
ᖃᑦᓯᒨᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᒻᒪᖓ: ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦᓴᖅ ᓇᓂᑦᓯᑎᖓ: ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖅ
9:00 AM - 9:05 AM 1 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

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

9:10 AM - 9:15 AM 3 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᑦ:  ᕿᒥᒡᕈᔭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᑦ 1 ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ):  ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦᓴᑦ

9:15 AM - 10:00 AM 3 ᑕᕼᐃᕐᐸᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ 2 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 45 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

10:00 AM - 10:15 AM ᕿᑲᕐᑐᑦ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

10:15 AM - 11:00 AM 4 ᕿᙵᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ 3 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 45 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

11:00 AM - 11:30 AM 5 ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᒃᒪᐃᑦ (MX-10) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ 4 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

11:30 AM - 12:00 PM 6 ᕿᑎᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᒃᒪᐃᑦ (MX-13) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ 5 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

12:00 PM - 1:15 PM ᐅᓪᓗᕈᕐᒥᓴᕐᓇᖅ 1ᐃᑲᒡᕋᖅ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

1:15 PM - 1:45 PM 7 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 2019 ᐅᐱᕐᖓᑦᓵᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 6 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

1:45 PM - 2:15 PM 8 ᑎᑉᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 2019 ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 7 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

2:15 PM - 2:45 PM 9 ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕋᐊᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

8 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ): ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦᓴᑦ

2:45 PM - 3:15 PM 10 ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᒫᓂ 2019/20 ᒥᑭᔫᑕᐅᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖏᔫᑕᐅᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓇᓛᑕ 9 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

3:15 PM - 3:30 PM ᕿᑲᕐᑐᑦ 15 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ):  
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦᓴᑦ

3:30 PM - 4:00 PM 11 ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ 10 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᑦ:  ᓇᓪᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ RM004-2019

ᐱᖓᑦᓯᖅ, ᑏᓯᒻᐱᕆ 4, 2019 (9:00 ᐅᓪᓛᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 6:35 ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ)
ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ



4:00 PM - 4:30 PM 12 ᐊᑉᐸᕆᐊᕐᑕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓐᓄᐊᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ  ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ 11 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

4:30 PM - 5:00 PM 13 ᐊᑉᐸᕆᐊᕐᑕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ  ᐅᕗᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᙱᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ 12 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

5:00 PM - 5:30 PM 14 ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᓛᑦᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᒫᓂ 2018-2019 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓇᕐᒥ 13 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

5:30 PM - 6:00 PM 15 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 14 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

6:00 PM - 6:30 PM 16 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᐅᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ:  ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ 15 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ 30 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ

6:30 PM - 6:35 PM ᓄᖅᑲᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓇᑦᔅ
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ:         ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎ: X 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ:  ᕗᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2018 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕕᑏᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ:  

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᓱᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᓯ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ.  

• ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2000 

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

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

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ (2015). 

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

ᖃᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 35%−ᖑᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

36%−ᖑᙱᖔᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2% ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕐᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ.  

• ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 340-ᖑᓗᒋᑦ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2016−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᓱᓂᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᒍᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. 

• ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐸᓖᓯᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓐᓄᑦ 

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

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

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

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 93−ᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ).  
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ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ: 

• ᔫᓂ 2018−ᒥ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

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

ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 38,592−ᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.  

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᖓᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ: 

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒍᓐᓇᓗᐊᖅᐸᙱᑦᑐᑦ (0.72) ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

(0.19). 

• ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (AACCWM) 

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

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖓ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.   

• ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒍᒫᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ. ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2016−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ: 

o ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

o ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 

ᓂᕿᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᑎᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ 

o ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᖔᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᓐᓂᒃ 

o ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᒋᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑦᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

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

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᒍᐃᒃᑮᔨ 

ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ 1.5% 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᕿᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 300 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ. 

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

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 193 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂ 

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

ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒍᐃᒃᑮᔨᐅᑉ 

ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ. 

• ᒍᐃᒃᑮᔨ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ “ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᓕᒃ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅᑕᖃᕆᐊᖓ” ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
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• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᒃ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᑎᑦ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ:  

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

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

 

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 12, 2019, ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 107−ᖑᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 2016−ᒥ, ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑖᓃᖃᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ 340 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.  

 

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ 29, 2019,  ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ, ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᖅᓱᑎᑦ 

250 ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᒋᐊᖓ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕆᐊᖏᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓗᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖅ. 

 

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2, 2019, ᑐᖏᓕᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᕈᓐᓇᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ; ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 250 ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 150 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓗ 

ᐱᒍᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᑐᑦᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕈᒪᓂᒃᑯᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᓂᕿᑭᑦᓴᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑯᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒪ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ 

ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋ ᐊᒥᖏᑦ, ᐊᓐᓇᕌᑦᓴᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᓂᕿᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᒪᖅᓴᕐᓃᓪᓗ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕿᑭᑦᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.   
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Government of Nunavut RM004-2019 

 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ:  

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 107−ᖑᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 



2018 ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ

1

(Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus)

ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓕᒃᑯᓘᒃ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ
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ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ 2018 
ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ 
ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
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ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ
• ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ

• 2018 ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ

• ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ

• ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ

• ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ (ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕕᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ)

• 2018 ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ

• ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑏᑦ

• ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ

• ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ

• Management 
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ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒪᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
2010−ᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ 
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᑎᑦ.

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 2010 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 2015, ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ120,000−ᓂᒃ 
38,000−ᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᐸᓪ
ᓕᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗ
ᓂ 20% ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ.
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ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ ᔫᓂ, 
2018

(ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕗᓛᓐᔪ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ, 2019)
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ − ᓇᒦᓕᖅᑲᑦ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ?

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ; ᔫᓂ 1, 6, 7, 2019.
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ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ
ᖃᖓᑕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
(ᑕᖅᓴᓕᓐᓂ), ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ 
ᖃᓄᑎᒋᑦ ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ. 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ 3−ᓗ 4−ᓗ ᓈᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᖓᑦ 
ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2018−ᒥ

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ 
ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 8, 2019
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ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ (ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ), 
ᑎᒻᒥᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ 
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᒧᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᓈᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓯᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓯᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
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ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ, 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ, 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖅᑖᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ.

ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
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2018 ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ 
ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 19,294,  (CV 7.6% )

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑭᖏᓪᓕᕐᒥ, ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2015−ᒥ. 
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖏᑦ (0.83)
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ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑏᑦ

2018 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᓪᓗ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ: 38%,  ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ 50%

ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᓄᒃ 
ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 72%-ᒦᑦᑐᖅ, 84%ᖑᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓇᖅᑭᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 92%ᖑᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒪᑭᑕᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓗᐊᙱᑉᐸᑕ.

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 19%, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑉᐸᓯᑦᑐᐹᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ 
ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᐸᑦᑐᑦ.
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ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ 232 174 93

ᐊᑕᖏᑦᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᖃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

373 323 ?

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖓᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ
35.8%

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᐸᑦᓱᑎᑦ. ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᒍᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᒻᒪᑕ.
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• ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓕᑦᓲ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 300 
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
2018−ᒥ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ.

• ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 16, 2019, ᒍᐃᒃᐄᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᑦᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ 
ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓕᑦᓲ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

• ᒍᐃᒃᐄᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
“ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕆᑦᑐᒥ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᕐᐊᕐᓂᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖓ” 
ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᓱᑎᑦ. 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 193 
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ
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ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐊᕆᔭᖏᑦ

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 300 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᕿᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 107 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ (35.8%) ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᕗᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ). 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ 1.55% 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ : 

• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᐹᓪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓇᖅᑭᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ;

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓪᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓈᒐᐃᑉᐸᑕ, 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. 



ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ

THANK YOU

QUANAQUTIN

MERCI 
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ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ−ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 



i  

ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑲᐅᑎᓅᖓᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

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

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

ᑐᖏᓕᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᐅᔪᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

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

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑎᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.  
 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ (BNE) ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᐅᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦᑕᓗ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᑭᑦᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ 

ᑲᑐᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 340 ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2018−ᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦᑯᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᔪᑦ ᓴᙱᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐸᖅᑭᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ−ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᒥᓐᓂ ᓄᖑᑎᑦᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ.   

 
 



ii  

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎ 
 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ.  

 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ.   



iii  
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ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑲᐅᑎᓅᖓᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ................................................................................................ 2 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎ ........................................................................................................... 3 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑎ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ................................................................ Error! Bookmark not defined. 

1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᒪᓂᖓᓗ ............................................................................................ 5 

3.0 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ .................... 5 

3.1. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ − ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ 2018 ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦᑕ 6 

3.2. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ .... 8 

3.3. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ

 .................................................................................................................................................. 10 

3.4. ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ .......................................................................................................... 11 

4.0 ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓯᖅ- ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ ................................................................................. 13 

 



5  

1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᒪᓂᖓᓗ 
 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᒐᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

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

ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ. 

 

 

2.1 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ 
 

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

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 2018−ᒥ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᓯᕌᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᓐᓈᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

(HTO) ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑖᓂ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᑕ.   

 

 

2.2  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖃᓪᓛᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ, ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓗᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐃᖅᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕆᐊᖅᑐᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ, 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓ 

ᓯᕗᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ.  

 

3.0 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᓪᓗ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒻᒪᕆᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑦᑕ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒐᔭᖅᓱᓂᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᖏᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᓯᐅᕐᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᔭᐃᑦ. ᒪᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

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

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᐸᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 20, 2019. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᓂ 2018 ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᒥᑦᓵᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ.  
 

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

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ: 

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

ᑲᐅᐸᓐᑐ, ᔭᐃᑯ ᐸᓗᖓᔭᒃ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ: ᔮᓐ ᐋᑕᒻᔨᐅᔅᑭ (Jan Adamczewski) 

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

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ: ᓯᑏᕝ ᕙᐅᓛᒃ (Steve Barlock) 

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

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

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

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

ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2018−ᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦᑕ 

ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᐃᒫᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2010, 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐱᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᓄᓇ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ. 

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

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

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

ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᕿᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ (ACCWM) 

ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᔮᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᑎᓕᑦᓱ (Tlicho) ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ 

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

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖓᑦ) ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 300 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕆᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓪᓕᕕᖏᓐᓂ, ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ 

ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᐅᓗᑎᑦ.  
 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᓪᓚᕆᑦᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓪᓚᓐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓈᒐᐃᑉᐸᑕ, 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᔫᓂ/ᐆᑦᑑᐱᕆ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᑦᓯᐅᓕᕈᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

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

ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᓯᓈᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

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

2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᑕᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 2015−ᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖏᑦ 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
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3.2. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: 

 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 12, 2019. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑦᓵᓅᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᓴᑎᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ 

ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 107−ᖑᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 

ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ. 
 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᔫᓂ 12, 2019  
 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ: 

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

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

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

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

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

(Bobby) (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎᖓᑦ).  

ᓕᐅᕆ ᐋᑦᔪᓐ (Larry Adjun) (ᐊᓚᒃᑲᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᖃᕋᒥ)  

 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ: 
 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᑎᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

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

ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑑᔮᙱᑦᑐᑦ (ᕿᑐᕐᖓᑦᓴᑖᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑦ 83% ᐱᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ, 

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

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

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ; ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓗᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.  

 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑕ (KIA) ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᕐᓂᕋᖅᓱᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᖃᓚᐅᕋᓂᓗ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ. ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 

ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᓚᐅᖅᑑᒃ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑑᒃ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᒋᐊᖓ. ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᙱᒋᐊᖓ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖏᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒋᐊᖃᖅᓱᓂ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ 

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ 340 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ, ᑭᓪᓕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᑐᙱᒋᐊᖓ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ “ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ” 

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

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᑦᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒌᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 

ᐊᑑᑎᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ: ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖃᙱᓂᖅ/ᓂᐅᕕᐊᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᕕᐅᒋᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᕕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᑦᓴᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᓂᕿᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ (ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕿᒡᒋᕐᓂᒃ).  

 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕇᕐᓂᖓᑕ 

ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, 

ᐱᑕᖃᕇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᖅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓪᓗ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 107 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑐᐊᖅ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᔪᑦ.  

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ.  

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ. ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓪᓚᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐱᒋᐊᖃᖅᐸᑕ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ. ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒐᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑎᓂ ᐊᒪᕈᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

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

ᐊᑭᓖᒍᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦ $300−ᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᐊᒥᖏᑦᑕ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓃᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ. ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓃᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 100 ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᓈᓴᐅᑎ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᕆᐊᖓ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐱᑎᑕᐅᒍᒪᙱᑦᑐᓪᓕ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᓐᓂ 

ᓂᕿᑖᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑐᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᓗ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓯᑕᒪᐃᓪᓗ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᒐᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒃᖤᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ 15−ᖑᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ.  

 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ: 

 

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑳᖓᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᒻᒥᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᑕᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᕈᑎᑦᓴᒥᒃ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᐅᖃᓕᒫᓚᐅᕐᓇᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᒪᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᓴᑎᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᐃᓪᓕ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᖓ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑉᐸᑕ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ 

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

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᑎᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ: 

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.3. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖓᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂ. 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ 28, 2019 

 

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

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

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

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

Bolt) (ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) 

 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ: 

 

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

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᑦᓯᓪᓚᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕋᓂ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᕈᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

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

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

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒐᓛᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ  ᒍᐃᒃᐄᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖓᓐᓂ 1% ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓱᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᑦ 

ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᓯᓐᓈᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.   

 

ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᑦᔪᓐ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕋᑖᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᖏᑦᓱᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᒃᖤᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ 

ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᓘᓐᓈᒍᑦ, ᐊᑐᕈᒪᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᖁᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕋᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ, ᐱᒐᓱᐊᓗᐊᖅᐸᑦᓱᑎᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᓪᓗ, ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓂᕿᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒥᖏᑦᑕᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐸᑦᓱᓂ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ.  

 

ᐃᓱᓕᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ, ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᖃᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔫᒃ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᑦ 250 ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᖓᒍᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᓱᑎᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᑲᑦᓯᓂᐊᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᕙᖏᓐᓂ. ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᒃ. ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖃᓚᐅᕋᓂᓪᓗ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  

 
 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ: ᑭᒃᑯᔨᒫᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 250 ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ.  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ: ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

 

 

3.4. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 107 ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ (NQL)  ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB). 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᐆᑦᑑᐱᕆ 2, 2019 

 

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

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

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

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ) 

 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ: 

  

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

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ 

28, 2019, ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 250 

ᓇᓪᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.  

 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᒐᔭᕆᐊᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯᒥ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥᓗ, ᐊᑕᐅᑦᓯᒃᑯᐊᓗᒃ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕋᓱᐊᓯᒐᔭᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᑦᓯᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥ. ᓇᓪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ (ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᕐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔭᐅᓚᕿᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ). ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

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

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ.  

