (no grizzly bear) would have either contributed to increase the immigration rate or 
herd productivity. Muskox are now found in close proximity to the community of Taloyoak, as 
far south of Arcland Point, which can provide new harvesting opportunities. If these muskoxen 
are from the Arctic Archipelago, a subspecies genetically and morphologically distinct from the 
mainland muskox, it will be interesting to track their expansion and monitor the exchange 
between these two subspecies once their ranges overlap.  
 

Group Characteristic 

 
The number calves represented 14% of the total number of adult muskox observed on transect. 
This ratio is normally associated with a population that would be increasing, since it has been 
establish that a calf recruitment rate of 10.5%  is necessary to keep the muskox population 
stable (Freeman, 1971). Since the calf ratios have known to vary greatly between years, long 
term data is needed in order to determine a trend (Reynolds, 1998). 
 
Small groups of muskoxen was characteristic of the Boothia Peninsula, with an average group 
number of 5 ± 4.45 (S.D.), which is consistent with the mean group size of 6 established in 2007 
(Dumond, 2007). Comparatively to King Williams Island where the muskoxen are known to 
increase in number rapidly, larger groups, 13 ± 8.40 (S.D.), were observed at the same period of 
the year (Leclerc, 2015).  
 

Abundance Estimate 

 
The extent of the harvest zone MX-09 remained relatively the same after the creation of MX-08 
when each muskox management unit in Nunavut was reviewed in 2015. The major change, is 
that the new unit, now called MX-08, did not include the southern portion of Somerset Island, 
but starts at the northernmost coastline. This similarity allowed the 2017 study to be compared 
with previous population estimates.  
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Surveys of the Boothia Peninsula have occurred sparsely since the 1980s. In 1985, during a 
survey, no muskoxen were seen. Local knowledge has indicated that the presence of disease or 
parasites caused an abrupt decline in the muskox number. It is only in 1995 that muskox started 
to re-colonize the area and resulted in an initial population estimate of 554 ± 205 SE. The 
community members of Taloyoak mentioned a consistent increase in the muskox number. This 
observation triggered a second survey, in 2007. This survey confirmed the local knowledge and 
the muskox numbers were then estimated at 1,058 ± 198 SE. Recently, with this continuous 
increase, muskox have been recorded to be close to the community of Taloyoak and they would 
like to re-adjust the Total Allowable Harvest. In 2017, the estimated number of muskox reached 
3,649 ± 316 SE, which is the highest number to date. There will likely be a recommendation for 
the NWMB to consider an increase to the current harvesting rate after consultation and 
discussion with the Hunter and Trapper Organization in the affected community of Taloyoak.  
 

 
Figure 8: Muskox population estimate for MX-08. 

Density 

 
Muskox density was 0.084 muskoxen / km2 on the Boothia Peninsula. In this management unit, 
the muskox has a density higher to the overall density on Victoria Island, 0.074 muskox / km2, 
but is lower to that of King William Island where the muskox population has also increased 
(0.1123 muskox/km2) (Leclerc, 2015). The mechanism driving muskox density is still not fully 
understood. Heard (1992) noted that group size in not generally related to muskox density. 
These qualitative comparisons between areas, highlight that density might fluctuate spatially 
and temporally. 
 

Predator sighting (wolves, polar bear) 

 
The number of known muskox predators was minimal. Only two wolves were observed, and at 
close proximity of caribou, their main prey. Wolf predation on muskoxen is common, with packs 
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or single wolves observed following and killing muskox. No Grizzly bears were found on the 
Boothia Peninsula. The relatively low abundance of predators would benefit calf recruitment 
and female survival, promoting an increase in the population. 25 polar bears 100 hours were 
seen, but polar bear are known to feed on a mainly marine based diet and are not known to 
predate on muskox and should not contribute to regulate muskox population.  
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ᓖᓴ ᓚᒃᓘᒃ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

ᔫᓂ, 2019



ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦᑐᒪᔪᑦ:

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08 
2017-ᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑎᓂᒃ.



ᓈᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ
• MX-08, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 2006-

ᒥᑦ 1,100-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ, 158-ᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ.

• ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑏᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ-ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᑦ.



ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ

• ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᐊᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᒋᓯ 5-ᒥᑦ 13-ᒧᑦ, 
2017-ᒥᑦ

• 702 ᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ

• 41% ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᖕᓂᑦ 7-
ᓄᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ.

• ᓄᕐᕋᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 14%-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.



MX-08 - ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ 3,649 ±
316 SE



ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ



ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ - ᐅᖃᓪᓗᕆᒃᓴᕐᓂᖅ

ᓱᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖓᑦ?

ᐊᒧᔭᒃᓴᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᕙᑦ?

ᓱᓇᐅᕙ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ?



ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑎᖏᑦ

ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒍ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓃᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑎᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08-ᒥᑦ:

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 66 ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖕᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 275-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-

08-ᒧᑦ.



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓃᑦ MX-08 
     ᐄᐳᕆ 2019 

 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

 

 



i 
 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᒑᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᓪᓗ ᐄᐳᕆ 23, 2019-ᒥᑦ.  ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 2017-ᒥᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ MX-08-ᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᑦ.  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓗᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ 66-ᖑᔪᑦ, 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ 1.8%-ᖑᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 3,469 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ.  ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᖃᐃᑎᓄᑦ.  ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᖁᓇᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 6%-ᒧᑦ, 

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 218-ᒧᑦ 66-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᒃ 

ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 218 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᙱᓗᐊᕋᓱᒋᖕᒪᔾᔪᒃ.  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒡᓗ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ 275-ᖑᓕᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

(ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎ 7.5%). 

ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

  



ii 
 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ 

ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᓗᒃᑖᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓗᒃᑖᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ. 
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ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ 
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1.0 ᐅᓂᑉᑳᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᓂᖓ 

ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑎᕆᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᓂᒃ ᐄᐳᕆ 23, 2019-ᒥᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08 ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ 

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ. 

2.0 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓃᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓂᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08-ᒥᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᑕᐅᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᒥᑦ, ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓃᑦ 2017-

ᒥᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  

2.1 ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓅᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ, ᑖᑉᑯᐊᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᐅᑉᓗᓂ.  ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓚᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᖃᐃᖃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᐃᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐅᒃᑯᐃᖓᔪᒃᑰᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  

3.0 ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑐᓂᕙᒌᖅᓯᒪᑉᓗᒋᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕙᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ.  ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᐅᖓᓂᑦ.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑎᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔪᒪᓂᖅᓴᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ.  
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3.1.1 ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ - 2019 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08, Boothia 

ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ, ᐋᒋᓯ 2017.  ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  

 

ᐅᑉᓗᖅ: ᐄᐳᕆ 23, 2019 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: ᓖᔅ-ᒧᕇ ᓚᒃᓘᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐊᕕᓐ ᒥᐊᑐᐃᓐ, ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓚᑦ: ᔫ ᐋᓯᕙᒃ (ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ), ᔪᐊᔾᔨ ᐊᒃᓚ, ᑯᕙᓚᒃ ᑰᑐᒃ, ᑖᒥ ᐊᐃᔭᐅᑦ, ᔩᑰ ᓂᕕᐊᑦᓯᐊᖅ, ᐳᕉᔅ 

ᑐᑲᓕᒃ, ᔮᓐ ᓚᐃᔪᓪ. 

 
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᓪᓗᕆᒃᓴᐅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ: 
ᑕᑯᕋᓐᓈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ (ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 1), ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᓂᑉᓕᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐱᖅᓱᐃᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐃᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ.  

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖕᒪᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ. 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᑭᙶᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ 

1980-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ, ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᑕᐅᕗᙵᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ Prince of Wales-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Somerset ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, 

ᐊᓯᐊᓂᙶᖅᑑᔭᖅᑐᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ.  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ Boothia 

ᓄᕗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖃᑎᖃᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᔪᖕᒪᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᐸᑕ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ 

ᐃᓇᖐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖅᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ Boothia ᓄᕘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 

ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ. 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᐅᑭᐅᖑᔪᖅ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᐅᑎᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᐃᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᕌᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ.  ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᒍ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᖅᑲᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ 218-ᖑᕐᓗᒋᑦ).  ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᒪᔭᖓᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ 7-ᒥᑦ 8%-ᖑᓗᓂ.  

 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ: 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ 7-8%-

ᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ.  
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3.1.2 ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ - 2019 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08, Boothia 

ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ, ᐋᒋᓯ 2017.  ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.   

 

ᐅᑉᓗᖅ: ᐄᐳᕆ 23, 2019 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: ᓖᔅ-ᒧᕇ ᓚᒃᓘᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐊᕕᓐ ᒥᐊᑐᐃᓐ, ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓚᑦ: ᔫ ᐋᓯᕙᒃ 

 
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᓪᓗᕆᒃᓴᐅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ: 
ᑕᑯᕋᓐᓈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ (ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 1), ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᑉᓕᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᐃᑉᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐃᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ.  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖕᒪᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ. 

 

ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐃᖓᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ, 90%-ᖏᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᑕᖃᙱᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  218 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑐᕆᔭᖏᑦ.  ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᐊᔾᔮᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᖕᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓚᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᑖᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᓂ.  ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ 

ᒪᖃᐃᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕌᖓᑕ ᓴᙲᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᒃᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᕐᔪᕐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒪᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᓪᓘᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑖᕈᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ.  ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᒥᒃ ᓱᕋᐃᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ.  

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑕᐅᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ.  ᒪᒃᑯᖕᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᖃᑦᑕᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᒃᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ, 

ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᕿᒪᐃᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᓗᒃᑖᕐᓚᖓᓂᑦ.  ᐊᓯᐊ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖁᔨᔪᖅ 270-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑑᔭᖅᑐᖅ. 

 

ᐅᑭᐅᖑᔪᖅ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ.  

ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᒥᒃ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᑕᖃᕈᖕᓃᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᑖᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᐅᖓᓂᑦ. 

 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ: 
ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 6%-ᒥᒃ (218 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑏᑦ) 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᖏᑦ.  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐲᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᖁᙱᖦᖢᒋᑦ.  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 270-ᖑᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᒡᓗᒌᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ.   
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4.0 ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖅ - ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒋᐊᕈᒫᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒃᑰᖓᓕᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ 

2017-ᒥᑦ, ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 2018-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓪᓘ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ MX-08-ᒥᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᐅᔪᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 2).  
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5.0 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ MX-08-ᒥᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐅᑉᓗᖅ: ᐄᐳᕆ 23, 2019 7-ᒥᑦ 9-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ: ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ, MX-08 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ: 

- ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᖃᓂᖓᓃᖃᑦᑕᕈᖕᓃᖅᑐᑦ  

- ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖃᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

- ᓇᓗᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Boothia ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

- ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕐᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

- ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

- ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᙵᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᑭᓗᒃᑖᖅ 

- ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᑦᑎᐊᕙᒃ 

- ᑐᒃᑐᑕᖃᐅᓗᕿᑦᑐᖅ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ 

- ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕖᑦ ᓇᓂᓗᒃᑖᖅᑐᑦ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ 

- ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

- ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

- ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ 6%-ᒥᐅᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᒍᑦ (ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑏᑦ) 

- ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᓂᕿᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᑖᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ 

- ᐊᒥᓱᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᑦ ᓱᕋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ; ᓴᓪᓗᕐᓂᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᒪᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ, 

ᑐᓐᓄᓖᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ  
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ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐅᑉᓗᖅ: ᐄᐳᕆ 23, 2019 7-ᒥᑦ 9-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ: ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ, MX-08 

 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ: 

 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᕐᓗᑕ 

ᖃᑉᓯᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ.  MX/08, Boothia ᓄᕗᐊ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

2006-ᒥᑦ, 1100-ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 158 ᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᑉᓯ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᓪᓗ/ᑐᒃᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᓱᓇᐅᕝᕙ, ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ 2006-ᒥᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᒋᓯ 5-ᒥᑦ 13-ᒧᑦ, 2017-ᒥᑦ.  

ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᓈᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ 702 ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  41%-ᖑᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᑉᑎᖕᓂᑦ, 

ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑯᓘᔪᑦ, ᒥᑭᔫᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᑉᓗᑎᒃ 7-ᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 19-ᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᑲᓪᓚᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑑᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ.  ᐊᒥᓲᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ.  ᓄᕐᕋᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 14%-

ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑐᑦ.  ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᖅ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖓ 2006-ᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓂᒋᐊᓄᑦ Boothia ᓄᕘᑉ.  ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᒫᐅᖓ ᓄᖅᑲᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓐᓂᕋᐃᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᑦ ᒫᓂ ᓈᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ.  ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ, ᓈᓴᐃᕝᕕᒋᙱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ 

ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ.  ᓈᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᖅ MX/08-ᒥᑦ.  ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 3649-

ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐹᓪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕᒥᑦ.  ᑎᖕᒥᓲᒃᑰᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐃᑉᓗᑕ, ᓈᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᖢᒋᑦ, ᕿᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᓂᕆᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᕿᓂᖅᖢᑕ.  ᐅᓇ ᐅᕙᓂ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᓕᒃ, ᓯᑎᔪᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑎᑑᖅᑐᖅ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒡᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ. 

 ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖁᔨᔪᒍᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 6%-ᒦᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

ᐊᓯᐊᙳᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ, 66-ᓂᑦ 218-ᓄᑦ.  

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᖁᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗᐊᕕᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᓗᓯ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᙳᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 
 

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ: 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ: 

 Boothia ᓄᕗᐊ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ Prince of 

Wales ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᑦ.  ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᖃᖅᐸᓱᓕᖃᐃ? 

 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: 

 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᕗᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ (Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓂᑦ) Prince of Wales ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᙶᖅᑑᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

Somerset ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᑦ.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᓕ Prince of Wales ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Somerset 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ Boothia ᓄᕗᐊᓄᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ. 

 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ: 

 ᓈᓴᓚᐅᖅᐱᓯᐅᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ Prince of Wales ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᑦ? 
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ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: 

 2016-2017-ᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  ᓈᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ Prince of Wales ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Somerset 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᑦ 2016-2017-ᒥᑦ. 

 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ: 

 ᐅᓯᐅᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. 

 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: 

 ᐋᒃᑲ, ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᔾᔪᑎᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᖏᓐᓇᑉᑕ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ 

ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᓈᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒧᓪᓗ ᐅᑎᕐᓗᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᕐᓗᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐋᒃᑲᓘᕝᕙ 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ. 
 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ: 

 ᒪᖃᐃᑎᐅᑉᓗᖓ, ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᖓ, ᓈᓴᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᑉᓯᐅᒃ, ᒪᖃᐃᑦᑐᒪᔪᖓ.  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓅᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᖃᐃᑎᐅᑉᓗᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᖓ 

ᓅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ. 

 ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂ, ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖓ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᑉᓗᑎᒃ.  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑐᖃᖅ 

ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᖅᐸᒃᖢᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᖦᓗᑎᒃ.  (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ). 

 ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖏᑦ, ᐅᑉᓗᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦ?  ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕋ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᑉᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᙵᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᕗᖓ 218 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐃᖓᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᐅᑭᐅᕆᔭᑉᑎᖕᓄᑦ?  

 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: 

 ᑕᐃᒪᑐᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᔪᓚᐃᒥᑦ, ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ?  218-ᒧᐊᖁᔭᕗᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ.  ᔪᓚᐃᒥᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ. 
 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ: 

 218 ᐅᕙᒻᓄᑦ ᐃᔪᕐᓇᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅ.  ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑕᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᐅᖃᖅᖢᓯᓗ 1200-ᓗᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᑉᑎᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖕᓇᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᖅ.  90%-ᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᒪᓂᒪᓕᖅᑎᖁᔭᑉᓯ.  ᖃᑉᓯᐊᕐᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᑕᓗ 

ᓄᓇᓕᑉᑎᖕᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓵᖅᖢᑕ.  

ᖃᑉᓯᐊᕐᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓯᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᓯᒪᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  ᐃᓚᓯᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑕᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒐᒃᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕆᔭᑉᑎᖕᓄᑦ.  

ᐊᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒋᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᒍᑦ.  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᑉᑎᖕᓂᑦ.  ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᒋᓯᒥᑦ.  ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑉᖁᓵᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒡᕘᓇ.  ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑕᐅᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕖᑦ ᖃᕐᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᖃᓲᑦ, ᖁᑭᐅᑎᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑭᐊᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑎᑭᓴᐃᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑎᒥᑦ eBay-ᒥᑦ $80-ᒧᑦ.  

ᓇᓗᐃᓪᓚᑦᑖᕈᖕᓇᖏᑕᕋ ᖁᑭᐅᑎ ᐊᑭᓗᒃᑑᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕐᔪᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
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ᑐᒃᑐᑕᖃᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂ.  ᑐᒃᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐃᑭᓪᓕᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᑭᐅᑎᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑕᖅ 2-ᖑᔪᖅ.  ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑕᖅ 3, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᓕᒐᙱᒃᑯᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᑎᒃ ᕿᒪᒃᖢᒍ ᑖᒻᓇ ᐱᖓᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑕᖅ.  ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓃᖅᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ.  ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. 