 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 600 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᑭᖔᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᙱᒋᐊᖅ 

ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕙᕗᓕ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᙱᑉᐸᑕ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᕐᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᑭᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᓕᕇᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᕙᓐᓂᓪᓗ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑦ 107 ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ, 

ᓯᖁᒥᑦᓯᓂᒃᑯᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᖓ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐊᕕᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᓱᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ.  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒋᐊᓪᓚᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒪᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᐅᑦᓴᔭᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓃᖔᖏᑦᓱᑎᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᕘᑉ ᑕᓯᖓᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᕚᑑᔅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕙᕗᓕ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᒻᒪᑕ, ᑕᐃᒫᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᒍᕇᑦ ᕕᐅ ᑕᓯᖓᓂ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ “ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ”. 

 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ 

 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ: 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᑦᑕ ᒨᓴᓐᓕᐊᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 250 

ᓇᓪᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ. 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ: ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
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4.0 ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓯᖅ - ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ 
 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2016, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕗᓘᓅᔅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᖅᓱᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᐅᓴᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᒧᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦᓴᑦᓯᐊᕙᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᑎᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 



ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 2018 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔪᑎᑦ 

 

 

ᐅᓇ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖓ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᓂᐅᕗᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᐃᔪᒥ: 

“ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓪᓚᕆᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ: 

2018 ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ.”  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᖃᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

(ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ) ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 
 
 

 
 

 
  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

Department of Environment 

Avatiliqiyikkut 

Ministère de l’Environnement 

 

 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓇ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒥ ᐃᓕᓯᕗᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖓᓂ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ. ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ. 

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ (BNE) 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥᑦ.  

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓅᖃᑦᑕᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ (GNWT) ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ (2000-

2010) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 2010-ᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓐᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋ ᓯᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑭᑦᑐᐊᕆᐊᓄᑦ ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᓂᓪᓗᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 2010 ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 120,000 

ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖓ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᐊᓂ 20 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ, 

ᑎᑭᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 38,000 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 2015-ᒥᑦ.  

ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᕿᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ.  

ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ, 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓄᑖᒥ 2018 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2010 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2015 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 32 ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ 

ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 10 

ᑭᓚᒦᑕᐃᑦ (km) ᐅᖓᓕᕆᓂᑦ ᔫᓂ 1, 6, ᐊᒻᒪ 7 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᓯᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1). 
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ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ  

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ (ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᖅ) ᑐᑦᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐅᕕᓂᐊᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓗᑎ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒥᑦ (ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓕᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2). 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ 8, ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᓅᖃᑦᑕᓗᐊᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓕᒫᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 160 ᑭᓚᒦᑕ/ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖅ, 

ᐊᑉᐸᓯᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᐊᓂ 120 ᒦᑕᐃᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᑐᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑐᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓯᕕᑐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 800 ᒦᑕᐃᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  

 

 

 

ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 8, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᓛᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᑎ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, 2018 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 2018-ᒥᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 19,294 

ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3). 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

2015 ᐊᒻᒪ 2018 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ 49% ᐃᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ 33% ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᔪᖅ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᒥᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ (ᐅᕕᓂᐊᔭᖅ, ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ, ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ) 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2: ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

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

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 19% 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2018-ᒥᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ 72% 

(CI = 0.60-0.83), ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 92% ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᒪᑭᑕᓪᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎ, ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᖏᓐᓇᕈᓂ.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐅᑎᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᔪᒥᑦ.  

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᑲᑕᓐᓂᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

2015-ᒥᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

2010-ᒥᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᐊᓂ 20%. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐆᒧᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᒥ  ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐳᓘᓅᔅ-ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕋᐃᑦ:ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕋᔪᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᖏᒧᒥᑦ 

ᓯᓚᖑᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᓂᖅᑐᓂ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎ ᐃᒍᑦᑕᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒻᒥᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓱᓖᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3: ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ 

(ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 

2010-2018.  
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ABSTRACT 

	

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



iv 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Bear	Lake	(Figure	1).	

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

Bathurst	calving	grounds.	

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

	 	

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

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

caribou	herd.	
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METHODS 

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

below,	then	in	greater	detail	in	following	text.		

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

<5	km/day.	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

by	visual	survey.			

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

likely	causes.	
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Analysis of Collared Caribou Data  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russell	2008,	Nishi	et	al.	2010).	

	

Reconnaissance Surveys to delineate Strata 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

females.	

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

counted.			

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and	carnivores	were	also	recorded	with	a	GPS	location.	

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

caribou	density	and	composition	along	the	transect	lines.	

	

Stratification and Allocation of Survey Effort 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

effort	and	a	suitable	number	of	transects	to	each	stratum.		

	

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1998).			

	

Estimation of Caribou on the Calving Ground 

Photo Surveys of High-density Strata 

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

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

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

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

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

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

photographed	areas	was	possible.	

	

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

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

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

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

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

caribou	counted	was	tallied	by	stratum	and	transect.			

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

�
� ∑ ��

�
�⁄ 	

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

		

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

that	intersected	the	grid	points.				

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

sightability	estimate.	

	

Visual Surveys in Low-density Strata 

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

primary	 and	 secondary	 observer.	 This	 included	 caribou	 groups	 that	 were	 between	

approximately	12	and	3	o’clock	 for	right	side	observers	and	9	and	12	o’clock	 for	left	side	

observers.	The	main	requirement	was	that	the	primary	observer	be	given	time	to	call	out	

all	caribou	seen	before	the	secondary	observer	called	them	out.	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2010,	Boulanger	et	al.	2014a).	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

The	statistical	sample	unit	for	the	survey	was	groups	of	caribou,	not	individual	caribou.	Recorders	

and	 observers	were	 instructed	 to	 consider	 individuals	 to	 be	 those	 caribou	 that	were	 observed	

independent	of	other	individual	caribou	and/or	groups	of	caribou.	If	sightings	of	individuals	were	

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

individuals	within	the	group	was	used	for	analyses.	

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

caused	by	unequal	sighting	probabilities	of	primary	and	secondary	observers.			

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

Bluenose-East	caribou	survey	in	June	2018.		

Covariate Acronym Description 

observer	pair obspair	 each	unique	observer	pair	

observer	order obsorder	 order	of	pair		

group	size size	 size	of	caribou	group	observed	

Herd/calving	

ground 

Herd	(h)	 Calving	ground/herd	being	surveyed.	

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

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

Cloud	 cover*snow	

cover 

Cloud*snow	 Interaction	of	cloud	and	snow	cover	

	

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

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

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

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

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

observer	methods.	

	

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

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

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

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

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

consideration.	

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

produced	in	QGIS	software	(QGIS	Foundation	2015). 

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

		

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

based	confidence	limits	for	the	proportion	of	breeding	caribou.		

	

Estimation of Breeding Females and Adult Females 

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

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

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

from	the	estimate	of	total	caribou	on	the	calving	ground.		

	

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

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

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

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

			

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

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

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

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

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

second	approach	avoided	this	assumption.	

	

Estimation of Herd Size Assuming Fixed Pregnancy Rate 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

yearling	female	caribou	are	not	considered	sexually	mature.			

	

Estimate of Herd Size Based upon Estimates of Adult Females 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

precision	of	the	overall	herd	estimate.	

	

Trends in Breeding and Adult Females. 

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

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

ratio	of	estimates.	

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

estimated	as	1-λ.	

			

Demographic Analyses 

Survival Rate Analyses 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

demographic	model	analysis.		

	

Demographic Model Analyses 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

understanding	of	herd	demography.	

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

and	Boulanger	2019).				

	

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

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

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

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

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

composition	surveys	whereas	proportion	of	breeding	females	was	measured	during	composition	

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

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

	

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

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

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

Bluenose-East	herds.		