 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: 

 ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔪᖓ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑉᓗᓂᓗ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᑉᓯᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒐᑉᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᓕᐊᓇᐃᒋᔭᕗᓪᓗ ᒪᖃᐃᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕿᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒍ, 

ᐃᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ ᓱᕋᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᕐᔪᕐᓂᑦ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᖕᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. 
 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ: 

 ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᖅ, ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔪᓂᒃ, ᐄ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᒥᓲᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᕕᑦ ᑲᓇᐃᑎᔭᓐ ᓄᐊᑦ-ᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕘᔅᑎᐊ-ᑯᑦ 

ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓕᓚᔪᖏᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑭᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ Facebook-ᑯᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ.  ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒡᕙ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᖅᑲᐅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ. 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: 

 ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ 6%-ᓄᑦ, 90%-ᓄᑦ, ᑐᓴᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖓ 66-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᒻᒪᑕ, 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔪᖕᓇᖅᑰᖅᑕᕋ, ᖃᑉᓯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸ? 

 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ: 

 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖁᔨᙱᑦᑐᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ 

ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᓗᒃᑖᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᓪᓗ.  

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᕈᑎᑕᖃᙱᑉᐸᑦ, ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ, ᑭᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐃᖓᓗᓂ. 

 ᒪᖃᐃᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᑲᔭᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᒥᖕᓃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᕐᓗ ᒪᖃᐃᑎᓗᒃᑖᕐᓚᐃᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔪᖕᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ. 

 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖅᑲᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᙲᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᓂᖀᔭᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 223-ᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ .22 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ. 

 ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᒐᒪᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅ, 90% ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᒪᓂᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᑐᑭᓯᐊᓂᖅ 

ᐊᔪᖅᑕᕋ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ).  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ, ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᕗᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒍᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑕ 

ᐊᒻᓱᓗᐊᖑᓕᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᑲᑕᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ.  ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᒐᒪᑐᑦ, 

90% ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ, 218 ᐅᕙᒻᓄᑦ ᐃᔪᕐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ.  ᓈᒻᒪᔾᔮᙱᑦᑐᖅ. 

 ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᖃᐃᒃᑳᖓᕕᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᔾᔪᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᒪᖃᐃᑦᑐᖕᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑉᑕ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦᑐᒪᔪᒍᑦ.  

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᑉᓗᒥ ᐊᒧᔭᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ.  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᒪᐃᑉᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᕈᑎᖃᕈᑉᑕ, 

ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑕᐅᓕᕈᖕᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ, ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒡᓗᑕ.  ᖃᐅᔭᒪᔭᑉᑯᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒦᔭᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᐅᖓᓂᑦ.  ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᑕᓯᖅ ᐅᑉᓗᕐᒥᑦ, ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᕌᓂᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ.  
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ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖁᑎᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ.  ᐊᒧᔭᒃᓴᖃᕈᑉᑕ, 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᙱᑕᕋ. ᐊᒧᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᒍᓪᓗ 

ᐊᒧᔭᒃᓴᖅᑖᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓗᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒧᔭᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖅᑰᖅᑐᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᕐᓗᑕ 

ᖃᑉᓯᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᒥᑦ. 

 ᐅᕙᖓᓕ 270-ᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒍᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᔪᖓ. 

 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: 

 ᑕᒪᑉᓯᓗᒃᑖᖅ ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᕈᒪᔭᑉᓯ ᖃᐃᖅᑲᐅᒐᑉᓯ ᐅᓐᓄᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᑉᓕᕈᖕᓇᖅᑲᐅᒐᑉᓯ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᖦᖢᑕ.  

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᖅᐸᑉᓯ.  

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᓯ ᑕᐃᒪᑐᕐᓗ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᒨᓕᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓗᓯ 

ᔪᓚᐃᒧᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ.  ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᓕᐊᓇᐃᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᑲᐅᔭᕋ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᓪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᓕᑉᓯᖕᓄᐊᖅᖢᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖅᑲᐅᒐᑉᓯ ᑕᒪᑉᓯ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᖓ ᐅᑎᓛᕐᓗᖓ 

ᑕᒡᕗᖓ. 

 ᐱᐊᓂᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ, ᖁᕕᐊᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖓ ᐅᓐᓅᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᖅᑲᐅᒐᑉᑎᒍᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᒻᒪᖅᑳ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓗᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ, 

ᐃᒡᓗᒌᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖅᑲᐅᔭᓗᒃᑖᓯ ᐱᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᒡᕙᓃᖃᑕᐅᖅᑲᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᑉᓯᖕᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᓵᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᖓ 

ᓇᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑭᑐᓗᒃᑖᓄᑦ 
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ᑕᑯᕋᓐᓈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 2019 

 

ᐊᑖᓂᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᑯᕋᓐᓈᖅᑐᐅᔪᒃᓴᖅ: 
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ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ 
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄ 

 

ᐱᔭᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᒧᑦ:     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ: X 

 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ:  2017 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (OVIBOS MOSCHATUS) ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᑰᖓᑕ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

 

 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ (MX−09) ᐅᐊᓕᓂᕐᒦᓐᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓂᒋᖅ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒥ. 

 80−ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ MX−09 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ, 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖅ ᖄᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑭᓂᖅᐹᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. 

 ᕋᐃ−ᕆᑦᓱᑦᓴᓐ ᑰᖓᑕ ᑎᒫᓂ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᑕ ᐃᓂᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 1988−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1,805 + 289 (ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᖓ (S.E.)) ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.  

 1994−ᒥ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᕝᕙᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 540 + 139 (ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᖓ (S.E.)) 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᓱᖁᓯᓗᐊᙲᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2007−ᒥ (ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 589 + 121 

(ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᖓ (S.E.)). 

 1990−ᓂ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐳᕙᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᒻᒪᖕᓂ 

(Umingmakstrongylus pallikuukensis) ᐋᓐᓂᐊᒥ ᓇᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑯᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ (Ursus arctos horribilis). 

 ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) MX−09−ᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

20−ᒧᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 1−ᒥᑦ, 2014 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ 1994−ᒥ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᖢᒍ. 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ). ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖅ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ (MX−09) 

ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᕐᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᕋᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ. 

 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ  

 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓂᒃ, MX−09, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 

 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᕆᔭᐅᔫᑉ ᐊᓯᖓᓂ, 

ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ. MX−09 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪ, ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  
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 ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑕᕐᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ, ᐋᒡᒍᓯ 25−ᒥ 

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2−ᒧᑦ, 2017  ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ MX−09−ᒥ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 87 ᐃᓐᓇᐃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 539 + 150 (ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᖓ (S.E.)) ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ MX−09−ᒥ. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ MX−09−ᒥ 

ᓱᖁᓯᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ 1994−ᒥ. 

 

 ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 20−ᒦᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ 1994−ᒥ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑰᑕᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ 15−ᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ.  

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ: 

 

 ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᙵᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᔨᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒡᔪᐊᖅᑐᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ 

(KRWB AGM) ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2017−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᔨᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒡᔪᐊᖅᑐᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ (KRWB AGM) ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2018−ᒥ. 

 

 ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2−ᒥ, 2019, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 

ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH)−ᒥ 20−ᒦᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ MX−09−ᒥ. 

 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 

 

 ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐅᓂᑦᑳᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ, ᓲᕐᓗ  

o ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᕙᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᒻᒪᖕᓂ 1970−ᓂ. 

o ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕆᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓵᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖅᑑᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓂ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ; ᐃᓚᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒥ 

(ᐳᕙᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᒻᒪᖕᓂ) ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

 ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 20−ᒦᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09−ᒧᑦ.  

 

 



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09 

     ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2019 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

 

 



i 
 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2−ᒥ, 2019. 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 2017−ᒥ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ MX−09−ᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓇᓲᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 

20−ᓄᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐃᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ 

20−ᓂᒃ ᑰᑕᓃᖦᖢᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ3.4%−ᒦᖦᖢᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 15−ᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᙵ 20 ᑰᑕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓵᖅ, ᓂᖅᑭᒃᓴᓂᖕᓂᕐᐅᑉ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓪᓗᓂ. ᓂᖅᑭᒃᓴᓂᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH)−ᓂᒃ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᓯᖁᔨᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᑕᐃᑦ 

ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ. ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ MX−09−ᒥᒃ ᖁᕝᕙᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᖠᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᒍᑎᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ MX−09−ᒥᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᐅᓂᖏᑦ MX−09−ᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ 2023−ᒥᑦ.   

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕋᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ  2−ᒥᑦ, 2019. 

  



ii 
 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᓕᕈᑎᖓ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᐅᓛᓂᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒃ.   

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᖔᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ. 
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ᕿᓂᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
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1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᓈᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2−ᒥᑦ, 2019 ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09 ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

2.0 ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 

ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09−ᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔪᒪᓗᓂ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᑲᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ 

ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2017−ᒥ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑕ (NLCA) ᐊᑖᓂ.  

2.1 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᑭᓂᖃᖅᖢᓂ. ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ. ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᑕᕝᕙᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐃᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖓ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  

3.0 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕙᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑦᑖᓄᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔨᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ.  
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3.1.1 ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ-2019 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ 

ᑰᖓᑕ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ, ᐋᒡᒍᓯ 2017. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᓱᖁᓯᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2−ᒥᑦ, 2019. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂ, ᐅᓂᑦᑳᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

20−ᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ.   

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2−ᒥᑦ, 2019 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE): ᑎᐅᕆ ᒥᐅᑕᓐ, ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓚᑯᓘᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᕙᓐ ᒪᑎᐅᓐ, ᕌᓱ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ, 

ᐋᓚᓐ ᓂᑉᑕᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO): ᐹᐱ ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ, ᑲᕙᓐ ᑭᓕᓐᑭᓐᐴᒃ, ᔭᐃᑯ ᐸᓗᒍᓇᒃ, 

ᒪᐃᔪᔅ ᐲᑐᓴᓐ, ᐊᓛᓇ, ᔅᑖᓐᓕ ᑲᐅᐸᓐᑐ, ᔭᐃᑯ ᐸᓗᙵᔭᒃ, ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᔾᔪᓐ (ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ). 

 

ᑲᔾᔨᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: ᓕᓐᑕ ᐅᐊᕐᒥᓐ 

ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ (MLA) ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ: ᒥᓚ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᒐᒥ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖁᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᕝᕙᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐊᐅᔭᐅᑉ ᓄᕐᖑᐊᓂ. ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐃᓂᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᓇᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪ, ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑑᑉ ᐊᓯᐊᒍ.  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂ 

ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐳᕙᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᒻᒪᖕᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᕐᓗᖏᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓈᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1970−ᑐᖄᓗᖕᒥ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ ᖄᖏᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕈᑖᐅᔫᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, 1997−ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᕿᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓈᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᖁᐱᕐᕈᑉᒧ ᐳᕙᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᒪᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑯᒪᒃ 

ᐃᒻᒥᓂ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓄ ᐳᕙᖕᒧᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐳᓪᓕᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂᓗ. ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃ ᐸᖓᓕᒋᐊᒃᓴ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓴᓕᖅᖢᓂ, ᐳᕙᖏᑕ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᐸᓯᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᖏᖦᖢᑎᒃ 
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ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᕕᓃᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓄᑦ, ᓅᓐᓂᖓ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐳᕙᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᒪᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᒫᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓵᖅ ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᑭᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᔪᕐᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑭᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᐸᒃᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖏᓐᓄ.  

 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓯᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑦᑎᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᐸᑕᓕᒃ ᑕᓯᐊᓂ 1990 ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᓂ 2017−ᒥᑦ 

ᑲᓐᑐᔪᑐ ᑕᓯᐊᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᐸᑉᐸᑕ ᐸᖓᓕᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᒪᐃᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒧᑦ. 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒍᕇᑦ ᐱᐅ ᑕᓯᐊᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ. ᐊᑭᓐᓇᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖅᑰᔨᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊ ᐃᓗᐊᓄ. 

 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (GNWT). ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖕᒪᖔ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ MX−09 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ (GNWT). 

ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᑰᑕᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᑰᑕᓕᒫᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 7−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 20−ᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑰᑕᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ, 15−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 20−ᐅᑉ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖅᐹᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖅᑕᖃᖏᖦᖢᓂ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖁᔨᔪᑦ MX−09−ᒧᑦ 20−ᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH)−ᓂᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᙳᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 1−ᒧᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 2−ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕋᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ, ᓱᖁᓯᙲᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏ, 

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᖦᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ.  

 

ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (GN)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ: 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖁᔨᔪᑦ MX−09−ᒧᑦ 20−ᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

(TAH)−ᓂᒃ. ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᓕᐅᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖁᕝᕙᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ 2023 ᑐᖔᓂ.  
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4.0 ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ – ᐱᖃᑖᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 2019−ᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᓇᓱᖏᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ 2017−ᒥ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᔨᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2018−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᒻᒪᕇᑦ 

ᓱᖁᓯᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09−ᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖁᓗᒋᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᒥᑦ.  
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Executive Summary 
 
The muskox in the West Kugluktuk management unit MX-09 are the westernmost indigenous 
muskoxen in North America. A systematic strip transect survey took place in August 2017 to 
determine the muskox abundance and distribution in this management unit. A total of 8,591 
km2  were flown, representing 16% coverage of the study area of 53,215 km2. During the 
survey, 87 adult muskoxen were recorded on transect resulting in an estimated number of 539 
± 150 (S.E.). The population in MX-09 has been mostly stable since 1994, and the survey results 
are consistent with local observations. The muskox distribution does not appear to have 
changed from the observed historical distribution. Muskoxen have taken advantage of the 
wetter and lower-lying areas in the Rae-Richardson River Valley that is within the proximity of 
uplands, providing them with suitable forage and a refugee from predators. The calf to adult 
ratio was 38 calves/100 adults and the average number of group, excluding calf, was small, 6.21 
± 6.6. (S.D.). Muskox density in MX-09 was the lowest density within the Kitikmeot region with 
0.010 muskox / km2 since 2013. The next survey of this area is planned to be completed no 
later than 2023 in order to review the harvest quota.  
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Introduction 
 

During the last century, muskox on the upper Rae-Richardson River Valley were able to persist 

on the landscape while the species was nearing extirpation (Barr, 1991). This small pocket of 

muskox was known as the population of the North of Great Bear Lake. This population 

increased in numbers allowing for a small harvest quota to be established for Kugluktuk (6 tags) 

and Paulatuk (8 tags) (Urquhart, 1980). The muskox population of the North of Great Bear Lake 

kept growing, giving rise to the muskox population of the Rae-Richardson River watersheds, 

which was recently renamed the West Kugluktuk muskox management unit, MX09.  

The muskoxen of the West Kugluktuk management unit are the westernmost indigenous 

muskoxen in North American, and represent the muskox population with the longest 

monitoring effort representing over 80 years of monitoring (Kelsall et al., 1971). Based on 

comparable systematic population surveys, this population peaked in 1988 before it 

plummeted and remained stable with around 550 animals between 1994 to 2007 (Gunn, 1995; 

Dumond, 2007). Even if this population is subject to year-round hunting by the community of 

Kugluktuk, the quota has been limited and enforced to 20 tags. It is known that harvesters do 

not fill this limit annually, since there is general local knowledge that these muskoxen are “sick” 

and found in few numbers (Kugluktuk HTO, pers. comm.). In the 1990s, the discovery of a 

lungworm parasite (Umingmakstrongylus pallikuukensis) was found to be an attributable factor 

to the decline of the population (Gunn, 1995, Kutz, 2000). Although the effect of this parasite 

on the muskox population dynamics is not fully understood, this lungworm is known to 

decrease the respiratory capacity of the individual muskox thus making it more vulnerable 

when being chased by a predator.   

The Rae-Richardson Rivers Valley area constitutes a rich habitat for predators, as it sustains 

wolf (Canis lupus arctos), wolverine (Gulo gulo), and grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis). 

Potential increases in grizzly bear could suggest that this predator is exercising a greater 

pressure in inhibiting the muskox population growth (Gun, 1995). However, a recent study 

shows that the grizzly bear’s diet contains a large proportion of small tundra herbivores (e.g. 

ground squirrels). On the other hand, muskox represents an important food source for wolves 

and wolverines (L’Herault et al., 2016). People and predators both depend on  muskox and have 

always co-existed on the landscape. Under Inuit natural laws, all living things should be 

respected as well as the role they play in the ecosystem. This concept is referred to, by elders 

and hunters, as Maligaits (L’Herault et al., 2016). 
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Since caribou herds in this region of Nunavut are declining in numbers and are becoming harder 

to harvest, harvesters are seeking alternative sources of meat, such as muskox, to address 

issues around food security. In addition to the conservation and recovery of this small size 

population of muskox, the preservation of harvesting rights should be considered a priority for 

future management and for maintaining food security. This task would be difficult to achieve 

without re-assessing the muskox population of MX-09, and revisiting the Total Allowable 

Harvest (TAH) This project aims to provide an update of the muskox population, MX-09 and 

provide updated TAH recommendations. Consistent with other muskox surveys, the Nunavut 

wide monitoring approach was used. This scientific information will be provided in balance with 

Traditional Knowledge to review existing management strategies and promote a sustainable 

harvest of muskox. 

Objectives 

 
This project aims to address the concerns and requests of Inuit hunters, as well as to provide up 
to date scientific information for management purposes. Therefore, the main objectives of this 
study are: 
 

1. Determine the estimated number of muskox; 
2. Determine muskox distribution and density;  
3. Determine calf:adult ratio and group size. 

 
By achieving the objectives of this project, it will be possible to have better information on 
current muskox abundance and distribution in the muskox management unit MX-09. 
Information on group structure, calf production, group size and density, are essential to gain 
insight on the relationship between these variables and population dynamic. 

Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 
The study area is the muskox management unit MX-09, also called West Kugluktuk 

management unit. The boundaries for this area are to the west and south, the Nunavut 

boundary with the Northwest Territories and, to the north, the coast line of the Dolphin and 

Union Straight. Muskox management unit MX-09 is separated to the east, from the adjacent 

muskox management unit MX-11, by the Coppermine River.  

This area is part of the Southern Arctic Ecozone, transiting following the latitudinal gradient 

from the boreal forest around Great Slave Lake to the tundra. In this subdivision, two terrestrial 

ecoregions are found, the Takijuq Lake Upland and Coronation Hills regions (Environment 

Canada, 1995). In the south of the subdivision, it includes; the edge of the tree line, eskers, 
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rocky barrens, with lakes going through the landscape to provide a physical uniqueness. The 

taiga forest is present, but restricted to a locally warm and dry place with scattered stands of 

spruce. The taiga changes to northward vegetation covers, which are dominated by sedge 

meadows and shrubs, such as dwarf birch, willow mixed with various herbs, lichens, and 

mosses. The entire eastern boundary of the study area is characterized by vegetated rock 

outcrops that are common on the Canadian Shield (Environment Canada, 1995). To the North, 

the Coronation Hill region prevails. The relief of the lower Coppermine River valley and coast 

line is characterized by weather-worn plateaus and south facing hill systems. These topographic 

features along with the climate, influence the biotic processes differently. Plant cover becomes 

discontinuous to null at higher elevations, on dry exposed sites, and on the low profile sand 

dunes boarding the coastline north of the Bluenose Lake.  

Survey Area 
 

Prior to survey, no reconnaissance survey was undertaken to maximize the coverage area 

investigated. Instead, anticipated muskox distribution patterns were obtained from past ground 

surveys, hunter observations, and Inuit Traditional Knowledge/Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ). 

Since it was reported that muskox groups are still found in low numbers across MX-09, the 

whole management unit was surveyed at 16% coverage with not strata of different effort 

allocation (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1: Transect lines of the muskox management units MX-09 representing 16% coverage of the area. 

To increase the precision of the survey areas, ESRI’S ArcGIS software with an adapted survey 

design tool was used to randomly plot the transect lines until desired percentage of coverage 

was archived. The tool allows the user to determine the precise number of transects and the 

distance between each transect line required in function of the transect strip width and the 

total area of the management unit. Orientation of the transect lines within the stratum was 

determined in function to have the most homogeneous and shorter transect line length under 

the assumption that muskox groups are randomly and uniformly distributed on the landscape 

(Figure 1).  

Table 1, below, summarizes the total area, the percentage of cover, the total number of kms of 

transects of different length, the number of lines, the resulting distance between each transect 

line and the orientation of the transect line. In sum, the management unit, MX-09, of 53,215 

km2 was surveyed with a total of 5,237 km of transect lines, which represented 31 transect lines 

of different length at a spacing of 8.5 km (Table 1).   
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Table 1 Characteristic of the study area and the transect lines per stratum in the Management 
Unit MX-09. 

 

Aircraft configuration 
 

A systematic transects line survey was flown with a fixed-wing single engine turbine aircraft, a 

grand caravan. The transect lines were surveyed at a speed of 160 km/hr and the survey 

altitude of about 121 meters, which was mostly maintained following the relief of the study 

area using a radar altimeter. The pilot responsibilities were to monitor this air speed and 

altitude while following the pre-programmed transect on a Geographic positioning system 

(GPS). The strip transect was 800 meters on each side of the aircraft, for a total transect width 

of 1.6 kilometers. The pre-determined transect width of 800 meters was set on each wing 

based on calculation using the formula of Norton-Griffiths (1978) and others (Gunn and 

Patterson 2000; Howard 2011). 

 

Figure 2: Schematic diagram of aircraft configuration for strip width sampling North-Griffiths (1978). 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. 

 
w= W*h/H 

 

Stratum Total area 
(km2) 

Percentages 
(%) 

Total transect 
lines (km) 

Number 
of lines 

Distance between 
transect line (km) 

Orientation 

MX-09 53,215 16 5,237 31 8.5 North-South 
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Where, W= the required strip width; h= the height of the observer’s eye from the tarmac; and 

H= the required flying height.  

The entire survey was set up with an observer/recorder crew: two recorders, one left side 

observer and one right side observer. Each left and right side observers and the recorders were 

divided into a team. Observers were responsible to continuously search for and count muskox; 

the number of calves (5-6 months old) were counted when they were conspicuous while on 

transect. No sex and age classification counts were systematically attempted. The data 

recorded include the number of muskox and GPS location. Only counts of adults were used in 

the final population estimate. Even if this survey focused on muskox, additional sightings of 

other species were also recoded, such as caribou, grizzly bear, wolverine, and wolf.  

 

Analyses 

 
As this survey focused mainly on obtaining an estimated number, only unambiguous 

classification criteria were used to determine the number of calves and adults. The group was 

then broken down into adults (female/male) and calves (Howard 2011). The flying height and 

speed did not allow for accurately distinguishing male from female muskox in a group from 

horn size. Therefore, the proportion of calves per female cow was not determined, and no 

information on the recruitment or productivity was generated. The group structure was 

however described such as calf crop, mean group size, and the number of single lone bull 

encounter. 

 
To determine the number of muskox in the study area, only adult muskox sightings recorded on 

transect were analyzed using Jolly’s Method 2 for unequal sample sizes (Jolly 1969) using a 

coefficient limit of 95%. Such methodology is commonly used in calculating the muskox 

estimate in other management units in Nunavut. The population estimates for fixed-width strip 

sampling using Jolly’s Method 2 for uneven sample sizes (Jolly 1969; summarized in Caughley 

1977) are derived from the following equation: 

𝑌̂ = 𝑅𝑍 = 𝑍
∑ 𝑦𝑖𝑖

∑ 𝑧𝑖𝑖
 

Where 𝑌̂ is the estimated number of animals in the population, 𝑅 is the observed density of 

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

𝑍 is the total study area.  The variance is given by: 

𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝑌̂) =  
𝑁(𝑁 − 𝑛)

𝑛
(𝑠𝑦

2 − 2𝑅𝑠𝑧𝑦 + 𝑅2𝑠𝑧
2) 
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Where 𝑁 is the total number of transects required to completely cover study area 𝑍, and 𝑛 is 

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

2 is the variance in 

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

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

as a measure of precision.  

Density, the number of muskox per unit area (muskox/km2), will be determined using the 

number of adult muskox seen on transect divided by the total area of the study area. Lakes and 

stream areas will be not subtracted from the total area calculations used in muskox density 

(Statistical analysis based on Campbell and Setterington (2001).  

The area occupied by muskoxen and the time of the survey within the study area was 

determined. Thus, the distribution was illustrated by plotting each muskox sighting on transect 

based on their precise geospatial position captured with GPS. In addition, the number of 

animals composing each group was highlighted using an increasing size of circles to represent 

groups of 0-1, 2-7, 8-11, 12-15, and 16-19 animals.  

Given the importance of predators, Arctic wolf, wolverine, and grizzly bears, we collected 

standardized information of predator sightings in the management units using the predator 

index (Heard, 1992). The predator index reports all predator sighting per species against the 

total number hours flown, in this case also including the ferry time. It is then possible do have a 

yearly trend, as the number of predators observed is expressed per 100 hours.  

Results 
 

The survey was conducted out of the community of Kugluktuk from August 25th to August 30th, 

2017. The management unit was surveyed at 16% coverage, which was surveyed in 51 hours, 

including on transect and ferry flight from Kugluktuk airport to the start of the transect lines. 

Low ceiling and fog prohibited the ability to survey continuously from the west side to the east 

on the management unit. Therefore, some sections of the coastline were left to be completed 

at a later time, when weather was permitting. The sedentary muskox behavior (Adamczewski et 

al., 1997) reduces the probability that an individual moves a significant distance within the 

short survey time frame. 
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Figure 3: Daily track flown to cover 16% of the muskox management units MX-09 from August 25th to 
30th. 

Distribution  

 
The adult muskox distribution in the management units is represented in the Figure 5 below. 

During the survey, 18 groups of muskoxen were seen on and off transect. The large groups of 

muskoxen, 16-19 adult animals, were distributed mostly north of Dismal Lake, and 25 km from 

the coast south of Stapylton Bay. Most muskoxen sighted were found between Emagyok Lake 

and Dismal Lake in the Rae-Richardson River Valley. No muskoxen were seen on the west side 

of the management unit, or around Bluenose Lake.  
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Figure 4: Muskox distribution, on and off transect, in the management unit MX-09 during the survey 
where the number of animals per group was grouped as 0-1, 2-7, 8-11, 12-15, and 16-19. 

 

 

Group Characteristic 

 
During the survey, 14 groups of muskoxen were recorded on transect, and seven groups were 

single muskox, mostly lone bulls. The majority of the groups (58%) were small groups of 2 to 11 

adults (Figure 5). The average number of adults (+1 year and older) per group was 6.21 ± 6.6 

(S.D.). The highest number of adults counted in one group was 18. Calves were not including in 

the group size, but in the calf to adult ratio.  
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Figure 5: Frequency of occurrence (%) of adult muskox number per group size, grouped as follow 0-1, 2-
7, 8-11, 12-15, and 16-19. 

 

The calf to adult ratio was determined for each group of muskox seen on transect. Since the 

identification was done from a fixed-wing, it was impossible to distinguish with certainty the 

sex of the adult or the group age based on the horn shape and length. A little more than one 

third of the groups seen (36%) had calves. For the group that had calves, most of them had at 

least one calf, but some larger groups had 12 and where distributed mostly in the Rae-

Richardson River Valley (Figure 6). Thus, the calf to adult muskox ratio was 38 calves/100 

adults.  
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Figure 6: Proportion of calves per adult muskox in each group observed on transect in the Muskox 
Management Unit MX-09.  

Estimate  

 
The percentage of the overall cover of the management unit surveyed with 8,591 km2 

represented 16% of the total study area (53,215 km2). During the survey, 87 adult muskoxen on 

transect were recorded. The estimated number of muskox in the management unit MX-09, is 

539 ± 150 (S.E.) (p<0.005, t = 1.696, N = 132 and n = 31). For this estimate, the total number of 

transect at 100% coverage was 132 (N) and 31 (n) transect lines were surveyed (Table 2). 

Overall, the muskox density of the management unit was 0.010 muskox / km2. 

Table 2 Muskox estimate in the Muskox management Unit MX-09 

Stratum Area 
Survey 
(km2) 

Total area 
(km2) 

Muskox 
on 

Transect 

Estimate  Standard 
error 
(S.E.) 

95% CL 
(±) 

CV 

MX-09 8,591 53,215 87 539 150 255 0.28 
* p<0.005, t = 1,696, N = 132 and n = 21 
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Predator sighting (wolf, wolverine, and grizzly bear) 

 
In 2017, during the 51 hours of flying within the management units, 6 wolves, 2 wolverines, and 

26 adult grizzly bear sightings were recorded (Figure7). The wolves (blue dots) were found on 

the southern part of the study area, south of Dismal Lake, meanwhile the wolverines (yellow 

dots) were along the coast or between Bluenose Lake and Emagyok Lake. Grizzly bears (red 

squares) were found dispersed in the study area in 24 different locations. Among them, one 

group was composed of a female and cubs and two other groups were composed of a female 

and two cubs. Predator sightings, using the predator index, (Heard, 1992) reveled 12 wolves / 

100 hours, 4 wolverines / 100 hours, and 51 grizzly bears / 100 hours. 

 

 
Figure 7: Locations of Wolf, Wolverine, and Grizzly Bear observations in the Muskox Management Unit 
MX-09.  
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Discussion 

Distribution 

 
Historically muskoxen were abundant in the area of Dismal Lake, and in the 1950s-1960s few 
muskoxen were seen in the Bluenose Lake area (Kelsall et al., 1971). No muskoxen were 
observed around Bluenose Lake in 2017. In 2007, the majority of the muskox observations on 
and off transect were north of Emagyok Lake (Dumond, 2007), whereas in 2017 most of the 
muskoxen were distributed south of the same lake in the Rae-Richardson River Valley, which is 
typical of muskox suitable summer habitat characterized by a wetter and lower-lying area 
within the proximity of uplands (Danks and Klein, 2002). Thus, the difference between the 2007 
and the 2017 muskox distribution suggests a summer movement away from the coastal plain. 
Such change in distribution could be explained by the specific time that the survey was 
completed, June versus late August. Muskox have potentially moved their main distribution 
slightly to the south and this might be due to a change in the aridity of the soils that influenced 
the foraging conditions and due to the proximity the upland serves as an escape terrain from 
predators. The use of summer areas may vary from year to year and within the season. 
 

Group Characteristic 

 
The small group sizes encountered, 6.21 ± 6.6 (S.D.), during the survey is attributable to the 
timing in which the work was completed. After the peak of the rut, in mid-August, the herds are 
still small and have not started to merge into the larger wintering herds. They are then easier to 
count. The small herds are the result of competition within herds to access the rich forage of 
the Rae-Richardson River Valley. Bulls tend to be solitary, which explains the number of solitary 
muskox seen during the survey (7 groups of solitary muskox) (Gunn, 1990). During mating 
season, one strategy suggests that the bulls disperse to ensure less contested breeding 
opportunities, reducing the cost of combat between adult bulls.  
 
The calf to adult muskox ratio was 38%. This ratio is normally associated with a population that 
would be increasing, since it has been established that 10.5% of calf to adult ratio is necessary 
to keep the muskox population stable (Freeman, 1971). Since the calf ratios have been known 
to vary greatly between years, longer term data is needed to determine a trend (Reynolds, 
1998). 
 

Density 

 
The mechanism driving muskox density is not fully understood. Heard (1992) noted that group 
size is not generally related to muskox density. In this management unit, a vast area to the west 
of the management unit does not seem to be utilized by muskox that, at low muskox numbers, 
drive the overall density down- 0.010 muskox / km2. The 2017 muskox density in the 
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management unit MX-09 is the lowest muskox density recorded in the Kitikmeot Region since 
intensive survey work started in 2013.  

Abundance Estimate 

 
The extent of this area remained relatively the same even after all the muskox management 

units were re-delineated across Nunavut in 2015. For this management unit, small changes 

included extending the delineation to reach the Northwest jurisdiction boarder to the west and 

south. This relative similarlity between the old and new delineation allows the 2017 survey to 

be compared to the previous population estimates.  

During the muskox moratorium, the small number of muskoxen remaining on the upper Rae-

Richardson River Valley were able to increase in number on the north part of Great Bear Lake. 

In 1980, the muskox population in the area was estimated to be 869±279 (S.E.) and the 

successive survey, done three years later, recorded a continuous increase in the muskox 

population of the Rae-Richardson Rivers watersheds with an estimate of 1,295 ± 300 (S.E.) 

animals (Gunn 1995; Fournier and Gunn, 1998). The peak of the muskox population in the area 

was recorded in 1988, with 1,805 ± 289 (S.E.). From the three consecutive surveys, in 1980, 

1983, and 1988, the number of tags increased respectively from 12, 35, to 50. In 1994, muskox 

abundance in this area plummeted to 540 ± 139 (S.E.) muskoxen and remained relatively stable 

based on the subsequent survey conducted in 2007 with a population estimate of 589 ± 121 

(S.E.) muskoxen (Gunn 1995; Dumond, 2007). The latest estimate of 2017 with 539 ± 150 

muskoxen show that this population has remained stable. This current status is supported by 

the observations of hunters.  

Since 1994, the muskox population has remained relatively stable and the number of tags has 

also remained consistent with 20. Environmental factors such as predators, forage quality and 

quantity, diseases, and harvesting might have contributed to the stabilization of the muskox 

population in this management unit. Ongoing and more frequent population monitoring, 

carried out  every 5 years, might allow for early detection of signs of recovery in the herd 

through indicators of population growth. Information provided in this report should guide 

future muskox surveys in allocating the survey effort proportionally with the distribution of 

muskox. This will help to produce a more precise estimate.  
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Figure 8: Muskox population estimates for MX-09. 

Predator sighting (wolves, wolverine, grizzly bear) 

 
Wolves and wolverines are muskox predators and are found in the study area and pose an 
additional cause of mortality that might affect the muskox population to a greater extent in the 
future. Although the number of grizzly bear sightings (51/ 100 hours) is greater than the other 
two predators (12 wolves / 100 hrs and 4 wolverines/ hours), their impact on influencing the 
muskox dynamics might be disproportional to their number, since their diet mostly consists of 
small tundra herbivores (e.i. ground squirrels) (L’Herault et al., 2016). However, the grizzly bear 
has adapted to their tundra environment and have maximized of available food sources. Local 
community members have observed novel grizzly bear hunting strategies which involve chasing 
the herd to break the calf-cow pair and then sit there to attract the lost muskox calf, as the 
muskox calf is attracted by the darker silhouette. The community members are however more 
concerned about the predation effect on caribou, than the effect of these predators on the 
muskox. 
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ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ, MX09−ᒥ, 
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᑰᖓᑕ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ

ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓚᑭᓘᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

ᔫᓂ, 2019



ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒪᔪᑦ: 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ, MX09−ᒥ
2017−ᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ



• MX−09, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
2007−ᒥ 598 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ, 159 ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ.

• ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑏᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᑰᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓇᖏᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ.