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

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

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

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

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

produce	a	calf	(Sf).	The	male	life	history	diagram	was	similar	with	no	reproductive	nodes.	
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We	restricted	the	data	set	for	this	exercise	to	composition	and	survey	results	between	2008	and	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the	2015	breeding	female	estimate.			

	

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

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

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

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

2018	survey.		

Calf Survey Years 

Born 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

2010 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2011 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2012 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2013 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2014 		 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	 breeder	

2015 		 		 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	 breeder	

2016 		 		 		 		 		 calf	 yearling	

non-

breeder	

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Survey Conditions 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Coppermine	River	(bottom	left).	

 

Movement Rates of Collared Caribou  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

Reconnaissance Surveys to Delineate Strata 

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

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

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

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

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

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

calving	ground	survey		

Date Caravan 1 Caravan 2 

June	1	 Arrive	in	Kugluktuk/recon	of	calving	

area	with	collared	cows	

Arrived	in	Kugluktuk	

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

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

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

June	8	 Visual	surveys	and	areas	to	SE	of	

Kugluktuk	

Visual	surveys	and	extra	recon	on	

northern	edges	of	strata	

June	9	 Bathurst	survey	 Bathurst	survey	and	lines	in	

between	Bathurst	and	BNE	

June	10	 Recon	lines	to	the	East	of	Kugluktuk	&	

return	to	Yellowknife	

Recon	lines	to	the	East	of	

Kugluktuk	&	return	to	

Yellowknife	

		

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

included	within	the	visual	north	stratum	(Figure	10).			

	

Within	 the	 observed	 distribution	 of	 breeding	 females	 mapped	 during	 the	 systematic	

reconnaissance,	 relatively	 consistent	 densities	 and	 distribution	 of	 breeding	 females	 were	

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

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

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

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

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

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

of	the	north-western	migratory	push	of	breeding	females.			

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Photo Strata 

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

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

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

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

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

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

to	each	stratum.	

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

	

Table	4	provides	the	stratum	dimensions	for	the	photo	strata.	

	

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

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

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

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

Stratum Area 

(km2) 

Avg. 

transect 

(km) 

Baseline 

(km) 

Caribou 

counted 

Area 

surveyed 

(km2) 

Density 

Caribou/

km2 

N SE (N) CV 

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

used	in	earlier	analog	photo	surveys	are	included	for	reference.	

GSD 

(cm) 

Elevation AGL 

(feet) 

Strip width 

(m) 

4	 2,187	 692	

5	 2,734	 866	

6	 3,281	 1,039	

7	 3,828	 1,212	

8	 4,374	 1,385	

9	 4,921	 1,558	

10	 5,468	 1,731	

Analog	Photos	 2,000	 914.3	

				

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

and	bold.	

Strata 

Stratum Dimensions 
 

Approximate No. of 

Photos at GSD 

 
Estimated % 

Coverage at GSD 

Stratum 

Area 

(km2) 

Average 

Transect 

Length 

(km) 

No. 

Transects 

Total 

Transect 

Length 

(km) 

5 6 7 8 5 6 7 8 

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

Bluenose-East           

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

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

Total 

photos 

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

    

Total photos 
   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

Visual Strata 

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

Stratum  Total 

Transects 

Possible 

Sampled 

Transects 

Area of Stratum 

(km2) 

Strip 

Width 

(km) 

Transect Area 

(km2) 

Coverage  

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

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

North	Visual	 51	 12	 1,746.9	 0.8	 378.5	 21.7%	

South	Visual	 40	 10	 1,085.4	 0.8	 214.9	 19.8%	

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

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

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

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

Lake	were	Bluenose-West	females.	
 

Estimates of Caribou on Photo Strata 

Photo Sightability Estimation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2018	calving	ground	survey.	
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

	

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

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

Strata Photos 

Resampled 

Original 

Count 

Second 

Count 

New Caribou 

Counted in Second 

Count 

Caribou not 

Detected in Second 

Count 

Ratio of 

Original 

Count/Second 

Count 

North	 158	 447	 490	 43	 2	 0.91	

South	 70	 257	 301	 44	 1	 0.85	

	

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

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

selection	 suggested	 that	 the	difference	 in	 sightability	between	 strata	was	 supported	even	when	



32 

over-dispersion	was	accounted	for.	Therefore,	strata-specific	sightability	estimates	were	used	for	

subsequent	estimates.	

	

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

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

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

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

given.		

Model  Model Selection 

First Count Second 

Count 

QAICc ∆QAICc wi K QDeviance 

Strata	 Constant	 269.90	 0.00	 0.50	 3	 3,609.0	

Constant	 Constant	 270.77	 0.87	 0.32	 2	 3,611.9	

Strata	 Strata	 271.91	 2.00	 0.18	 4	 3,609.0	

	

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

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

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

	

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

June	2018	caribou	survey.	

Count-stratum Sightability 

Estimate 

Binomial 

SE 

Binomial 

CV 

Bootstrap 

SE 

Bootstrap 

CV 

Bootstrap 

(95% CI) 

1st	count-North	

stratum	

0.912	 0.013	 0.014	 0.015	 0.016	 0.884	 0.941	

1st	count	-South	

stratum	

0.853	 0.020	 0.024	 0.035	 0.040	 0.782	 0.919	

2nd	count-Both	stratum	 0.996	 0.002	 0.002	
	 	

	 	

	

Estimates of Total Caribou in Photo Strata 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Strata Initial Estimate of N Photo Sightability Photo-sightability N 

Estimate 

  N SE CV p SE CV N SE CV 

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

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

	

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

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

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

Estimates of Total Caribou in Visual Strata  

Double Observer Analysis 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

No Model AICc ∆AICc wi K Dev 

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

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

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

4	 log(group	

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

768.32	 3.33	 0.07	 10	 748.2	

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

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

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

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

9	 log(group	

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

774.15	 9.15	 0.00	 11	 752.0	

10	 log(group	size)		 781.88	 16.89	 0.00	 2	 777.9	

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

12	 group	size	 783.22	 18.22	 0.00	 2	 779.2	

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

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

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

16	 constant		 802.05	 37.06	 0.00	 1	 800.0	

	

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

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

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

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

the	2015	Bluenose	and	Bathurst	surveys.	



37 

	
Figure 19:	Estimated	single	observer	probabilities	from	model	1	(Table	12)	by	snow	cover,	cloud	

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

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

observers.		
 

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

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

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

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

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

observers.		
 

Estimates of Total Caribou in Visual Strata 

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

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

acceptable	(Table	13).				

	

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

visual	strata	in	2018	from	the	MRDS	package	in	R.	

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

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

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

Total	 369	 1,795	 151.7	 8.5%	 1,894	 223.1	 1,482	 2,419	 11.8%	

	

An	 estimate	 where	 there	 was	 only	 one	 observer	 per	 side	 of	 plane	 without	 the	 estimation	 of	

sightability	was	also	run	to	assess	the	importance	of	having	double	observers	on	each	side	of	the	

plane	 during	 surveys.	 This	 data	 set	 was	 created	 by	 only	 using	 observations	 from	 the	 front	
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observer	 (excluding	 caribou	groups	only	 seen	 by	 the	 rear	observer).	This	 resulted	 in	an	overall	

estimate	of	1,397	caribou	which	was	23	percent	lower	than	the	standard	double	observer	estimate	

and	26	percent	 lower	 than	 the	double	observer	estimate	with	 sightability	 correction.	The	 lower	

single	observer	estimate	demonstrates	the	need	for	double	observers	on	each	side	of	the	plane	to	

ensure	higher	sightability	of	caribou	and	reliable	estimates.	