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᔫᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ



• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᒡᒍᓯ 25−ᒥ 
ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 02−ᒧᑦ, 2017 (16% ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ)

• 103 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 87 
ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᒦᖦᖢᑎᒃ

• 58% ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᑦᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑲᑎᙵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 2−ᒥᑦ 11−ᒧᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ

• ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ:ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 38 ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ/100 ᐃᓐᓇᐃ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ



MX09, 2017 ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᑰᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑎᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ 1995−ᒥ,
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

539 + 150 ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᖓ SE



ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ



ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓃᑦ − ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑭᓲᕙ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ 
(HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ?

ᑰᑕᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᐹᑦ?

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑭᓱ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᕙ?



ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋ, ᐅᑯᐊ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦMX−09−ᒥ:

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇ ᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 20−ᒦᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09−ᒧᑦ. 



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09 

     ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2019 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

 

 



i 
 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2−ᒥ, 2019. 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 2017−ᒥ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ MX−09−ᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓇᓲᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 

20−ᓄᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐃᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ 

20−ᓂᒃ ᑰᑕᓃᖦᖢᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ3.4%−ᒦᖦᖢᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 15−ᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᙵ 20 ᑰᑕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓵᖅ, ᓂᖅᑭᒃᓴᓂᖕᓂᕐᐅᑉ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓪᓗᓂ. ᓂᖅᑭᒃᓴᓂᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH)−ᓂᒃ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᓯᖁᔨᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᑕᐃᑦ 

ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ. ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ MX−09−ᒥᒃ ᖁᕝᕙᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᖠᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᒍᑎᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ MX−09−ᒥᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᐅᓂᖏᑦ MX−09−ᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ 2023−ᒥᑦ.   

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕋᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ  2−ᒥᑦ, 2019. 

  



ii 
 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᓕᕈᑎᖓ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᐅᓛᓂᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒃ.   

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᖔᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ. 
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1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᓈᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2−ᒥᑦ, 2019 ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09 ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

2.0 ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 

ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09−ᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔪᒪᓗᓂ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᑲᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ 

ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2017−ᒥ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑕ (NLCA) ᐊᑖᓂ.  

2.1 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᑭᓂᖃᖅᖢᓂ. ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ. ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᑕᕝᕙᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐃᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖓ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  

3.0 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕙᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑦᑖᓄᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔨᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ.  

  



5 
 

3.1.1 ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ-2019 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ 

ᑰᖓᑕ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ, ᐋᒡᒍᓯ 2017. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᓱᖁᓯᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2−ᒥᑦ, 2019. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂ, ᐅᓂᑦᑳᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

20−ᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ.   

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2−ᒥᑦ, 2019 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE): ᑎᐅᕆ ᒥᐅᑕᓐ, ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓚᑯᓘᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᕙᓐ ᒪᑎᐅᓐ, ᕌᓱ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ, 

ᐋᓚᓐ ᓂᑉᑕᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO): ᐹᐱ ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ, ᑲᕙᓐ ᑭᓕᓐᑭᓐᐴᒃ, ᔭᐃᑯ ᐸᓗᒍᓇᒃ, 

ᒪᐃᔪᔅ ᐲᑐᓴᓐ, ᐊᓛᓇ, ᔅᑖᓐᓕ ᑲᐅᐸᓐᑐ, ᔭᐃᑯ ᐸᓗᙵᔭᒃ, ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᔾᔪᓐ (ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ). 

 

ᑲᔾᔨᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: ᓕᓐᑕ ᐅᐊᕐᒥᓐ 

ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ (MLA) ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ: ᒥᓚ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᒐᒥ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖁᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᕝᕙᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐊᐅᔭᐅᑉ ᓄᕐᖑᐊᓂ. ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐃᓂᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᓇᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪ, ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑑᑉ ᐊᓯᐊᒍ.  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂ 

ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐳᕙᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᒻᒪᖕᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᕐᓗᖏᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓈᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1970−ᑐᖄᓗᖕᒥ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ ᖄᖏᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕈᑖᐅᔫᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, 1997−ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᕿᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓈᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᖁᐱᕐᕈᑉᒧ ᐳᕙᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᒪᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑯᒪᒃ 

ᐃᒻᒥᓂ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓄ ᐳᕙᖕᒧᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐳᓪᓕᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂᓗ. ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃ ᐸᖓᓕᒋᐊᒃᓴ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓴᓕᖅᖢᓂ, ᐳᕙᖏᑕ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᐸᓯᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᖏᖦᖢᑎᒃ 
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ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᕕᓃᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓄᑦ, ᓅᓐᓂᖓ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐳᕙᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᒪᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᒫᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓵᖅ ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᑭᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᔪᕐᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑭᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᐸᒃᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖏᓐᓄ.  

 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓯᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑦᑎᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᐸᑕᓕᒃ ᑕᓯᐊᓂ 1990 ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᓂ 2017−ᒥᑦ 

ᑲᓐᑐᔪᑐ ᑕᓯᐊᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᐸᑉᐸᑕ ᐸᖓᓕᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᒪᐃᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒧᑦ. 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒍᕇᑦ ᐱᐅ ᑕᓯᐊᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ. ᐊᑭᓐᓇᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖅᑰᔨᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊ ᐃᓗᐊᓄ. 

 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (GNWT). ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖕᒪᖔ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ MX−09 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ (GNWT). 

ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᑰᑕᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᑰᑕᓕᒫᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 7−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 20−ᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑰᑕᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ, 15−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 20−ᐅᑉ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖅᐹᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖅᑕᖃᖏᖦᖢᓂ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖁᔨᔪᑦ MX−09−ᒧᑦ 20−ᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH)−ᓂᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᙳᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 1−ᒧᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 2−ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕋᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ, ᓱᖁᓯᙲᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏ, 

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᖦᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ.  

 

ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (GN)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ: 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖁᔨᔪᑦ MX−09−ᒧᑦ 20−ᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

(TAH)−ᓂᒃ. ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᓕᐅᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖁᕝᕙᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ 2023 ᑐᖔᓂ.  
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4.0 ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ – ᐱᖃᑖᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 2019−ᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᓇᓱᖏᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ 2017−ᒥ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᔨᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2018−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᒻᒪᕇᑦ 

ᓱᖁᓯᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ MX−09−ᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖁᓗᒋᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO)−ᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐅᓂᑦᑳᒥᑦ.  
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ᑐᓂᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕇᓐᓇᓲᕆᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 002-2019 

ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ: ☐     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ: ☒ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ:  ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ                             

 2019 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ: 

ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 2014-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ, ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ 0-ᓂᒃ 

(ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ) ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 250-ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᐸᖕᓃᑦ) ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒥᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ 2015-ᒥ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑎᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓰᓐᓇᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖏᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓐᓂᖏᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, 

ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓄᑦ. ᓇᓕᖃᒌᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ, ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᕐᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐊᑯᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᕐᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕗᖅ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑕᕌᖓᑦ. ᐅᑭᐅᖃᕐᖏᑦ, ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ, ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ, ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ. ᓴᖏᔫᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ, 

ᓱᕋᐃᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐱᓯᒪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᒃᓴᔭᒥᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑕᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᐊᖑᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᕋᖏᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒫᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑭᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᔪᕇᓴᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ.  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑑᑖᐃᑦᑑᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.  

2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᖕ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
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ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖀᖁᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᓐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

2018-ᒥ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ, QWB-ᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 280-

ᓂᒃ, 35-ᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖏᓪᓚᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑕᕿᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥᒃ 2014-ᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᖓᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2019-ᒥ, ᒪᕐᕉᓚᐅᖅᑑᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᐅᓯᓯᒪᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᔮᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 

ᐊᒥᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᑖᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᖓᐅᔪᖃᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓴᓃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᒥ. ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 

ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᐸᖑᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᓂᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖓᕐᒥᐅᓂ, 

ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ 1987-88-ᒥ, 30-ᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂ.  

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᔾᔮᖏᓐᓂᖅ 

ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒎᑉ 2025. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖏᖔᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 2014-ᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖀᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  2014-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ 95% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᕐᓂᕋᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 3,462-ᓂᒃ 6,250-ᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 5.4% 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 5,500-ᓂᒃ, ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᓪᓗᐊᑦᑎᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐹᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2014-ᒥ 

ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ. 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 278-ᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 45-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᒍᑎᒃ, 

ᓴᓇᔭᒃᓴᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑎᒋᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓂ 9-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᒪᕐᕈᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ 2-3 ᐊᒥᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑎᒋᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 45-ᖑᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᕐᓗᖕᓂᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᔭᖅᐳᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 45-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᖕᒪᑕ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ.  
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ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ QWB-ᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓘᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒥ. ᐃᓚᖃᖏᒪᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ.  

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᒻᒥᔪᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ QWB-ᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᓐᓂ, ᓄᕕᐱᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ 2017-

ᒥ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ QWB-ᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ 

ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕕᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2019-ᒧᑦ.  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖓ: 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 2019-ᒥ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ, 278-ᖏᓃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓕᒫᖅ, 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᓪᓗ 45-ᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 45-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᓐᓇᐅᑏᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ: 

ᒪᐃᑯᓪ ᕘᒐᓴᓐ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, 613-407-1197 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: 

ᒪᐃ 15, 2019 





ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ  
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  

 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ:        ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X 
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 2019 ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

(ᓇᑖᕐᓇᐃᑦ) 
 
ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ:  NAFO ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ: 
 
2013 ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ (IFMP) ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓇᑖᕐᓇᐃᑦ) ᐅᕙᓂ 
ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ (NAFO) ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 0 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓄᑦ 2019. IFMP ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑐᖃᐃᑦ, ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ (Reinhardtius hippoglossoides). IFMP 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ, ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ NAFO ᐃᓂᖓ 0 (ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 0A ᐊᒻᒪ 0B). IFMP ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᖅ IFMP ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ. 
 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓄᑦ (NSA) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒌᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ IFMP ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ NSA.A ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ IFMP ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2. 
 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 2019 IFMP ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 0. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2018 ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᔫᓂᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2017.  
 
ᓄᓇᖑᐊᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ: Disko Fan ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕖᑦ 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ: ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ Hatton Basin ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕖᑦ 

 
 
 
 



 
 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ: 
 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᕿᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ IFMP 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᒥᐅᑕᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ (EAGSAC). ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 2019 EAGSAC ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓐᓂᑦ 
ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 19-20 ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ EAGSAC ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 25-ᒥᑦ, 2019. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3. 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ: 
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 2019 IFMP: 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᖅ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ; 

 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖅᑎᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ / 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐃᓗᐊᓃᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕋᓗᐊᕈᑎ NSA; 

 ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ 
 ᐊᑕᖐᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᓕᒫᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ. 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ NWMB ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2019 IFMP ᓄᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᕝᕖᓗᑎ 
2013 IFMP. 
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DFO ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᕿᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. 
 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 
 
ᒪᐃ 15, 2019 
 
 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ (3): 
 
 ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1: 2019 IFMP GHL 2019 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) 
 
 ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2: ᓇᔪᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 2019 GHL IFMP ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ (ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) 
 
 ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3: ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ (ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) 
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ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ 
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᑉ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ (IFMP) ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᒐᓚᒃᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓲᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᒋᕗᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒎᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᕗᖅ “ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ” ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ. 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕈᓂ. ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᙱᓚᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕐᓗᓂ ᓴᙱᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥᒃ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐸᐸᑦᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ. 
 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒦᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓴᙱᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᒡᒍᑕᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ. 
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1. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᑉ 
 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ (IFMP) 
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ (NAFO) ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0 (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 
1). ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ, ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0A (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ) 
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔪᖅ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 78o10’N ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 66o15’N, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᐊᓄᑦ, ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0B (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ) 
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᕗᖅ ᐃᕙᙵᑦ 66o15’N ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 60o12’N.  

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0A ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᕗᖅ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑰᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ. ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0B ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐅᓕᕋᓱᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑰᑕᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᑦ. 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᒍᒪᓲᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ, ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆ, ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴ. 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0A ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓲᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᖅᓯᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᓲᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᙱᒐᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 
ᐱᒋᐊᓲᖅ ᔫᓂᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑐᓂ ᓄᕖᕝᕙᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᓅᑲᑕᑦᑐᑎᑦ (ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖅᑲᖓᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᐊᕙᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᓂᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᓲᑦ 28ᒦᑕ (92’) ᑕᑭᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᑲᒻᒪᐅᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐱᑕᓖᑦ ᖁᐊᒃᑯᕕᒻᒥ. ᐊᒥᓲᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᑦ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0A ᐊᑯᕐᖓᖏᓐᓂ 2014 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2018 ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 10. ᑕᒫᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ~59% ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
0A ᑰᑕᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ~41% ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ. ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕖᑦ) ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 
ᓄᓈᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᐅᕗᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓂᐅᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᑦ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ. ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖔᓂ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓖᑦ 100t ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ.  

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0B ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓲᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᖅᓯᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒦᑦᑐᒥᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ 
ᓅᑲᑕᑦᑐᑎᑦ (ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖅᑲᖓᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
(ᐊᕙᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐱᑕᓖᑦ ᖁᐊᒃᑯᕕᒻᒥ. ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᓕᒃ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᐃᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑐᓂ ᓄᕖᕝᕙ ᓄᙳᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓕ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ (ᑰᑕᖏᑦ 
= 900t ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓖᑦ ᑕᓐᔅᓂᒃ) ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕉᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᑐᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᔫᓂᒥ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᓕᓲᖅ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᓈᑕᐅᔭᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ. ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃ ᐊᑯᕐᖓᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 
0A ᐊᑯᕐᖓᖏᓐᓂ 2014 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2018 ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 10. ᑕᒫᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ~59% ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0A ᑰᑕᖓ 
ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ~41% ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ. 
ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕖᑦ) ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓈᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᐅᕗᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓂᐅᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᑦ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ. ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖔᓂ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓖᑦ 100t ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ. 

2014 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2018, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 18 ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0B ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ~56% 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0B ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ~44% ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᐱᓇᓱᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0B ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ. 

1.6. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐊᓐᒫᒃ (ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓈᓖᑦ ᓄᓈᑦ) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 1A (ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 1B-F ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ, 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ (TACs) ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ 0A ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1A (ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
1B ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 0B ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1C-F ᓂᒋᐊᓂ. ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᙱᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ 0, ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᓂ 1.  
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ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ) ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓂᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖓ (SARA) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᕈᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓲᖏᑦ. ᓴᙱᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᖁᔭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔫᑉ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᑖᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ.  

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ (NA) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ (NILCA). ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ, ᐋᖅᑮᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ, 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥ. 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᙵᕕᒋ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᐊᑐᐊᒐᑉ ᑐᙵᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 0-ᒥ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᖅ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 0-ᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NsA). ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 0 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓲᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᓲᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓕᐅᖅᐸᑦᑐᑎᑦ. ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᒋᐊᕐᔫᒥᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ.  

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ/ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᒥᓄᑦ).  

 

2. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᓪᓗᓇᕐᔨᕐᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᓯᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
 

ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓅᑲᑕᕈᓘᔭᒃᑳᓘᕗᑦ. ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓃᓲᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᕙᑐᐊᕆᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒍᕌᓐᑦ ᕚᓐᒃᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ, 
ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐊᓐᒫᒃ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ. 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ−ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᑎᔪᒥᐅᑕᐅᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ (800-2000ᒦᑕ) ᓱᕙᓕᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᓱᕙᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓴᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᓅᓲᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥ. ᓱᕙᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂᒃ ᓱᕙᓕᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᕐᒧᑦ ᓅᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᒨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓴᑦ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓅᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᑦᑲᑦᑐᑯᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐃᒪᖏᑦ (<400ᒦᑕ) ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᖃᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᓲᑦ ᐃᓅᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᑎᓂᖅᓴᒥ  
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ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑉᐱᕆᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓅᓲᖒᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᑎᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ, ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓄ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᒋᐊᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓈᑦᑕᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑦ (TEK) ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᓂ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᖃᓪᓗᓇᕐᔨᕐᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐳᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓲᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᒃ. ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑰᕗᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ 
ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᑕ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᓯᖏᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ, ᓯᑯᑉ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓅᐊᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓛᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0-ᒥ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᑦ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᓗᐊᓲᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᓪᓕ, ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓛᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᖅ. 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᑐᙵᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐆᓲᖑᕗᖅ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑮᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᖅᑯᑎᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᐅᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓲᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ. 
 

3.  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᓂᖅ, ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑉ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ  
 

 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ 
2011-2017−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ $90 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓛᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ 
ᑕᒪᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ. 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0A, 2011-2017−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 7,252t ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖃᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ $47 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ. ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0B, 2011-2017−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ 
ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 7,041t ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖃᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ $43 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ. 

ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓖᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕋᑖᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒎᕋᑖᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᖐᙱᓐᓂᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ. ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᓗᓂ 
ᖃᑭᒍᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᕌᓗᓗᐊᕐᓇᙱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᕋᑖᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 
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ᐊᕙᑎᒥ ᑲᒪᑦᓯᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑖᕐᕕᐅᓲᕐᒥ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᔭᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᖃᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᖃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓂ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᐅᕕᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖔᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᓲᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓖᒋᐊᖃᓕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ. 

4. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
 

4.1. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ − ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᓲᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑎᒻᒥᔪᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓅᖓᔪᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᐃᓚᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᕐᔫᒥᓗᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ − ᐊᒥᓲᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᑦ. 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᕆᓲᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ − ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔭᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖃᐅᓲᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔭᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑐᒡᒍᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᖅᑲᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ, ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᓄᓗᐊᓪᓕ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓲᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓇᕐᔨᕐᖓᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᔭᙳᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒻᒪᕆᐅᓱᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᕆᓲᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᕈᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᙱᒻᒪᑕ. 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓴᕋᐃᓗᐊᓲᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖏᑦ − ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒦᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ 
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ. 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
0−ᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ − ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕆᐊᓕᓪᓚᕇᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖔᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᔾᔫᒥᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᖔᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓲᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ. 
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ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᖅ − ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖔᓲᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ, ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ. ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑎᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᕗᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒻᒪᑕ, ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ. ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᖅᑑᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅ − ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑏᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓛᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓄᑖᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᓲᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᑉ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᕐᓇᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᓲᑦ. 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓕᓴᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ − ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖓ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖅ − ᐸᐸᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᔨᒃᑯᑦ (C&P) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒨᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑐᙵᕕᓕᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ/ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐸᐸᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᐱᑕᐃᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓲᑦ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᓕᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ − ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᑉ 
ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ. 
 

4.2. ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖃᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑕᖅᑭᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᕝᕕᐅᙱᑲᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᓕᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ (CITES) 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᙱᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᖁᓛᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ. 
ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃ ᒥᑏᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ, ᐃᓐᓇᕈᕐᓇᓵᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᑯᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓲᑦ ᓄᖑᓴᕋᐃᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᔫᒥᒋᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᕈᓂ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᔪᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ.  
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4.3. ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
 

 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ (EBSAs) ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒎᖓᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ 10%-ᖑᔪᓂᑦ 2020−ᕈᕈᓂ. 2017-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2020−ᒥ 
ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0 ᕼᐊᑕᓐ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᔅᑰ ᕚᓐ 
ᐸᐸᑕᐅᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑦ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

4.4. ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ 
 
ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 0 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑐᒡᒍᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖃᐅᓲᖑᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0A ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᙱᑕᕋᓗᐊᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᒃ, ᒥᑏᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᒥᑏᑦ, 
ᒍᕆᓂᐊᑎᐅᕐ. ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0B ᐱᔭᐅᓗᐊᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᑦ, ᒥᑏᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᒍᕆᓂᐊᑎᐅᕐ, ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᒍᑎᓕᒃ. 
 
ᐊᒥᓲᒻᒪᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ (ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ) ᑕᐃᑲᓃᓲᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓲᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᓲᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᒋᔭᓪᓚᕆᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᖁᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓲᖑᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᒥᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐃᑦ 
(ᕗᓪᒪᕋᔅ ᒐᓚᓯᐊᓕᔅ), ᓇᐅᔭᑦ (ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐅᕐᕌᑦ (ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ). ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ 
ᐊᒃᖢᓈᑯᑖᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓲᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᐊᕆᐊᖃᕋᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓲᖑᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᓲᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᑎᖏᒥᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᖃᖁᓪᓗᓂᒃ. ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓲᖑᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓖᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. 
 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓲᖑᒻᒥᔪᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓕᓐᓄᑦ (http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/peches-fisheries/fish-ren-peche/sff-cpd/benthi-back-fiche-
eng.htm). 
 
ᕿᒪᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ (ALDFG, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ “ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ) ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓱᕈᐃᓪᓚᕆᓲᑦ ᑐᖁᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ, ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ. 2019−ᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ. 
 

4.5. ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ 
 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ, ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
(ᐆᑦᑑᑎᖏᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖓ) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ  
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ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᖁᔭᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓂᐅᔭᐅᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
(ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ). ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᓕᒃ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑮᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

5. ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕗᑦ 
 

 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᓪᓗᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ. ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ: ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᔪᑦ, ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖏᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ. ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑐᒐᐅᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 1 ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 
 
ᑎᑎᖅᑐᒐᐅᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1: ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑮᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ, ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 

 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑦ. 
 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᖃᑦᑕᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐃᒋᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. 
 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ 

 ᓇᓗᓇᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ, ᐃᓗᓕᖃᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑎᖏᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ  
ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓗᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᖃᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ. 

 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᓂᒃ. 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᔭᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 
ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒨᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. 

ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ. 

 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖁᔨᖃᑦᑕᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑎᑎᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑲᓪᓚᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑲᓪᓚᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑲᓪᓚᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᖃᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖃᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᕿᓗᔅᒧᕗᕋᓐᔅ). 

 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᒍᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒍᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᐅᒐᔭᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ. 

 ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᖅᓴᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᙱᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᐃᑎᑦᑎᒍᓯᕐᓂᒃ. 
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 ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᔫᒥᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ. 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᔪᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓲᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ. 

 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 
 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕋᒃᓴᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕙᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ (SMART) ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓵᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖃᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓛᓖᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂᒥᐅᑦ. 

 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ, ᑭᖑᕙᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᐊ ᑐᕋᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 

 ᐱᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓗᑎᑦ. 

 ᑭᖑᕙᙱᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. 

 ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᑲᓪᓚᖃᑦᑕᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᒪᑕ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᑲᓪᓚᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᒐᑎᑦ. 

 ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᓕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᒃᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ. 

 ᐋᖅᑮᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᓂ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖅᓯᕕᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒍᓪᓗ. 

 ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᑰᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎᒋᓲᖏᑦ. 
 

ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ  
ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᑭᑐᓛᕆᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᓯᓐᓈᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐊᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓗᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᓛᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ (ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ 4-ᖓᓐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ). 

 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0B ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓅᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 

 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖁᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒥ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑖᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ 
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓂᐊᕈᑎᓪᓗ ᑰᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 

ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖅ  
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑕ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑎᒍᑦ. 

 ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓲᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. 

 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ/ᐅᐊᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

 ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 
 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐ. 

 ᓴᙵᑦᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ. 

 ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. 
 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖏᑦ 

ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒍ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ). 
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6. ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓯᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓂᖅ ᑰᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
 
ᒪᕐᕉᒻᒪᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔫᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᙶᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᓂᒃ: ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓯᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗᒃ 
ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᑖᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓂᖅ (ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ 
ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ). ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ, 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑰᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ. 
 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒦᙶᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 2002-ᒥᓂᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ. 
 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕋᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᓲᖅ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓂᖅ. ᐊᓯᐊ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ, ᐊᑭᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ, 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᕐᓂᓴᓂᑦ ᑕᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑉ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᓪᓕ - ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ. 
 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑰᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
100t ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒃ ᑕᓐᔅᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0A-ᒥ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᓲᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂᒃ (ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 0A ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 0B), ᐊᑭᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ NSA−ᒥ. ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NSA, ᓄᓇᕘᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᓲᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ. 
 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 0A ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 0B ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓲᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑰᑕᑖᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓗᑎᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓲᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᓲᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 
 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᖓᓂ (NMR), ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NMRWB) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᕋᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᓲᖅ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᕕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑰᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ 0B ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ. 

7. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
 

 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑕᒃᑯᓇᓂ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᓂ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑰᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ NSA−ᒥ. ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᖃᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ, 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ) ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ, 1985, ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᕋᓱᐊᓲᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᑖᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᕈᑎᖏᑦ. ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᓪᓗ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ) ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓲᖑᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᓂᑦ. ᑎᑎᖅᑐᒐᐅᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 2 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ 
ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒧᑦ. 
 
ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᓲᑦ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᓲᖅ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒧᑦ/ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᙱᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᐸᑦᑐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᒨᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓇᒨᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᓂ. 

8. ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ. ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᐊᓐᒫᒃ (ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ) ᐊᐱᕆᓲᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓂᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕋᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ (VMS). ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
GINR ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓄᓕᐊᔪᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 
 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐅᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᓐᓂ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ. 

9. ᒪᓕᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ 
 

ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ (C&P) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᒪᓕᔾᔫᒥᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖓᓃᑦᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑦ. 
 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓲᖅ ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ: 
 ᒪᓕᔾᔫᒥᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᑦ; 
 ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ; 
 ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ/ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
 ᓴᙵᑦᑎᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ. 
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ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒦᖃᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᓛᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
“ᑕᐅᑐᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ.” ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. 
 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ 
0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 
ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓪᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕋᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 
NSA−ᒥ, ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ (2) 
ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᓐᓂᒃ. 
 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᓪᓕ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ. ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᕝᕕᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑦᓵᑕᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒥᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑲᑎᙵᐅᕐᕕᐅᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓪᓗ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ. 
 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓲᓂᒃ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕋᒻᒪᑦ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᓂᕋᐃᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᓯᒪᔪᒥ, 
ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᙲᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᖃᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᑦ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᓲᑦ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ. 

10. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᑦᑎᐊᓕᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓲᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᒪᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖃᕋᐃᑉᐸᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ 
ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᑲᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ. 
 
ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕖᑦ, ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑖᕐᓗᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᖅ, ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕐᕖᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒦᑦᑐᑎᑦ, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 
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ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1. ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᓖᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
 

  



15
 

ᑎᑎᖅᑐᒐᐅᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 2 - ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ   
 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ (TAC) 

 ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓲᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓰᑦ  ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑕ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ. 
 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒧᑦ. 

 ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓄᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᑐᑭᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 

 ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᖔᖅ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᖅ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑰᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 

ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 1 - ᑎᓰᕝᕙ 31 (ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᑉ). 
 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ 0B ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑎᒍᑦ, ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑎᒍᑦ. 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ  ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ (ᓅᒐᒃᓴᐅᓲᑦ) 
 ᐊᒃᖢᓈᑯᑖᑦ (ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ) 
 ᓄᓗᐊᑦ (ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

o ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᐳᑦᑕᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓗᐊᖑᔪᑦ. 

 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕆᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ  

 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 
 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᕿᒪᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ 72 ᑭᖑᓕᕇᑦ 

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕈᑎᖏᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᕝᕕᒃᓴᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ NSA ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ >19.9ᒦᑕ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ <12 ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓖᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᒪᐃᔪᓪᔅ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂ. 
 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᓄᑦ ᒪᐃ 1-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓰᕝᕙ 31-ᒧᑦ, 20% ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ. 
 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯ,ᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0B ᓄᓗᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 

3°10’N ᐊᒃᑑᕝᕙ 1-ᒥ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᓰᕝᕙ 31-ᒧᑦ. 
 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᖢᓈᑯᑖᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0B ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 63°10’N ᐊᒃᑑᕝᕙ 

1-ᒥ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᓰᕝᕙ 31-ᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐃᑎᓂᖃᕈᓂ >1372ᒦᑕ. 
 ᑎᔅᑯ ᕚᓐ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᕕᖓ*, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᕕᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕼᐊᑦᑕᓐ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ 

ᐸᐸᑦᑎᕕᒃ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᒐᓂ. 
 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0A ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕖᕝᕙ 11 − 

ᑎᓰᕝᕙ 31-ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 1 − ᒪᐃ 31 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᒪᑐᔭᐅᕕᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 
ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐱᔭᐅᑲᓪᓚᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ (ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ). 

 ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻ,ᓗ, ᐆᒪᒍᑎᑦ, 
ᐋᓐᓂᕐᓇᙱᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ. 

 ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᒥᑭᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᔭᐅᑲᓪᓚᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᐆᒪᒍᑎᑦ, 
ᐋᓐᓂᕐᓇᙱᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. 

 ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒍᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ. 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ 

 ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ (ᑐᙵᓱᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ) ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ 
ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. 

 ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ (ᖃᐅᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑏᑦ). 
 ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒡᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᑦ ᓈᑎᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ. 
 ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ (ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ) ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᖓ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 
 ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᒃ. 
 ᐱᔭᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
 ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᒃ. 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ (VMS) 
 

 ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ. 
 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NsA, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᔾᔪᑎᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒦᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᕆᑎᐊᒻ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ  

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ  100% ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 0A ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓄᒃ ᓅᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 100% ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓅᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ -B 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 1−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐄᐳᕈᓪ 30-ᒧᑦ.  

 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᓗᓂ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒦᓕᕈᓂ. 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᒥᓃᑦ 
ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ 

 ᓂᐅᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᐅᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᒧᑦ 
ᑕᑯᓐᓈᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. 

 ᓂᐅᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ ᓂᐅᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕐᕕᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᑭᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᓅᒃ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᓯᒥᐅᑦ). 

o ᓂᐅᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓲᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓂᐅᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓰᑏᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ 
ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎ: ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᓄᖑᓛᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ) ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᑦ, 1985, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐸᐸᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ. ᓄᖑᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᒍᑏᑦ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᖐᙱᓐᓂᖃᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᖁᓛᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ, ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᐅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᖔᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ. 



2019 ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦIFMP ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ

ᐃᓚᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ/ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
1.3 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 1.3.1 ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 
0B

2017−ᒥᑦ, ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0B TAC ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 7,575t ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 2017 ᐊᒻᒪ 2018 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ TAC 
ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 0B ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ: http://www.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/decisions/index-eng.htm.  

ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓚᖓ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ.

1.3 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 1.3.1 ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 
0B

ᑰᑕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ: http://www.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/stats/commercial/yrlist-eng.htm.

ᑳᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᕐᖏᓐᓈᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᕐᖏᓐᓈᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ 
IFMP−ᒥᑦ. ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ. 

1.3 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 1.3.2 Division 0A

ᑰᑕᖓ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 6,400t ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 2008-2013, ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 7,900t 2014-ᒥᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 8,575t 
f2017-ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2018 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ TAC ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 0A ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ : http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/decisions/index-eng.htm. 

ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ/ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓚᖓ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ.

1.3 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 1.3.2 ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 
0A

ᑰᑕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ: http://www.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/stats/commercial/yrlist-eng.htm .

ᑳᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᕐᖏᓐᓈᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᕐᖏᓐᓈᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ 
IFMP−ᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ . 

1.4. ᐃᒪᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 1.4.1. 
ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0A

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᒍᑎ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ: info@dfo-mpo.gc.ca.  

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᓗᑎ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑐᕌᕈᑎᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ IFMP-ᒥᑦ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ

1.4. ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 1.4.2. 
ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 0B

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᒍᑎ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ: info@dfo-mpo.gc.ca.  

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᓗᑎ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑐᕌᕈᑎᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ IFMP-ᒥᑦ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ

1.5. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ 0A ᐊᒻᒪ 0B ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

2.4. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅt
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒡᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ NAFO ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 0 + ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ1A 
(ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1B-F ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ NAFO ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ: 
www.nafo.int/Science/Science-Advice/Stock-advice . 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ NAFO ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥᑦ ᖃᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᓄᑖᖑᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎ.

3. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᖅ, ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᑕᖏᓕᒫᖅᑐᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ, 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕈᑎᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ TAC. ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 4 ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. Updated information of interest to participants and stakeholders.

4.1. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᖅ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ, ᐊᓯᑐᐊᕆᔭᖓ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ Northern ᐊᒻᒪ Striped 
ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ 0A (ᓲᕐᓗ. ᑯᖑᑉᐸᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒃ 1), ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 5.73mt/ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 2005-2014 95%-ᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 5-38 cm ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ 100%-ᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨ (Siferd 2010, Walkusz pers. com.). 
Iᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ 0B (ᓲᕐᓗ.  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ), ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 7.05 mt/ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 2005-2014 95%-ᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ5-44 cm ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ 100%-ᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨ (Siferd 2010, W. Walkusz pers. 
com.). 

ᓅᑦᑕᖅ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ 2.4. ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ. ᓈᒻᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᔮᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᓃᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ.

4.2. ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑯᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᑦ (ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᖏᑦ) ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑖᓂSARA. 
ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᑯᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑕᖅᑭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᑯᖅᑕᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᑎᐊᓂ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᖐᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒍ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎ 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ.



4.3.2 ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑐᕌᒐᖏᑦ

ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆᒥ 2017, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐹᒥᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 5% ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥᑦ. ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 10%−ᖏᓐᓂ 2020−ᖑᓕᖅᑲᑦ. 2020 ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖓ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖓ 1) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖓ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑦᑑᑎᓂᑦ Aichi ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 11 ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᕐᒧᐊᒥᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ 2030 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᐃᐃ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑖᓂ ᑐᕌᒐᖓ 14.  2017 ᐊᒻᒪ 2020 ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᒥᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/conservation/index-eng.html. 
ᑎᑭᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ, ᑲᓇᑕ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ (MPAs) ᐊᒻᒪ “ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ (“ᐊᓯᖏ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ”), ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑏᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ http://www.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/oceans/mpa-zpm-aoi-si-eng.html. 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NAFO ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 0 Hatton Basin, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪ Disko Fan ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕖᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ 
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/oeabcm-amcepz/refuges/index-eng.html

ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ Hatton Basin, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ Disko Fan ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕖᑦ.

4.4.6. ᕿᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᒋᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ

ᕿᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ (ALDFG, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ “ᐃᑭᐊᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᔮᔮᑏᑦ”) ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᓴᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖁᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᕈᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎ ᓴᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᐅᑦᑕᔫᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ 
G7 ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖑᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᒃᑲᐅᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓵᓕᕗᐊᕐ ᑎᑎᖅᑐᒐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕿᐅᓂᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖏᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥ 
ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓐᖓᑦᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 
2019-ᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑑᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᔭᒐᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᔭᒐᑕᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᖏᓂᖓALDFG ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ, ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ALDFG, ᑲᓇᑕ ᓴᖓᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ 
ᐊᕙᑎᖓ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐃᓅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ.

5. ᑐᕌᒐᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃ 2 ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐲᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑐᕌᒐᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ.

6. ᐅᐸᒐᔅᓴᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ IFMP ᐃᓚᖓ ᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅᒻ ᐅᐸᒐᔅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ. 
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1. (ᐊᑖᓂ)

8. ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

TC ᐊᑦᑕᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇ TC ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᐃᖏᕋᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ http://www.tc.gc.ca/en/services/marine.html. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐲᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ.

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1: ᐃᓚᒍᑕᓪᓗᐊᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐅᑯᓇᓂ NA  ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ NILCA ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ IFMP ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᓪᓗᐊᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖏᓐᓂᑦthe NA  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

NILCA.
ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 6: ToR for EAGSAC ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ToR ᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᑯᓄᖓ EAGSAC 2019-ᒥᑦ.



GHL IFMP ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ

ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᖓ

2016-17 EAGSAC ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ IFMP ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 18-19, 
2017 EAGSAC ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ

2017-18 EAGSAC ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ IFMP ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 23-24, 
2017 EAGSAC ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ

2018-19 EAGSAC

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 19-20, 2019 
EAGSAC ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ. 

ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓEAGSAC ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖃᕐᑯᐅᓗᑎᑦ (ᒫᑦᓯ 26, 2019). ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ/ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᐳᕈ 5, 2019.



ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᖅ / ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᖅ

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᑕᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NMRWB)
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB)
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ

ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ
ᐃᒪᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᑐᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᐋᓐᓄᓘ ᑕᐃᓕ
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᐳᕋᐃᔭᓐ ᒪᒃᑯᕌᑦ
ᑭᓕᐅᕗᐊᑐ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓂᖀᖅ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ

ᒍᕋᐃᒃ ᑲᓛᒃ
ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ /ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᒦᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ
ᐊᕙᑎᒥ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓂᖀᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

Hᐊᕐᐳ ᒍᖃᐃᔅ ᑭᖑᕐᐸᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᐊᑦ
ᐃᓅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ
ᔭᐃᒥ ᔨᐊᓐᔅ
Hᐃᐊᑐ ᓯᑖᕐᔅ
ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ

ᒨᕐᓯ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᓂᖀᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ
ᓂᐅᐸᐅᓐᓛᓐ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ / ᓯᑯᓖᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ
ᓂᕿᑕᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆ
ᓄᐊᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ (MV Osprey)
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕗᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ

ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ
ᕌᑦᓂ ᐴᕐᑕᓐ
ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐸᖓ
ᐆᐃᐅᔅᓱᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᕕᒃ
ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔩᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ

ᓂᐅᐸᐅᓐᓛᓐ/ᓛᐸᑐᐊ
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ

 ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ EAGSAC ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ/ᐃᖃᓗᓕ
ᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ



ᑯᐸᐃᒃ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ
ᐃᖏᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ



1 
 

 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 

 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑭᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 
ᐆᒧᖓ 

 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑛᑦ:     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X           ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ: X 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: 1) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ (NU) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ (NK) 
ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ NU/NK ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓ (NU/NKE) ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ 
ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓ (DSW); 2) ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖅᓴᕐᓇᓕᒻᒥ NU/NKE 
 
ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ: 
ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑐᑦ – ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ 
ᑐᖑᔪᕈᔪᑦᑐᑦ – ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
 
ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖑᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ (Pandalus montagui ᐊᒻᒪ Pandalus borealis) ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑯᐸᐃᒃᓗ ᑕᕐᕋᖓ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ (NSA) ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᖓ (NMR). ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAC) ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓄᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᔫᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ (ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓ), ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.  
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ᐅᓇ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ / ᓄᓇᕕᒃ 
ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓ (NU/NKE), ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ (DSW) ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ (EAZ), ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᐃᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᑦ / ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ. ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᐃᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ DSW. 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᑦ. 
 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᒍᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᑭᖑᑉᐸᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒧᑦ. ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᖃᑦᑎᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᕙᓂ NU/NKE, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ DSW 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓕᑦᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖁᓕᕇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᖏᓪᓗᑎ.  
 
ᑭᖑᑉᐸᑦᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓕᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ (ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑕᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᐃᕕᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ) ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑭᓐᓂᑦ 
ᑭᓪᓕᖓ ᐅᓄᐊᕐᕕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ.  
 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ P. borealis ᐊᒻᒪ P. montagui 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᑦᑐᑯᑖᓂ EAZ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖏᖔᖅᑐᖅ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᒐᓂ 
ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᖅ (ᓇᒦᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓕᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ), 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕋᔅᓴᐅᖏᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖑᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᔮᖅᑐᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ 
ᐊᕕᕕᖓ NU/NKE ᐊᒻᒪ DSW ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᑐᔾᔮᑦ. ᓈᒻᒪᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑯᖑᑉᐸᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ NU/NKE ᐊᒻᒪ DSW ᑕᕝᕙᖓᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓃᖔᖅᑐᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᑦᑐᑦᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ NU/NKE ᐊᒻᒪ 
DSW ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑕᖐᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ EAZ 
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 
 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ NU/NKE ᐊᒻᒪ DSW 
ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᓕᐊᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ − ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ DSW ᐊᓯᔾᔨᔮᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔫᓐᓄᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᖅ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᐃᑲᓐᓂᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᖑᕐᓂᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NU/NKE ᐊᒻᒪ DSW, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓅᖔᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᐊᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᖅᑐᖃᕋᓂ. ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ 
ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓄᑦ. 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᒍᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ 
NU/NKE ᐊᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
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ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 2012-ᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 2 ᐊᒻᒪ 12 ᑐᖏᓕᕇᖅᑐᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ DSW. ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
2013 ᑭᓪᓕᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ SFA 3 (ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ) 
ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ. 
ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ WAZ.   
 
ᒫᓐᑕᒐᐅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 
ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 
ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒫᓐᑕᒍᐃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ 2020/21 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᒧᖅ ᐅᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
NU ᐊᒻᒪ NK ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ / Newfound 
Resources Ltd) ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᒡᒐᔾᔭᐅᒥ, ᐃᐳᕈ 1. 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᓂᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖅᑎᑎᓐᓇᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  
 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ  
 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓗᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ: 

1) ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ NU ᐊᒻᒪ NK ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᑦ 
NU/NKE ᐊᒻᒪ DSW ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ  

2) ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᕐᓄᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ 
NU/NKE. 

 
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
 
ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓂᕈᑎ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᑦ 
ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᑎᒥᐅᔫᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ 
NU/NKE ᐊᒻᒪ DSW ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ 
NU/NKE ᐊᒻᒪ DSW ᓄᓇᖑᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓂᖓ.  
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ: ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
   
 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ:   ᒪᐃ, 2019  
 
 
 
 











ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ   
 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑭᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑛᑦ: X                 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:  
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (USA) ᐊᑖᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒨᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (MMPA) 

 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ: 
 
ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒨᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

MMPA. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒨᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒨᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᐊᓃᖔᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒨᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2016, ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓐᓇᑎ ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 1, 2022. ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ, NWMB ᐊᒻᒪ NMRWB ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ.  

 

MMPA ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ (“NOAA”).  

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ NOAA ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ (“LOFF”) ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᕆᔭᓕᒫᖏᑦ.ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᕇᕈᑎ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦ LOFF, NOAA ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊ 

ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓴᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ NOAA ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᔮᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 1, 2022.  (TAB 

1) 

 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ LOFF ᐱᔭᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

NOAA, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᓕᒫᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᓅᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᒪᓐᓂᕈᑎ. 

DFO ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 31, 2019 ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᒋᐊᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 1, 2021. ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᑦ (TAB 2). ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᕖᐱᕆ 30, 2021 ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᑕᐅᓐᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑕᒫᑦ.  

 
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ:  
 
DFO (ᕿᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᑦᑐᑦ 

(ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᔪᑦ) ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1). 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᓴᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ LOFF.  

ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᑦ LOFF ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ “ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑐᒧᑦ” ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ NOAA 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ NOAA ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗᑎ 

“ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ” ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ “ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑐᓄᑦ”. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ 



ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ1 (a). Groundfish ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

NOAA ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ.“ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ” 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ “ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑐᓄᑦ”).  

 

NOAA ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᓯᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ LOFF ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ 

2020. ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖓ, DFO ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ NMRWB ᐊᒻᒪ NWMB-

ᑯᓐᓂᑦᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓗᑎ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᒃᑲᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᐸᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1.  

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1.   DFO (ᕿᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ) ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᑦᑐᑦ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ) ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ  

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ; ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ; ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

NU ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ; ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ (CSTMA) 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ; ᐊᑦᑐᓈᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

NAFO ᐃᓂᖓ 0, 100 ᑕᓐᔅ ** ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ; ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ** 

NAFO ᐃᓂᖓ 0¥ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

NAFO ᐃᓂᖓ 0¥ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᑲᓕᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᑭᖑᖅᐸᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ (SMU) 
0, 1, EAZ,WAZ¥ 

ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ ᑲᓕᑦᑐᑎ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

**   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ, ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ‘ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ’ NOAA ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
¥ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᒦᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 1 (a) ᐊᒻᒪ (b) ᐊᑖᓂ.  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 1 (b). ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ:   
• ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ  “EAZ” (blue)    
• ᐱᖓᓐᓇᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ “WAZ” (green) 



ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ: 
 
DFO ᕿᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᑦ, ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, DFO ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ 

ᒪᑉᐱᒑᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 1.ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᐃ 8, 2019 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑭᖓᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᐃ 21, 2019 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᓂᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓ NOAA-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 31, 2019. ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ (TAB 2). 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ: 
 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ NWMB ᐊᒻᒪ NMRWB ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓗᑎ DFO ᕿᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓚᖓ LOFF.  
 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ: 
 
ᐊᐃᒥ ᕕᓐᓕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᐃᑦᓚᓐ ᐸᕐᑎᐅᓪ, DFO, ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᕿᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ. 
(204) 983-0599 / (204) 984-2338 
 
 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 
 
ᒪᐃ 8, 2019



TAB 1. ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑎᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᑦᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᒃᑯᑦ. MMPA. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ᐋᒡᒋᓯ 15, 2016:  U.S. MMPA ᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ 
 

ᒫᑦᓯ16, 2018:   1st LOFF  

ᔪᓚᐃ 31, 2019: ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᐅᓂᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

2020: ᑐᖏᓕᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᒫᑦᓯ 1,2021: ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᓅᕕᐱᕆ 30, 2021: U.S. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 1, 2022:  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ MMPA 
ᓯᓚᑖᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  



TAB 2: ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎ DFO ᕿᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ 
LOFF ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 
LOFF ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᒌᖑᔪᖅ(ᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓂᖀᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ (KF) 
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ HTO 
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

KF ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ (ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2019) 
 
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (ᒪᐃ 2019) 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓ  
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (ᒪᐃ 2019) 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ (ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓ) 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ:  
ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᕿᑭᕐᑕᖅᔪᐊᖅ, 
ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ, ᓴᓂᕋᒃ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ, ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ, 
ᑰᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᕿᓐᖓᐅᑦ 
 
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (ᒪᐃ 2019) 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ (CSTMA) 
ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᑎᒥᖓᑦ/ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓ  
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

NFA – DFO ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ (ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 
2018) 
 
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (ᒪᐃ 2019) 

NAFO ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 0, 100 ᑕᓐᔅ  ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: 
ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᕿᑭᕐᑕᖅᔪᐊᖅ, 
ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ,  
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓ  
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ Board 
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ  
 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (ᒪᐃ 2019) 

NAFO ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ (ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ (NFA) 

NFA – DFO ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ (ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 
2018) 



ᐃᖏᕋᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ) ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
(EAGSAC) 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ Board  
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

 
EAGSAC ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ 
(ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2019) 
 
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (ᒪᐃ 2019) 

SMU 0, 1, EAZ, WAZ 
ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 
ᑭᑉᐸᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
(NSAC) 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ  

 
NSAC ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ (ᒫᑦᓯ 2019) 
 
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (ᒪᐃ 2019) 

 



ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓐᖏᓄᑦ 

ᒪᐃ 2019 
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᑐᓴᕋᔅᓴᖅ: X        ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᒃ: 
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ: ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᐃᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᑦ 
 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᖓ: 
 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔫᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑐᓂᓗ 1993−ᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ 
(Atlantic) ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂ 
 
ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, ᓄᑖᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ (NFR) ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᑦ 
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔭᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ (HTO) ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ (RWO), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂ. 
 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 9−ᒥ, 2018 – ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 25−ᖑᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂ 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ − ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓄᑖᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕐᖓᑕ 
ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᒻᒥ.  
 
ᓰᑏᑉᐱᕆᒥ 2018, ᒪᑭᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᒻᒥᔪᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑦᑎᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑲᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒦᓐᖔᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ (DFO), ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂ (NTI), ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ (NWMB), 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ (GN), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᒃᑯᓐᓂ. 
 
ᐊᑦᑑᑉᐱᕆᒥ 2018 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ. ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᒪᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᖅ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ). 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᒍᒫᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ, ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐊᓘᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕿᓂᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ (Hudson 
Bay ᐊᒻᒪᓗ James Bay). ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᑲᓪᓚᐅᒋᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐃᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ.  
 
ᑐᕌᒐᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᑏᓰᑉᐱᕆ 2019 ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑲᓐᓂᕈᒫᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᔭᒃᑯᓐᓂ (Canada Gazette), 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓗᒍ I. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕕᔅᓴᑭᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂ 
ᔪᓚᐃᒥᓂᑦ 9, 2018 ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 
 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ: 
 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒍᒫᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
2019−ᒥ. ᓅᕖᑉᐱᕆᒥ 27-28, 2018, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 



ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ.   
 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᓄᓇᓗᓐᓂ ᐳᓚᕋᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 19−ᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥ 
ᒫᔾᔨᒥᓗ, 2019. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓂ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᔅᓵᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒥᓗ 2019. 

 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑦᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᑦ. ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᐃᔪᒫᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ/ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 
ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᔅᓴᓂᑦ. 

 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᖅ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᔅᓴᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ: http://dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/peches-
fisheries/comm/consultation/nunavut-eng.htm 

 
ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᒍᒫᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓛᕐᖓᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᔫᓂᒥᑦ 2019−ᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑲᑕ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᑕᒫᓂᖃᐃ ᔫᓂᒥ ᐊᑦᑑᑉᐱᒥᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ 2019. 
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 
 
ᖃᖓᒃᑰᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᓗᐊᖅᑐᐊᓗᒻᒪᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᒫᓪᓗ 
(ᓲᕐᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᓂᑦ) ᐃᓚᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᐊᓗᒻᒥ, ᖃᖓᒃᑰᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᓪᓚᐃᒻᒪᑦ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒨᖓᓂᐊᖅᑐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᐊᓗᐊᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᕈᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᐸᓪᓚᐃᒻᒪᑕ. 

 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᑲᔪᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ:   ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
  (DFO, NTI, NWMB, GN ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ) 
 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᒪᐃ 15, 2019 
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ᓄᓇᕕᒃ/ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ
ᐅᖓᑖᓅᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐃᔫ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑯᕇ
ᐅᖓᑖᓅᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ

ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ/ᐄᔪ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ

ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ

ᓯᓚᑎᖓᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᖓ

ᓯᓚᑎᖓᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ

ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ

ᑲᑕᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᔭ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ

ᐃᒪᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕕᖓ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

ᐃᓅᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ/ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ
ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᒧᑦ (1984)

ᐊᖏᕈᑦ (2008)

ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ (2005)

ᐄᔪ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ − ᑯᕇ (2012)

ᐅᐊᓐᓚᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑯᐸᐃᒃᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ (NQA) (1978)

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ/ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ/ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ/ᐄᔪ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ – ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ

ᑯᕇᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ – ᐄᔪ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ

ᖃᑐᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ/ᑯᕇ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᒧᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᑐᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪ



ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᔫᓐ 2019-ᒥ  
 
 
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: 
 
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:       ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ: X 
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ: ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ - ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑐᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓ 
 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ:  
 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᕗᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᑎᔫᓂᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ 
ᓯᑯᑐᖄᓗᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ “ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ”. ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᐳᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ. 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᖕᒪᑕ 
ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ C-55 ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓗᓂ.  

 
 
ᑕᒪᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2018-ᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕌᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐃᑎᔪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓯᓚᑕᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᒪᕗᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᒃ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᖑᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᕐᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  
 
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑎᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒑᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ 



ᐊᖀᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᒧᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ, ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᕙᐃᒧᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖄᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ. ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᐅᑉ ᐅᖓᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂᒃ. (ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 1). ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ (ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ), ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒎᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ. ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕈᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ. ᑲᑎᒪᕋᓚᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔨᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐃᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᒧᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ.    

 
 

 



ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 1. ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ (ᐃᒪᖑᐊᖅ) ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ  

 
 
 
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᒧᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᔪᑳᓐᒥᐅᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ.  

ᐃᓚᐅᓕᓵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐄᐳ 
2018-ᒥ.  ᒫᓐᓇᓴᕐᓕ, (ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 25-28, 2019), ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, 
ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ. ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᓂᖅ. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓪᓗᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᓕᕋᔭᕋᑎᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᒐᓴᓖᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗ. 



ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᔾᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖑᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᓯᐅᑎᕗᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᓲᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᐃᓗᒋᔮᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐳᓪᓚᐅᔭᒥᓪᓗ ᕿᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᒍᑦ. ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓲᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔮᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔭᖃᓐᓂᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᒡᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓄᑦ.  

ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᖅ, ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᙵᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ (ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᖅ 1). 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒋᔭᖓᑦ: 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ, 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑰᓇ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ (ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ C-55). ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 9.3.2-ᒥ (ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖁᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᐅᔪᓇᕐᓂᒃᒥ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ/ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ).  

 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ July 3, 2019. 