	

Estimation of Total Caribou on the Calving Ground 

The	 photo	 data	 (corrected	 for	 double	 observer	 analysis)	 were	 combined	 with	 visual	 data	

(corrected	 for	 double	 observer	 analysis)	 to	 obtain	 a	 total	 estimate	 of	 caribou	 on	 the	 calving	

ground	 of	 19,161	 caribou	 at	 least	 one	 year	 old	 (Table	 14).	 This	 total	 applies	 to	 strata	 with	

corresponding	composition	survey	data.	Overall,	the	photo	strata	accounted	for	90.1%	of	caribou.	

	

Table 14:	Estimates	of	caribou	abundance	on	all	survey	strata	(photo	and	visual)	 for	Bluenose-

East	herd	in	2018.	

Strata N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 140.4	 541	 1,149	 17.8%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 948.4	 9,041	 13,000	 8.7%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 1,014.8	 4,599	 8,979	 15.8%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 173.5	 778	 1,571	 15.7%	

Total	 19,161 1,406.8 16,512 22,233 7.3% 

 

Composition Survey 

A	composition	survey	was	conducted	June	8-10	 in	the	photo	strata	and	June	10-11	 in	the	visual	

strata.	 During	 the	 composition	 survey,	 caribou	 were	 relatively	 stationary	 as	 there	 were	 few	

caribou	 groups	 observed	 outside	 stratum	 boundaries	 relative	 to	 search	 effort	 and	 flight-lines	

(Figure	21).	Observations	of	 the	pattern	of	distribution,	 abundance,	 and	composition	of	 caribou	

during	the	composition	survey	were	consistent	with	the	delineated	visual	and	photographic	strata,	

which	in	 turn	provided	additional	confidence	 in	representativeness	of	 the	overall	survey	design.	

The	photo	north	and	visual	north	blocks	had	high	proportions	of	breeding	cows,	while	the	photo	

south	block	had	increasing	proportions	of	yearlings	and	non-breeding	cows	toward	the	south	end.	

The	visual	south	block	had	substantial	proportions	of	bulls	and	yearlings	and	few	cows.		
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Figure 21:	 Helicopter	 flight	 paths	 and	 pie	 charts	 of	 groups	 classified	 during	 calving	 ground	
composition	survey	of	Bluenose-East	caribou	in	2018.	The	size	of	pie	charts	is	proportional	to	the	

number	of	caribou	in	each	classification	group	as	 indicated	by	the	scale	diagram.	Proportions	of	

age-sex	classes	make	up	the	individual	pie	sections.	

	

Individual	 caribou	 were	 classified	 in	 each	 group	 based	 on	 physical	 characteristics	 as	 well	 as	

presence	of	a	calf,	hard	antler(s)	or	distended	udder	(for	breeding	females)	and	are	summarized	in	

Table	15.	

	

Table 15:	Summary	of	composition	survey	on	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018	in	photo	

and	visual	strata.	

Strata 
# 

Groups 

Adult Females 

Yearlings Bulls 

Total 

Caribou  

(1 yr+) 

Total Breeding Non-

breeding 

North	Visual	 59	 158	 147	 11	 16	 0	 174	

North	Photo	 189	 726	 677	 49	 104	 0	 830	

South	Photo	 166	 490	 300	 190	 388	 30	 908	

South	Visual	 39	 53	 7	 46	 71	 61	 185	

	

Estimates	of	adult	females	and	breeding	females	were	then	derived	with	variance	and	confidence	

limits	estimated	via	bootstrap	methods	(Table	16).	
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Table 16:	 Proportions	 of	 breeding	 females	 and	 adult	 females	 from	 composition	 survey	 on	

Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018		

Strata Estimate SE Conf. Limit 

Breeding	females=breeding	females/caribou	1	yr+	

North	Visual	 0.845	 0.027	 0.786	 0.892	

North	Photo	 0.816	 0.020	 0.774	 0.853	

South	Photo	 0.330	 0.033	 0.269	 0.396	

South	Visual	 0.038	 0.016	 0.012	 0.072	

Adult	females=Adult	females/caribou	1	yr+	

North	Visual	 0.908	 0.024	 0.861	 0.951	

North	Photo	 0.875	 0.016	 0.841	 0.903	

South	Photo	 0.540	 0.027	 0.491	 0.595	

South	Visual	 0.286	 0.042	 0.213	 0.380	

 

Estimates of Adult and Breeding Females 

Estimates	 of	 breeding	 females	 were	 derived	 by	 the	 product	 of	 caribou	 and	 the	 proportion	 of	

breeding	females	in	each	stratum	(Table	17).	

	

Table 17:	Estimates	of	breeding	females	based	upon	initial	abundance	estimates	and	composition	

surveys	on	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018.		

Strata Caribou Proportion 

Breeders 

Breeding Females 

N CV.N pb CV N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 0.178	 0.845	 0.032	 666	 120.5	 454	 976	 18.1%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 0.087	 0.816	 0.025	 8,846	 803.7	 7,326	 10,681	 9.1%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 0.158	 0.330	 0.100	 2,121	 396.4	 1,429	 3,148	 18.7%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 0.157	 0.038	 0.421	 42	 18.9	 16	 110	 45.0%	

Total 19,161 
   

11,675 904.4 9,971 13,670 7.7% 

	

Estimates	of	adult	females	are	given	in	Table	18.	

Table 18:	 Estimates	 of	 adult	 females	 based	 upon	 initial	 abundance	 estimates	 and	 composition	

surveys	on	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	June	2018.		

	Strata Caribou Prop. Adult 

Females 

Adult Females 

 
N CV.N pf CV N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 0.178	 0.908	 0.026	 716	 128.9	 489	 1,048	 18.0%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 0.087	 0.875	 0.018	 9,486	 847.7	 7,880	 11,419	 8.9%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 0.158	 0.540	 0.050	 3,470	 574.8	 2,444	 4,928	 16.6%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 0.157	 0.286	 0.147	 316	 68.0	 196	 510	 21.5%	

Total 19,161 
   

13,988 1,034.6 12,042 16,249 7.4% 
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The	ratio	of	breeding	 females	to	adult	 females	suggests	a	relatively	high	proportion	of	pregnant	

females	of	83	percent	compared	to	previous	years.	

	

Extrapolated Herd Estimates for Bluenose-East Herd 

A	composition	 survey	was	 conducted	October	23-25,	2018	 to	estimate	 the	bull-cow	ratio	of	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd.	Overall	there	were	115	groups	observed	with	totals	of	bulls,	cows	and	calves	

summarized	in	Table	19.	

	

Table 19:	Summary	of	observations	from	fall	composition	survey	on	Bluenose-East	herd	October	

23-25,	2018		

Cows Bulls Calves Groups 

Observed 

1,542	 586	 396	 115	

	

Bootstrap	methods	were	used	to	obtain	SEs	on	estimates	(Table	20).		

	

Table 20:	 Estimates	 of	 the	 bull-cow	 ratio,	 proportion	 cows,	 and	 calf-cow	 ratio	 from	 the	 fall	

composition	survey	on	Bluenose-East	herd	October	2018.	

Indicator Estimate SE Conf. Limit CV 

Bull	cow	ratio	 0.380	 0.027	 0.333	 0.437	 7.0%	

Proportion	cows	 0.725	 0.014	 0.697	 0.750	 1.9%	

Calf-cow	ratio	 0.257	 0.016	 0.229	 0.291	 6.1%	

	

Comparison	of	bull:cow	ratios	from	composition	surveys	2009-2018	suggest	a	slowly	decreasing	

bull	cow	ratio	(Table	21).	