 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:  ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖓᓂᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ - 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ:  May 15, 2019 



 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᑕᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ 2018-ᒥ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᖓᓂ). ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒎᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᒃᓴᓂᒍᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᓗ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒋᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ, ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ, 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓯᕗᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ, ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᕐᒥ.  

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
(ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃ), ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᖕᓇᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ. ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖏᒪᖔᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ. ᐱᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ 
ᑕᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕈᓂ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᕈᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᓴᕈᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᔪᓐ 2019-ᒥ.  

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓂ ᐄᐳ 2018 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2019, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ, ᓯᓚᑖᓃᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᓯᓚᑖᒍᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 



ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (ᑮᐊᐄᒃᑯᑦ) ᓯᕗᓕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᑕᐅᑐᒐᖃᕈᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2019-ᒥ, 
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᖑᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐊᔩᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓚᖃᑦᑕᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, (ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ), 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᕐᑲᕐᓇᕐᕕᖕᒋᓐᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑕᒪᓂ 12-ᖑᖃᐅᔪᓂ ᑕᕿᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᐅᒥᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ. ᒪᐃ 2017-ᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖓᔪᖄᒡᒍᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ, (ECCC), ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, PCA, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ-
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ (CIRNA), ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕈᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᓯᐊᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓗᐊᑕᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓄᓇᑖᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑰᓇ ᑐᒃᑐᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕌᓗᐊᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᕕᐊᓗᑦ ᑯᐊᐴᕇᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ (FJMC), ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, PCA, ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗ-ᓄᓇᖃᑐᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ CIRNA, 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ (GNWT), ᔪᑳᓐᒥᐅᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ECCC, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NRCan) ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ.  

ᐄᐳ 2018-ᒥ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉᓪᓗ 
ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑐᒻᒪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ/ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2018-ᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ. ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ 



ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᕋᐃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ.    

ᔫᓐ 2018-ᒥ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕐᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ (ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᓄᑦ “ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᑎᐊᔪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ”) ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ. 
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓗ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓗ (ᐅᐊᓕᓂᕐᒥᐅ) ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ. ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᖓᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖓᑕᓗ 
ᑐᒡᓕᖓᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖓᔪᖃᓄᓪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᖓᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃ ᐊᖓᔪᖃᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᓯᔭᐅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ FJMC, ᐊᖓᔪᖄᕐᔪᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖓᔪᖄᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒐᓴᓖᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᔫᑳᓐᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᕿᖓᓂ, 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ. 
ᑐᕐᓴᕕᐅᔪᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᔪᓚᐃ 2018-ᒥ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ (DND), ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (GAC), 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ECCC, ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕈᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (TC), ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᑐᐃᔨᑦ (CCG), ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (NRCan), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᖅᑐᐃᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DoJ) 
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ.  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ, ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ.  

ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒪᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᔪᓐᒥᓗ ᔪᓚᐃ 2018-ᒥᓗ, 
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ: 

• ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ, 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖓ; 

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 1, 20180-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ 



ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ), ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᓐᓇᕈᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓯᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ/ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ;  

• ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᖏᓂᖏᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ; 

• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐅᕙᓐᓇ. ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᔾᔮᖏᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 

• ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ; 

• ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᓂᓯᕙᒃᑐᑦ WWF-ᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑑᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓄᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃᓯᕖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  

• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᓪᓚᕆᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ 5.2.34-ᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ.   

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2018-ᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᔭᖅᑑᑉ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᕐᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.ᖃᐃᑦᑐᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᒎᖅ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓇᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒐᓴᓖᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᖄᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2018-ᒥ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ FJMC-ᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ FJMC ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2018-ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᑐᔫᓯᐊᑦ 
ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ/ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᓂᒃ. ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2018-ᒥ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔨᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ,  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᕼᐊᓐᓇᓚᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2018, DFO-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓚᕆᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦᑐᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᒋᐊᕈᓚᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ DFO-ᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2, 2019-ᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓚᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᒐᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓕᒪᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᒧᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ DFO, PCA, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ.  ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 
2019, DFO-ᒥ, PCA-ᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᓪᓕ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ, 
ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᓗ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ. ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᔪᓄᑦ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ.   

DFO-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑑᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2019-ᒥ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᔾᔨ 6, 2019-ᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ, ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᖓᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ Bill C-55. ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ IRC, IGC, FJMC, PCA, CIRNA, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ GNWT, ᔪᑳᓐ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ, ECCC, NRCan, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ TC-ᑯᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕋᑎᒡᓗ.  

DFO-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 
2019-ᒥ, ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ HAB-ᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᑯᓇᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ IRC, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ IGC, FJMC, 
PCA, CIRNA, GNWT, ᔪᑳᓐ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ECCC, NRCan, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ TC. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕋᑎᒡᓗ.  

ᐄᐳ 5, 2019-ᒥ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ DFO ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NIRB). ᐅᒡᒍᐊᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓇᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᒪᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ 



ᖁᔭᓕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖁᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ.  

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ DFO ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑦᑎᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐱᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᓴᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᓂᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᖅ. ᐅᓇ ᐅᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᕆᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒡᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᔾᔪᐊᖓᑕ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓕᖅᑕᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, NMWB, ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ NPC ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ NIRB 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ, ᖃᓄᐃᖓᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ (ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ).  

ᐃᓗᐊᓕ ᒫᔾᔨ 2019, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᒥᓇᕐᓂᐊᑕ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᓇᕐᓂᐊᑕᓗ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 
ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᕋᓱᖕᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᓂᐊᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᓇᕐᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥ.ᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᒻᒥᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑖᓂᒃ. ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᔨᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᑉᐳᕉᑉ ᕿᑎᖓᒍᑦ, ᐃᑉᐳᕈ 18, 2019 ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ 
ᑲᑎᒪᑲᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᔭᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᐊᑕ ᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐅᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ. ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᒋᐊᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒻᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᒥᓂᔅᑑᑉ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᒍᑦ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ 
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑑᑉ.  

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᑉᐳᕈ 2019, ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᔭᖃᖅᖢᑕ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᕋᑖᖅ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ (GNWT), ᔪᑳᓐ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᕕᐋᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖᑕ (IRC) 
ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐳᓪᓚᐅᔭᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᒨᕋᐃᓇᓲᑎᖏᑦ ᐸᐅᕗᐊᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖓᒍᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔮᓄᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕ−ᓄᓇᕗᑦ−ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑖᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔭᖃᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᒐᕙᒪᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕋᖅᖢᒍ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑉ ᐃᓚᒋᔮᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓈᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑖᑕ 110. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑐᕆᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᔭᔾᔪᐊᖓᒍᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕆᔮᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᒥᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑐᐊᕈᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ, ᑭᒡᓕᒋᔮ ᑐᕙᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕝᕕᐊᑕ ᐃᓂᒋᔮ 
ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓛᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᒻᒥᒡᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑕ 
ᐊᐅᓚᕝᕕᖏᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐋᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ, 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔾᔪᑖᑕ 2015 ᐅᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐳᓪᓚᐅᔭᒥᒡᓗ 
ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑖᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᐸᐅᕗᐊᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᓲᒃᑯᑦ. 



 



ᐅᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖃᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ
(ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᑕ ᐃᑎᖅᓴᖓ)
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ᐅᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᖕᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ

• ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ
– ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ
– ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓ
– ᐊᕙᑎᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᑕᐃᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ
– ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ
– ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ
– ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ
– ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ
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ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ, 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖓ 
ᒥᓂᑕᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓗᑐᕐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂ, 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ 
(ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ C-55-ᒥ). 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 9.3.2
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ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ “ᐃᒪᖓᑐᕙᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᑯᖓ
ᐊᐅᖃᑦᑕᖏᒻᒪᑦ”
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• ᐃᓂᓪᓚᖓᔪᖅ ᐱᖓᓐᓈᒍᑦ 
ᐃᐅᓪᔅᒥᐅᑉ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᔾᔪᐋᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᒍᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖏᒍᑦ

• ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖅ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓛᖑᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐳᒃᑖᓂᒃ ᓯᑯᑐᖃᓂᒡᓗ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᒥᑦ

• ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓯᑯᖃᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᐊᑕ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖑᔪᒥᒃ 
ᓯᑯᖃᖃᑦᑕᓪᓗᓂ
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ᓱᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ?
• ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖓ ᐃᓂᐅᔫᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᒍᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᒍᑦ 
ᓂᔾᔪᑎᖃᕈᑖᑕᓗ 
ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ 
(EBSAs) 

• ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᔭᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᑕ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᑕ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓂᒋᔮᓄᑦ (NMCA)

• ᒐᕙᒪᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᓪ
ᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
‘ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓯᑯᑐᖄᓗᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖅ’ 
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ
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ᓱᖕᒪᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙ?
• ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓵᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᑐᖄᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑕᐅᕙᓂ
– ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᓲᖅ ᓯᑯᒥᓲᖑᔪᓂᒃ

• ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᓇᑦᓰᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ
– ᐊᑐᑎᓖᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓱᕈᑏᑦ ᓯᑰᑉ ᐊᑖᓃᓲᖑᔪᓄᑦ

• ᑐᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ 
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ.

• ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓯᑯᒦᓲᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᓯᑰᑉᓗ 
ᐊᑕᓃᓲᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᖅᐸᑦ



ᓱᖕᒪᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙ??

6

ᐊᔾᔨᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓ 
• ᑖᓐᓇ ᐸᐅᕗᐊᑦ ᑲᐃᕙᓪᓚᐅᑖ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖓᔪᖅ 
ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑖᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕌᓯᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᑕ ᑰᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

• ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᒫᓘᑉ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖓ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ 
ᓯᑯᑐᖃᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ, 
ᑕᐅᕘᓇ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕙᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖃᕐᕕᖓᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

• ᐊᕙᑎᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᒫᓂ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ
ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᒐᓴᖏᓪᓗ
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• ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑑᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖏᑦ (MAP) 
ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2018-ᒥ; ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ 2022-ᒧᑦ

• ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ROVs/AUVs ᑐᓵᖅᓴᐅᔾᔪᑏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑰᑉ 
ᐊᑖᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᓗᖃᓲᖑᖏᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ

• ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑰᑕᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᓯᑯᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒨᖃᐃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ

• ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ Archer Fiord ᑲᖏᖅᓱᖓᓂᒃ

ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ



ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
• ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ (12-ᖑᖃᐅᔪᓂ)
– ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᕿᐊᖑᐃᔭᐅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑲᔾᔭᕆᐊᖅᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᖏᑐᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᒥᐅᑕᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ
– ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᒐᔪᓗᐊᙱᓐᓂᐊᑕ 

(ᐱᑕᖃᓐᓂᕈᓂ) ᓂᕿᒃᓴᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᓂᒃ 
– ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᒐᓴᓖᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ
– ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᕆᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ (ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊ AIS ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ) 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒫᔾᔨ 2017 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2018
– ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᓲᑦ ᐃᕿᐊᖑᐃᔭᕐᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ

• ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ (ᓯᑯᑐᖄᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ).
– ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ

ᐅᒥᐊᔪᒃᐊᑰᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ
– ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐅᖅᓱᓗᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᖅ, 

ᒐᓴᓖᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᖅ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓂᖅ, 
ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 8
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• ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ… 
– ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓗ ᓯᑯᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ
– ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
– ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᒻᒥᒡᓗ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᓂᒃ 
(ᓴᖅᑮᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᒃᑲᓕᒋᐊᕆᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔪᓐᓃᕈᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓂᐊᓄᑦ); ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

– ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓐᓂᓗ  ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᓯᑯᒦᓲᑦ, ᓇᑎᕐᒦᓲᑦ 
ᐊᓂᕐᓂᖃᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᔪᓪᓗ).

• ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᒍᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ…
– ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᒃᓱᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓐᓇ
– ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ
– ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓂᒋᔮᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒡᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ



ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ
• ᐅᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓲᑎᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑮᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᔭᔾᔪᐊᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐃᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑐᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ 
(ᒪᓕᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑯᐃᓐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᔾᔪᐊᒃᓴᖅ C-55).

• ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓲᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᔭᒥᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕆᔭᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓇᕐᓂᐊᑕ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔭᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑲᑐᖅᓱᐃᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒡᓗ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓂ ᐃᓚᖃᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᒥᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔮ. 
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ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ
• ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑖ MPA ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᔭᔾᔪᐊᖓᓂᒃ* ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᖅ:

– ᖁᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕆᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ, ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔮᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᒋᑦ 12 ᑕᖅᑮᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᔮᑕ 
(ᐊᔪᙱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ) ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

– ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑭᖑᕝᕖᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ 
ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑖᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᒥᓂᔅᑑᑉ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑖ MPA 
ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

– ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓂᒃ

– ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ:
• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ

• ᐅᓇᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖏᑦ 

– ᒥᓂᔅᑑᑉ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑖ ᐊᔪᙱᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ:
• ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᒥᓂᒃ

• ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓲᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ, ᑎᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᒻᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᔾᔪᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ

*ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ C-55-ᒥᒃ.
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IIBA
• ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑖ 9.4.1 ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓂ 

ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐋᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ 
ᐋᔩᖃᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᐅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓂᒃ (IIBA)

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒃᓵᓄᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔫᑉ 
ᐃᓂᖓᓂᒃ (TINMCA) 

• ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐋᔩᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᕈᑖ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᒐᔭᕆᕗᖅ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᒃᓴᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 

• ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕆᑎᒧᑦ TINMCA ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 2019
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• ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ 2018-ᒥ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᒧᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ

• ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ, 
ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2019-ᒥ

• ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᔾᔪᑖ (MoU) ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᖏᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓄᑦ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 2019 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᒃᓵᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᒥᓇᕐᓂᐊ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᒥᓇᕈᑖᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ

• ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ (ᐃᑉᐳᕈ 2019) ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᐊᑕ MoU ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᓗᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔾᔪᑎᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔮᓂᒃ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ:
– ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕋᓲᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ;
– ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ (ᓇᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ) ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
– ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑖᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᓴᖓᓂᒃ 
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ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ



ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᕆᔭᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᐊᓄᑦ 

• ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᓗᑎᒃ
• ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ

– ᒪᓕᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᒥᓯᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ

– ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ
– ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

• ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ/ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ

• Canada Gazette I
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ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ?



ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ: ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅᒥ 
 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᕐᔨᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖑᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ C-55), ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦᑐᑦ 9.3.2 (ᐱᖑᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ).  

1. ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᖑᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᐃᑦ 2017-ᒥ ᐱᖠᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ 
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓐᓂ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓇᓱᒃᐳᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᕙᓂ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᑎᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᒥ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ, ᑐᑭᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᕈᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕋᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᕗᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖅ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᖕᓄᑦ 
ᓯᑯᕕᓂᑐᖄᓗᖕᓂᒃ. ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓂᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓲᖑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 
ᓯᑰᑉ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓄᔪᒐᖃᓲᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᓕᖕᒦᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ 
ᕿᓇᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ). ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᒪᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᓯᖁᑐᖃᓕᐊᓘᓂᖓ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᑐᐊᕆᔭᐅᕋᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᑕᓖᖕᒦᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ 
ᑎᓕᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑰᓇ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ, ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓄᑦ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ C-55 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᑎᑦᑎᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕆᐊᓚᐅᖏᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓪᓗᑐᖃᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᑎᓕᓯᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ. ᖁᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᓲᓂᒃ 



ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓲᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᐅᔫᑉ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒃᓴᕆᔭᖓᓂ MPA ᑕᖅᑮᑦ 12 ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᔮᑕ (ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᖅ) ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖃᕝᕕᖕᒥᒃ MPA. 
ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓲᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ, ᑎᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ, 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᔾᔪᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᐊᔪᙱᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖃᕝᕕᒃ MPA. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ.  

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒍᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ.  ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ 
ᑎᓕᓯᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᓕᕈᑎ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕇᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖔᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 2019-ᒥ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑑᑉ 
ᐊᕙᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᒃᑲᓕᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᒪᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ, ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓯᕆᐊᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓯᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖓᓄᑦ. ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕈᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᓪᓗ, ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖃᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ.  

 

2. ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓯᑯᐊ 

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓂᒃ ᓵᖓᑕ ᐅᐊᖕᓈᑕ ᐅᐃᔅᒥᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᔾᔪᐋᖓᑕ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᓂᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᖓᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᕝᕕᖓᑕ ᐃᓂᒋᔮᒍᑦ 



ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᖅ 1). ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐃᓂᓕᒃ ᐊᑭᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓄ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑕᐅᖅ, ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᓪᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᕝᕕᖃᖅᐳᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᓕᓐᑲᓐ Lincoln-ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᓂᒃ. ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑑᑎᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ Dᐃᐊᓐᒫᒃᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 28, 2012-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓕᓐᑲᓐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ. ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐅᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᓗ 
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᕗᖅ.   

 

ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᖅ 1. ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐅᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᒧᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔮᑕ (MPA). 

ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ  2011-ᒥ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 2). ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑯᑖᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ-



ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓄᑦ, ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᔩᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᓄᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ.  

ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓵᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᓯᑯᑐᖃᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᒪᑕ ᓯᑯᓕᖕᒦᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᓂᕿᓴᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓲᖑᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᐅᓲᖑᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓲᖑᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕝᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᒪᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓲᖑᓂᖓᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᒋᕗᖅ ᓯᑰᑉ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᓲᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ 
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓱᒃᑯᓗᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ.   

ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᐅᕙᖕᒪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᓂᒃ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖑᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᔪᕇᓴᒥᐅᓪᓗ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᒧᖓᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑰᖕᓂᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐃᒫᓘᑉ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ 
ᓯᑯᑐᖃᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᖃᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᑐᖃᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐱᑕᖃᓕᐊᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᕐᒦᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐱᖁᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓴᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ.   

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓯᑯᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓂᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᑕᑯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ “ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑑᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕋᐅᔭᖅᐸᖕᒋᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᒐᓴᖏᓪᓗ”.  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ (IQ) ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᐅᓯᒪᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓ, 
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᒧᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓴᖓᑦ ᖃᓂᓛᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᒫᓂ 2011-ᒥ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, lᓂᕆᐅᓗᐊᓚᐅᖏᓚᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ.   



ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑎᐅᒧᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᓕᕿᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᕗᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓄᑦ 
ᓯᑯᑐᖄᓗᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓄᓪᓗ 
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᓇᖅᐸᓯᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦᑕᐃᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖁᑎᒐᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓯᑯᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᑖ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᖏᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖑᓂᐊᓗᐊᓂ.   

 

ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 2. ᐃᒪᖑᐊᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖑᓂᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᐅᖁᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᐃᑎᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᓪᓗ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ) 

ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄ-ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 



ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐱᑕᖃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᒦᓱᕙᖏᑦᑐᓂ.  ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐃᔪᓂᒃ “ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᑎᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ) ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᔭᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ”. 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᖕᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᖃᕈᓐᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ-ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓪᓗᑐᕐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ.   

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓪᓚᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ, ᐃᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ 
ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓴᐃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᒪᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᖕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑲᓴᒡᓗ 
ᓯᑯᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓕᒫᖅ. ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᑯᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᖕᓂᖓ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓯᓚ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᖕᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᒥᐊᓗᒃ 
ᓱᒃᑲᓕᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᖕᓄᑦ 
ᓯᑯᕕᓂᑐᖄᓗᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ. ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐅᖂᓇᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, 
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑰᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ 
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᓴᓕᒃᓯᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕿᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᒍᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕋᔭᖅᐸᑕ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ. 

3. ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ 
ᐋᒐᓯ 2018-ᒥ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖅᐹᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕌᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᓐᖑᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕈᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ. ᑭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ, ᐱᓂᐊᕐᓂᖃᕈᑎᒋᓕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ 
ᓯᕗᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ, ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ.  



ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐄᐳ 2019-ᒥ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (ᑭᒡᒐᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃ), ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ. ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓗᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔨᓂᒃ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ. 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᔪᑳᓐᒥᐅᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑎᒍᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᐅᓕᓵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐄᐳ 
2018-ᒥ. ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᖓᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ, ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2018) 
ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒍᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖁᓛᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. ᒫᓐᓇᓴᕐᓕ, (ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 25-
28, 2019), ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ. ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᓂᖅ. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 



ᓈᒻᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓪᓗᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐆᒪᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᓕᕋᔭᕋᑎᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᓪᓗ 
ᒐᓴᓖᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗ. 

ᐃᓚᒌᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓂᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ 
ᔫᓐ 2019-ᒥ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᖃᖅ ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓯ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ‘ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᓂᒃ. 

 

4. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒡᔪᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ 5 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒧᖓᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ.   

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ (ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ) ᐃᓗᐊᓃᒻᒪᑦ 
ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ‘ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᓂ” ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ. ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᑕᒡᕙ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᒥᓯᓇᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ.  ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓯᓇᒃᑯᖏᑦ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕋᐃᒍᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒧᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. ᒪᓕᖏᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒍᑎᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.    

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 9.4.1-ᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕈᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 



ᑲᓴᑕᒥ ᐃᓚᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒎᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕆᖅᓯᒪᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᔪᓐ 2019-ᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᑐᐊᕈᓂ ᑐᕙᐃᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ, 
ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ 
ᐅᒃᑑᑎᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕝᕕᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᒍᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔾᔪᑖ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 2019. ᑕᐃᑰᓇ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᒥᓯᓇᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᖑᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ.  



 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ:         ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ: X   

 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎ: ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓄᑦ (Mielichhoferia macrocarpa) 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

 

 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ: 

 

ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᖦᖢᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥ (ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 

1; 02/04/2011). ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ, ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 

 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᓄ ᐃᔾᔪᕐᓄᑕ ᐱᕈᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᔭᐅᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᐅᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᑦ 

ᖃᖅᑲᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᓯᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᑯᕖᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᒪᖃᕈᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ. ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ 17−ᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ 

ᓇᒥᕈᓘᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᐅᐴᑕᒥ, ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭᒥ, ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

(ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1). ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ 960−ᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᖃᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, 

ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥᑐᐊᖅ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃ 

ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᓚᖓᑕ ᐃᓂᐊᓂ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2). 
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ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᐅᐴᑕᒥ 6−ᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭᒥ 1−ᒥ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ, ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 7−ᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ 3−ᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 
 

 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 

 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

 

ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ 
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᐊᑖᓂ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᒥᒃ, ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ. ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᖅ: ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑕᑎᕆᕝᕕᒃ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2017−ᒥ. ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

 

ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ: 

 “ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑲᑎᙵᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᒃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ.” 

 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᓂ. ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᐅᑉ ᐱᓕᕆᓇᓱᒃᑕᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᒐᖓᓂ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᓂᒃ: (1) ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ, (2) 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ, (3) ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ/ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᖅ, (4) ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (5) ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ. 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᐊᑖᓂ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓐᓇᒃᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᖅ “ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ.” ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ (ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ), ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ. 

 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 

ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᐊᖏᓂᖓ, 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔭᑦ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᕆᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ. 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖓᓂ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ) ᓯᕘᕋᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᓗᓂ ᖃᓂᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

(2019−ᒥᑦ 2023 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓄ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ (2023 ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓄᓪᓗ). 

 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ: 
 

ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑐᐊᖑᖕᒪᑕ, 2016−ᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᓪᓚᕝᕕᖓ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓄᑦ 

ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ: ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥ ᐃᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓂᒃᑯ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍ 
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ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓂ 2016−ᒥ, ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ. ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑕᑎᕆᕝᕕᒃ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 22, 2017−ᒥᑦ, 60−ᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ, ᐃᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂᓗ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 20, 2018−ᒥ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 

 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᑦ: 
 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄᙵᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᑕ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᓗᒍ 

ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 5 ᖄᖏᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ. 

 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒧᖓ: 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ 14 ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2019 



  

ᒪᒪᒪᒪᒪ 1 ᒪᒪᒪᒪᒪ 5 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕ 

ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ  
 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐅᓇ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓄᑦ 

(Mielichhoferia macrocarpa) ᐃᔾᔪᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖑᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2003−ᒥ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ 

(COSEWIC)−ᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᒥ. 2011−ᒥ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ 

(COSEWIC) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ, 

ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1−ᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA)−ᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 

2017−ᒥ. ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᐅᐴᑕᒥ, ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭᒥᑦ, ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᑕᒪᐃᑎᒎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓄᑦ 

ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. 

  

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᕌᒐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ. ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖏᑦ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 2016). 

 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ  

 ᒥᑭᑦᑐᑦ, ᐱᐅᔪᐊᓗᒃ ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᐃᔾᔪᖅ.  

 ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᕈᑕᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓱᒡᔪᖕᓂ ᓄᐃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᓗᖕᒥᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

 ᓱᒃᑲᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒧᑐᐃᓐᓈᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᔾᔪᖅ 

© ᕆᓃ ᔭ. ᐱᐅᓚᑦ 2005 



ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ – ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
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 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᓂᕐᒧ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᖁᖕᓇᓵᕐᓂᕐᒥ, 

ᐆᓇᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ, ᐱᙳᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ. 

ᓇᒥ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᕙᑦ? 

 ᓇᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᒋᖅ-ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᓵᖓᓂᓕᒫᖅ. 

 17−ᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: 

– 1−ᖑᔪᖅ ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭᒥ  

– 6−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᐅᐴᑕᒥ  

– 7−ᖑᔪᑦ ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ 

– 3−ᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1. ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓂᒋᖅ-ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᓵᖓᓂ. ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᐅᐴᑕᒥ 6−ᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭᒥ 1−ᒥ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ, ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 7−ᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ 3−ᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖏᑕ ᖄᖓᒍᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᐅᐴᑕᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ/ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ-ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑕ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ. 

ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ: 

“ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᙵᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᒃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ.” 

 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᕋᓱᒡᓗᒍ, ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔫᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓕ. ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᖅ 

ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ: ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓂ 

ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ.  

 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 

ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ 

ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᓂᒃ:  

 

1. ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ 

2. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

3. ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ/ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

4. ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

5. ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ 

 

ᐊᑐᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ. ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒃᑐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ ᐃᓂᕋᓱᒡᓗᒍ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

(ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ, ᕿᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ).  

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᒍᕕᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᑦ ᑕᑯᒋᑦ. 



ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ – ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

 

 
ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 3 ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ 5 

ᒪᒪᒪᒪᒪ 5 
 

ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ: 

 ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖅᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖁᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 2020 ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ. 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᑐᓗᖅᑕᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ 2021 ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ. 

 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ 2021 ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ. 

 ᖃᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᒡᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓚᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖓᑕ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 

ᕿᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ: 

 ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᕐ;ᒋᑦ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥ 2021 ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ. 

 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ 2022 ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ. 

 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᕝᕙᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. 

 ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒥᑭᓛᖑᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᒐᓚᖕᓂ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᒐᓚᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

 ᐃᓕᓯᓗᓂ ᓴᓇᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᓴᐳᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᑲᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᙳᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ.  

 ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ. 

 ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ. 

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ: 

 ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐆᒃᑐᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕋᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᓂ ᒥᑭᓛᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2028 

ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ.  

 

ᓴᐳᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᓕᒫᖓᓂ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ 

ᓱᕋᑦᑎᕆᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ. ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 

ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓴᐳᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ. 

 

ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑎᒍ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᓪᓚᕝᕕᖓ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ, ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᐸᒃᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

 

ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐅᕆᑑᕇᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᑎᑦᑎᐊᖏᒃᑯᑎᑦ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓂᒃ 

ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐱᖁᔨᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ.  

 

ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐅᕆᑑᕆᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᓂᒃ, ᒐᕙᒪᒥᙶᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ, 



ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ – ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

 

 
ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 4 ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ 5 

ᒪᒪᒪᒪᒪ 5 
 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ.  

 

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᒃ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓄ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ, ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑕᐅᓐᓂᕈᓂ. 

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  

 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ, 

ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ, 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ), 

ᓄᒃᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓪᓗ, ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ 

ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓇᐃᒡᓕᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ.  

 

ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᐸᑦ? 

ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᓄᑦ. ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ, ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᓕᒫᖑᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᐹᖅ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑕ ᐃᓕᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᖓ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄ. ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ: 

 ᖃᓂᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ (2019−ᒥ 2023−ᒧᑦ) ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒥᑭᑦᑑᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ (ᑎᐅᕆᑑᕆᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ) ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ. ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ, 

ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

$0−ᒥᑦ $5 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᒧᑦ. 

 ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ (2023 ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓄᓪᓗ) ᐊᑭᖏᑦᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒥᑭᑦᑑᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ: 

ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᐸᓗᒃ 

ᓇᓕᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌ ᐃᓄᖕᓄ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑑᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓲᑏᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᒥᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᓕᖕᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ 

ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂ. ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ: 

 

 ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᓂᕐᒥ. 

 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓗᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

 ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ-ᐳᓚᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ. 

 



ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕ ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ – ᑐᒃᓯᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

 

 
ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 5 ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ 5 

ᒪᒪᒪᒪᒪ 5 
 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᐸᓗᒃ 

ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᖦᖢᑎᒃ. ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄ. ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑲᐅᑎᒋᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓇᓂᓯᔪᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥ, 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᒍᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕘᓇ: 

 

1. ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᑉ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑎᒍᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ 

ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ.  

 

2. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᐴᖓᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖏᑦ: 

ᕌᔅ ᒑᓪ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ: ᒪᐅᒃ ᒪᓘᕆ 

ᐸᐃᑲᐅᓪ ᓴᔾᔨ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ: ᓯᑦ ᓇᓂᖕᔅ 

ᖁᑦᓯᒃᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ: ᓵᓕ ᕗᕌᓐᓴᔅ 

 

© ᑯᐃᓐ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 2019 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ, ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᑎᐅ ᐅᕗᖓ:  

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂ  Canadian Wildlife Service 

5019 52−ᒥ ᐊᖅᑯᑎ 5019 52nd Street 

ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓ 2310 PO Box 2310 

ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ Yellowknife, NT 

X1A 2P7  

ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca 

 

ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᐅᐸᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ: 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑕᑎᕆᕝᕕᒃ 

(www.sararegistry.gc.ca) 

 

ᐅᕐᔪᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᔾᔪᖅ 

© ᕆᓃ ᔭ. ᐱᐅᓚᑦ 2008 

mailto:ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca
http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/










































ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ : ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ - ᐊᖅᑯᓯᐅᕐᓂᖓ

ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᔫᓂ 19, 2019

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᓗᐊᕋᓐ ᓯᒪᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓵᒻ ᐊᐃᕗᕐᓴᓐ

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ, 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑏᑦ
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖓ

1. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓅᖓᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

2. ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᕐᒥᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᕕᐊᓂ

3. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ

4. ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ

5. ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ

6. ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᕕᔅᓴᖓ

7. ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓇᒻᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ

8. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦ
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1. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓅᖓᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

• ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᑯᖅ
ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᓕᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ:

– ᐃᓚᖓ 1 : ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ
– ᐃᓚᖓ 2-7 : ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ

▪ ᐃᓅᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᕕᐊᓂ (ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ/ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ) (ᐃᓚᖓ 2) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔫ (ᐃᓚᖓ 5) ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔫᒃ

▪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ (ᐃᓚᖓ 3) ᐱᔭᕇᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᔪᖅ
▪ ᒫᓂᑑᕙ (ᐃᓚᖓ 4), ᑯᐸᐃᒃ -ᐄᐆ ᐃᒪᕕᒻᒥ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ - ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᒻᒥ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ (ᐃᓚᖓ 6) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕐ (ᐃᓚᖓ 7) 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑯᑦ

• ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᙵᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑯᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 
ECCC ᐱᓇᓱᔾᔮᙱᓚᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔮᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᐸᓗᒃ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᑦ) ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  
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2. ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᕐᒥᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᕕᐊᓂ

* ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖓ “ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ” ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᐸᓘᕗᖅ “ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ” ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥ

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖓ

ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕐ

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖ
ᑦ*

2002 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᒫᓂᑑᕙ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕ 2008 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔫ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ, 2007

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 2009 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ

ᑯᐸᐃᒃ Loi sur les Espèces 
Menacées ou Vulnérables

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖ
ᑦ*

2009 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ - ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ
(ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ) ᐱᖁᔭᖅ

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑏᑦ 2014 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
(ISR ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ)ᔫᑳᓐ ᔫᑳᓐ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ -
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3. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ

• ᑖᓐᓇ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᕗᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᑦ
ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ/ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓂᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ

• ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᕆᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᑖᒍ
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᕐᕕᒋᔭᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ



Page 6 – May 24, 2019

4. ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ
1.COSEWIC ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
2.ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
3.ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒥᔅᓵᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ
4.ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎᑦ
5.ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᑦ
6.ᐃᓗᓕᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᑦ
7.ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ
8.ᖃᐅᒡᒋᐊᕐᕕ_ᔅᓴᑦ
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• ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
(PBAC), ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ, ᖃᐃᖅᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ECCC ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᙵᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᒃᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᔩᑦ.

• ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ (PBAC) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2018

• ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ (PBAC) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᔫᓂ 2019 

5. ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ
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6. ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᕕᔅᓴᖓ:

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2018 - ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ
2019

ᔫᓂ 2019

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖅ 2019

ᓄᙳᐊᓂ
2019/ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕋᑖᖓᓂᑦ

2020

• ECCC ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒥᐊᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖃᕐᕕᔅᓴᓂᑦ

• ECCC ᓂᕆᐅᑉᐳᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᐸᓗᒃ) ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕆᐊᖏᑦ

• ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ (PBAC) 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ
ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᐃᑦ)

• ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕆᕗᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑲᑕ
ᑕᐃᑯᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ, 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ
ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 

• ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ (PBAC) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓚᐅᖅᑯᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᙵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎᑦ (ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᐃᑦ)
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6. ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᕕᔅᓴᖓ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ) :

ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕋᑖᖓᓂᑦ-
ᕿᑎᐸᓗᐊᓄᑦ 2020

ᕿᑎᐸᓗᐊᓂᑦ-ᓄᙳᐊᓄᑦ
2020

ᓄᙳᐊᓂ
2020/ᐱᒋᐸᓕᕋᑖᖓᓂᑦ

2021 

• ECCC ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐊᖅᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓕᖅᑲᑕ

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ
“ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ” ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐅᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ SAR ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕐᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ 60 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ(ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ
ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓ)

• ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑲᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᕗᖅ

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ) 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ

• ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᑉᐸᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ SAR 
ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂᑦ
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• ECCC ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᑉᐸᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᙶᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅ
ᑲ?

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑲᑎᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ

ᐃᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ

ᐃᓅᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐋᒡᒐ

ISR-ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ
ᓂᒋᐅᑉ ᓯᕕᖓᔮᖓᓂᑦ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ISR-ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᒻᒥ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ (ᑯᐸᐃᒃ)

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄᐆ ᐃᒪᕕᒻᒥ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ

ᑑᕐᖓᑦ WPCB/ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ

7. ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ
ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ
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ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ

•ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ?
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