Table 21:	 Estimates	 of	 proportion	 of	 cows	 and	 the	 bull	 cow	 ratio	 from	 fall	 surveys	 on	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd	2009-2018.	 
Proportion Cows 

 
Bull-cow Ratio 

Year Estimate SE Conf. Limit CV Estimate SE Conf. Limit 

2009	 0.700	 0.008	 0.684	 0.716	 1.1%	 0.429	 0.017	 0.396	 0.463	

2013	 0.701	 0.009	 0.685	 0.720	 1.3%	 0.426	 0.019	 0.389	 0.461	

2015	 0.706	 0.014	 0.678	 0.734	 2.0%	 0.417	 0.029	 0.367	 0.479	

2018	 0.725	 0.014	 0.697	 0.750	 1.9%	 0.380	 0.026	 0.332	 0.437	

	

Estimates	of	adult	herd	size	(caribou	at	least	two	years	old)	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	in	2018	are	

presented	in	Table	22.	The	estimate	based	on	an	assumed	fixed	pregnancy	rate	estimate	is	higher	

since	 it	 assumes	 a	 constant	 pregnancy	 rate	 of	 0.72,	which	 is	 lower	 than	 that	 observed	 in	 2018	

(0.83),	 thereby	 inflating	 the	 estimate.	 The	 preferred	 estimate	 uses	 the	 proportion	 of	 females,	

which	is	simply	the	estimate	of	adult	females	(13,988),	divided	by	the	proportion	of	cows	in	the	

herd	 (0.725)	 from	 the	 October	 2018	 survey.	 Log-based	 confidence	 limits,	 which	were	 used	 for	

other	estimates	as	well	as	traditional	symmetrical	confidence	limits	(estimate	±	t*SE)	are	given.	In	
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most	 cases	 log-based	 limits	 give	 better	 representation	 of	 confidence	 estimates	 than	 traditional	

symmetrical	methods	because	the	distribution	of	estimates	has	a	 slight	positive	skew.	However,	

previous	 analyses	 have	 used	 the	 symmetrical	method.	 The	 actual	 difference	 in	 CI’s	 is	 relatively	

minor.	

	

Table 22:	 Extrapolated	 herd	 size	 estimates	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 in	 2018	 based	 on	 two	

estimators	

Method N SE Log-based CI Symmetric Traditional 

CI 

CV 

Proportion	of	adult	females	 19,294	 1,474.7	 16,527	 22,524	 16,303	 22,285	 7.6%	

Constant	pregnancy	rate	

(0.72)	

22,366	 2,861.8	 17,247	 29,004	 16,530	 28,202	 12.8%	

	

Trends in Breeding and Adult Females and Herd Size 2010-2018 

Comparison of 2015 and 2018 Estimates 

Comparison	of	2015	and	2018	estimates	suggests	a	gross	reduction	of	49	percent	in	adult	females,	

which	 translates	 into	 a	 mean	 annual	 rate	 of	 decline	 of	 20	 percent	 in	 the	 2015-2018	 interval	

(Figure	22).	In	contrast,	breeding	females	had	a	gross	reduction	of	32.9	percent	which	translates	

to	an	annual	rate	of	change	of	-13	percent	in	the	interval	since	2015.	The	difference	in	gross	and	

annual	changes	of	breeding	and	adult	 females	was	due	to	an	 increase	 in	proportion	of	breeding	

females	in	2018	compared	to	2015.	Using	a	t-test	the	gross	reduction	in	estimates	is	significant	for	

adult	females	(t=-7.35,	df=42,	p<0.0001)	and	breeding	females	(t=-3.9,	df=47,	p=0.002).	

	

	
Figure 22:	 Estimates	 of	 total	 adult	 females	 in	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 from	 2010-2018	

dichotomized	shown	by	breeding	and	non-breeding	females	status	from	2010-2018.		
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Overall Trends 2010-2018 

A	Bayesian	state	space	model	(Humbert	et	al.	2009,	Kery	and	Royle	2016)	was	used	to	estimate	

longer	term	trends	in	the	Bluenose-East	data	set.	For	this	analysis,	trend	(log	λ)	was	modeled	as	a	

random	effect	therefore	allowing	assessment	of	variation	in	λ	in	intervals	between	surveys.				

	

For	 breeding	 females,	 yearly	 trends	 in	 breeding	 females	 were	 marginally	 significant	 (p=0.071)	

with	estimates	of	λ	overlapping	1	for	some	years	between	2010	and	2018.	The	mean	estimate	of	λ	

for	breeding	females	was	0.81	(CI=0.62-1.04).	Variation	in	λ	for	breeding	females	was	presumably	

due	to	the	influence	of	variable	pregnancy	rate	on	estimates	of	breeding	females	(Figure	23).			

	
Figure 23:	 Estimates	 of	 breeding	 cows	 and	 λ	 (geometric	mean	 of	 three	 previous	 years)	 in	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018	from	Bayesian	state	space	model	analysis.	

 

In	contrast,	trends	in	adult	females	were	significant	(p=.0087)	with	minimal	yearly	variation	in	λ	

and	 no	 overlap	 of	 λ	 estimates	 with	 one	 in	 any	 of	 the	 years	 considered	 (Figure	 24).	 The	 mean	

estimate	of	λ	was	0.8	(CI=0.73-0.87)	which	translates	into	an	annual	rate	of	decline	of	20	percent	

(CI=13-27percent).	
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Figure 24:	 Estimates	 of	 adult	 cows	 and	 λ	 (geometric	 mean	 of	 three	 previous	 years)	 in	 the	

Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018	from	state	space	model	analysis.	

	

Overall	Bluenose-East	herd	size	followed	the	general	trend	in	adult	and	breeding	females	(Figure	

25).	

	
Figure 25:	Estimates	of	Bluenose-East	herd	size	(adults	at	least	two	years	old)	using	the	constant	

pregnancy	 rate	 of	 0.72	 and	 proportion	 of	 females	 method	 from	 2010-2018.	 We	 suggest	 the	

estimates	based	on	proportion	of	females	(bottom)	are	more	reliable.	
 

The	core	calving	ground	area	as	well	as	densities	of	adult	female	caribou	have	both	declined	2010-

2018	suggesting	that	the	degree	of	aggregation	of	caribou	on	the	calving	ground	has	not	changed	

substantially.	A	full	analysis	of	trends	in	core	calving	ground	area	and	densities	of	females	on	the	

calving	ground	is	presented	in	Appendix	5.	
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Exploration of Potential Reasons for Decline in Herd Size 

Potential	contributing	factors	to	the	apparent	large	numerical	decline	in	breeding	females	on	the	

Bluenose-East	calving	ground	2015-2018	could	include	(a)	a	portion	of	female	caribou	may	have	

been	 missed	 based	 on	 limited	 survey	 coverage,	 (b)	 some	 female	 caribou	 may	 have	 moved	 to	

adjacent	calving	grounds,	and	(c)	demographic	factors	including	reduced	survival	of	adult	caribou,	

reduced	pregnancy	rates,	 and	 reduced	calf	 survival.	We	considered	 the	 likelihood	of	 each	 factor	

contributing	significantly	to	the	estimated	reduction	in	abundance.	

 

Breeding and Adult Females not Occurring on Survey Strata  

One	 potential	 reason	 for	 lower	 estimates	 would	 have	 been	 female	 caribou	 occurring	 outside	

survey	strata.	We	note	first	that	extensive	additional	reconnaissance	flying	to	the	north,	west	and	

east	of	the	main	concentrations	of	calving	caribou	resulted	in	almost	no	caribou	observations	(see	

blank	squares	on	Figure	27),	suggesting	that	the	herd’s	distribution	had	been	well	defined	in	those	

areas.	Only	at	the	southern	trailing	edge	were	there	any	substantive	numbers	of	caribou	seen	on	

reconnaissance	flying	outside	the	survey	strata.	

	

All	 30	 Bluenose-East	 collared	 female	 caribou	 that	 were	 monitored	 occurred	within	 the	 survey	

strata,	and	none	of	them	were	in	the	south	visual	block	(Figure	13).	Two	collared	females,	which	

were	most	 likely	 from	 the	Bluenose-West	 herd,	 occurred	 to	 the	 north	 and	 south	 of	 the	 central	

study	area.	The	 south	visual	block	 contributed	 just	42	of	11,675	breeding	 females	 (0.3	percent)	

(Table	 17)	 and	 316	 of	 13,988	 adult	 females	 (2.2	 percent)	 (Table	 18)	 in	 the	 survey	 area.	 The	

composition	survey	showed	that	the	south	visual	block	had	substantial	numbers	of	yearlings	and	

bulls,	and	progressively	higher	proportions	of	them	at	the	southern	end	(Figure	21).	In	addition,	a	

map	 of	 the	 movements	 of	 15	 Bluenose-East	 collared	 bulls	 in	 May-June	 2018	 (Figure	 26)	

demonstrates	 that	most	of	 the	herd’s	bulls	were	at	 the	southern	 fringe	of	 the	south	visual	block	

and	south	of	it	in	the	two	reconnaissance-based	strata.	Our	observations	suggest	that	areas	further	

south	of	the	south	visual	block	were	likely	to	have	mostly	bulls	and	yearlings,	a	few	non-breeding	

cows	and	virtually	no	breeding	cows.	
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Figure 26:	 Spring	movements	 (May	 1	 -	 June	 11)	 of	 15	Bluenose-East	 collared	 bulls	 in	 2018	 in	

relation	to	the	survey	area.	Most	bulls	were	concentrated	at	the	south	end	of	the	survey	area	and	

some	were	scattered	far	to	the	south.	

	

We	 added	 two	 post-hoc	 reconnaissance-based	 strata	 to	 the	 area	 south	 of	 the	 survey	 strata	 to	

assess	the	relative	sensitivity	of	estimates	to	inclusion	of	these	areas	(Figure	27).	No	composition	

surveys	were	conducted	for	these	areas,	making	estimates	of	breeding	females	and	adult	females	

problematic,	but	these	areas	most	likely	were	dominated	by	bulls	and	yearlings.			
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Figure 27:	 Bluenose-East	 June	 2018	 survey	 area	 with	 extra	 (post-hoc)	 reconnaissance-based	

strata	at	bottom	in	black	and	brown	outlines.	

	

The	 resulting	estimate	of	 total	 caribou	was	22,425	caribou	 (Table	23),	which	 is	higher	 than	the	

extrapolated	 herd	 estimate	 of	 19,294	 caribou	 at	 least	 1-year-old	 for	 the	 survey	 area	 with	 two	

photo	 and	 two	 visual	 blocks	 (Table	 22).	 However,	 the	 estimate	 of	 22,425	 caribou	 (Table	 23)	

includes	 yearlings	 (calves	 from	 2017)	 whereas	 the	 extrapolated	 herd	 estimate	 includes	 adult	

caribou	and	excludes yearlings.	An	estimate	of	 yearlings	 in	2018	of	6,594	 (CI=5,590-7,782)	was	

derived	 from	 the	 demographic	 model	 (described	 in	 the	 next	 section)	 which	 suggests	 that	 the	

difference	 in	 extrapolated	 herd	 estimates	 (19,294)	 and	 total	 caribou	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	

(22,245)	can	largely	be	explained	by	the	presence	of	yearlings	in	the	total	caribou	on	the	calving	

ground	estimate.		
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Table 23:	 Estimates	 of	 total	 caribou	 at	 least	 one	 year	 old	 on	Bluenose-East	 June	 2018	 calving	

ground	survey	area	with	two	supplemental	reconnaissance	strata	(as	delineated	in	Figure	27).	

Strata N SE Conf. Limit CV 

North	Visual	 788	 140.4	 541	 1,149	 17.8%	

North	Photo	 10,841	 948.4	 9,041	 13,000	 8.7%	

South	Photo	 6,426	 1,014.8	 4,599	 8,979	 15.8%	

South	Visual	 1,106	 173.5	 778	 1,571	 15.7%	

Recon	South	 2,117	 250.2	 1,616	 2,773	 11.8%	

Recon	West	 1,147	 285.0	 661	 1,991	 24.8%	

Total  22,425 1,457.0 19,669 25,565 6.5% 

	

Movement to Adjacent Calving Grounds 

Figure	 28	 displays	 movement	 in	 the	 mean	 location	 of	 calving	 for	 collared	 females	 that	 were	

monitored	for	successive	years.	The	head	of	 the	arrow	is	 the	mean	 location	 for	 the	current	year	

and	the	tail	is	the	location	for	the	previous	year.	From	this	it	can	be	seen	that	in	general	caribou	

have	shown	reasonable	fidelity	to	the	Bluenose-West,	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	calving	grounds	

2010-2018.	Some	unusual	June	2018	movements	of	collared	Bathurst	cows	are	considered	in	the	

survey	report	for	that	herd.	

	

	
Figure 28:	Yearly	fidelity	and	movements	to	calving	grounds	in	the	Bluenose-West,	Bluenose-East	

and	Bathurst	herds	2013-2018.	The	head	of	the	arrow	indicates	the	current	calving	ground	in	the	

given	year	and	the	tail	indicates	the	mean	location	from	the	previous	year	calving	ground.	
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Frequencies	 of	 movement	 events	 were	 assessed	 for	 collared	 female	 caribou	 monitored	 for	

consecutive	years	and	tabulated	(Figure	29).	Overall,	the	rates	of	switching	between	the	Bluenose-

East	and	neighbouring	Bluenose-West	and	Bathurst	calving	grounds	were	low	for	both	2010-2015	

and	2015-2018.	The	low	rate	of	switching	of	collared	cows	is	consistent	with	previous	estimates	of	

about	3	percent	switching	and	97	percent	fidelity	in	the	Bathurst	herd	(Adamczewski	et	al.	2009)	

and	similar	fidelity	in	the	Cape	Bathurst,	Bluenose-West	and	Bluenose-East	herds	(Davison	et	al.	

2014).	 This	 factor	was	 not	 likely	 responsible	 for	 the	 decline	 in	Bluenose-East	 females,	 as	 there	

were	 very	 few	 switches	 between	 calving	 grounds	 and	 they	 occurred	 in	 both	 directions	 about	

equally.	

Movement events: 2010-2015	

 

Movement events: 2016-2018 

 
Figure 29:	 Frequencies	 of	 caribou	 movement	 events	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 neighbouring	

Bluenose-West	 and	Bathurst	 herds	 from	2010-2015	 and	 2016-2018	 based	 on	 consecutive	 June	

locations	of	collared	females	on	calving	grounds.	The	curved	arrows	above	the	boxes	indicated	the	

number	 of	 times	 a	 caribou	 returned	 to	 each	 calving	 ground	 for	 successive	 years.	 The	 straight	

arrows	indicate	movement	of	caribou	to	other	calving	grounds.				

	

Demographic Analysis using Multiple Data Sources 

Survival Analysis of Collared Cows 

The	monthly	collar	data	used	in	the	Bluenose-East	survival	analysis	are	shown	in	Figure	30,	which	

estimates	 monthly	 mortality	 rates	 as	 the	 ratio	 of	 the	 number	 of	 collared	 caribou	 mortalities	

divided	by	the	number	of	collars	monitored	each	month.	The	actual	analysis	was	based	on	calving	

ground	year	which	begins	 in	 June	of	each	year.	Sample	sizes	were	 in	 the	range	of	30	collars	per	

month	with	the	exception	of	2010	and	2011	when	collar	sample	sizes	were	lower.	A	gap	in	collars	

monitored	occurred	in	late	2011	and	early	2012	before	re-deployment	of	collars	in	the	spring	of	

2012.	 Survival	 estimates	 were	 scaled	 to	 account	 for	 this	 interval.	 Collared	 caribou	 mortalities	

occurred	mostly	in	summer	periods	for	2016	and	2017	compared	to	earlier	years.	
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Figure 30:	Summary	of	monthly	mortality	rates	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	by	calendar	year.	The	

mortality	 rate,	which	 is	 the	 ratio	 of	 number	 of	 collar	mortalities/number	of	 available	 collars,	 is	

given	above	each	bar.	The	analysis	is	based	on	calving	ground	year	which	begins	at	June	of	each	

year	and	ends	at	May	the	following	year.	

	

Table	 24	 shows	 the	 Bluenose-East	 collar-based	 cow	 survival	 data	 defined	 by	 caribou	 year	 (the	

year	 begins	 on	 the	 calving	 ground	 each	 year	 in	 June	 and	 ends	 the	 following	 May)	 along	 with	

summary	statistics	for	each	year.	Mortalities	are	broken	down	by	known	and	stationary	(assumed	

mortality).	The	data	set	ends	in	caribou	year	2017	which	goes	up	to	May	2018,	the	month	before	

the	2018	calving	ground	survey.	
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Table 24:	Summary	of	Bluenose-East	collared	female	data	used	for	survival	analysis	2010-2018.	

Caribou	year	starts	June	of	the	caribou	year	and	ends	in	May	of	the	next	year.	

Caribou 

Year 

Annual 

Mortalities 

Live Caribou Sample Sizes 

Known Stationary 

Collar 

Collar 

Months 

Mean 

Alive 

Min Max 

2010	 3	 0	 103	 8.6	 6	 12	

2011	 0	 1	 137	 11.4	 0	 38	

2012	 4	 12	 415	 34.6	 31	 39	

2013	 0	 6	 257	 21.4	 17	 25	

2014	 0	 6	 319	 26.6	 21	 37	

2015	 0	 2	 363	 30.3	 24	 37	

2016	 0	 5	 369	 30.8	 26	 37	

2017	 2	 5	 290	 24.2	 18	 32	

Total 9	 37	 	 	 	 	

	

Figure	31	displays	the	Bluenose-East	collar-based	female	survival	estimates	based	on	the	current	

data	set	2010-2017	using	the	Kaplan-Meier	estimator	(Pollock	et	al.	1989).	In	general,	the	earlier	

estimates	had	high	variance	due	to	 limited	numbers	of	collars.	The	overall	mean	number	of	live	

collared	cows	was	23.5	for	this	period,	and	the	average	annual	survival	rate	for	collared	cows	over	

the	eight	years	was	0.79	(Table	24)	with	no	clear	 trend	2010-2017.	The	trend	2015-2018	was	a	

decline	 with	 the	 last	 year’s	 survival	 (2017-2018)	 estimated	 at	 0.76.	 Survival	 estimates	 were	

further	 explored	 and	 refined	 using	 information	 from	 all	 data	 sources	 using	 the	 Bayesian	 IPM	

model	 described	 in	 the	 next	 section.	 One	 concern	 was	 that	 the	 2011	 survival	 estimate	 was	

influenced	 by	 lack	 of	 sampling	 of	 winter	 months	 during	 this	 year.	 A	 sensitivity	 analysis	 was	

conducted	with	this	estimate	not	included	in	the	2011	to	assess	the	relative	influence	of	this	data	

point	on	overall	IPM	model	estimates.	



53 

	
Figure 31:	Annual	Kaplan-Meier	estimates	of	survival	from	collared	Bluenose-East	female	caribou	

for	caribou	years	2010-2017,	based	on	collar	data	in	Table	24.		

	

Table	25	provides	the	survival	rate	estimates	for	calving	ground	years	(June	1	-	May	31),	which	are	

also	shown	in	Figure	31.	Years	begin	at	calving	in	June	and	extend	to	the	following	May.	Note	that	

all	estimates	of	survival	include	hunting	mortality.		

	

Table 25:	Estimates	of	yearly	 survival	rate	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018	from	Kaplan-

Meier	survival	rate	estimator.	

Caribou 

Year 

Survival SE Conf. Limit 

2010	 0.67	 0.16	 0.33	 0.89	

2011	 0.96	 0.03	 0.84	 1.00	

2012	 0.60	 0.08	 0.45	 0.74	

2013	 0.74	 0.09	 0.54	 0.88	

2014	 0.78	 0.08	 0.59	 0.90	

2015	 0.93	 0.04	 0.77	 0.98	

2016	 0.84	 0.07	 0.67	 0.93	

2017	 0.76	 0.08	 0.57	 0.88	

	

Bayesian Integrated Population Demographic Model 

The	 main	 objective	 of	 the	 Bayesian	 IPM	 was	 to	 provide	 refined	 estimates	 of	 demographic	

parameters	 using	 all	 of	 the	 field	 data	 sources	 available.	 For	 the	Bluenose-East	model,	 temporal	
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variation	 in	 main	 parameters	 (cow/yearling	 survival,	 calf	 survival)	 was	 modeled	 as	 random	

effects.	 Sparse	 data	 prevented	 modeling	 fecundity	 and	 bull	 survival	 as	 a	 random	 effect	 and	

therefore	 these	 parameters	were	 held	 constant.	 A	 technical	 description	 of	 the	model	 including	

tests	of	model	parameters	and	the	associated	R	code	is	given	in	Appendix	3.	

	

The	IPM	fit	most	 field	measurements	adequately	(Figure	32).	The	main	exceptions	were	a	slight	

overestimate	of	 cows	and	cows+bulls	 (compared	 to	extrapolated	estimates)	 in	2018.	Also,	 since	

fecundity	 was	 fixed	 (estimated	 at	 0.69,	 CI=0.64-0.75),	 the	 model	 did	 not	 capture	 variation	 in	

proportion	of	breeding	females,	however	model	predictions	did	intersect	the	confidence	limits	of	

field	estimates	in	all	cases.	Confidence	in	model	predictions	tended	to	be	highest	for	the	years	in	

which	there	were	field	estimates.	

	
Figure 32:	 Predictions	 of	 demographic	 indicators	 from	 Bayesian	 IPM	 analysis	 compared	 to	

observed	 values,	 for	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 2010-2018.	 The	 solid	 blue	 lines	 represent	 model	

predictions	 and	 confidence	 limits	 are	 shown	 as	 hashed	 blue	 lines.	 The	 red	 points	 are	 field	

estimates	with	associated	confidence	limits.	Spring	calf:cow	ratios	are	flown	in	March	or	April	and	

are	also	called	late-winter	surveys.	
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We	 modeled	 summer	 (June	 -	 late	 October)	 and	 winter	 (October	 -	 June)	 calf	 survival	 with	 the	

transition	 being	 the	 fall	 rut	 when	 fall	 composition	 surveys	 occur	 (Figure	 33).	 This	

parameterization	takes	advantage	of	years	where	fall	and	spring	calf	cow	surveys	occur	therefore	

allowing	assessment	of	change	in	proportion	calves	between	calving	ground,	fall	surveys,	and	late	

winter	surveys	and	subsequent	estimation	of	calf	survival	 for	each	period.	As	 found	 in	previous	

studies	 (Gunn	 et	 al.	 2005a),	 summer	 survival	 is	 lower	 than	 winter	 survival	 (when	 calves	 are	

larger).	We	note	that	the	survival	rates	in	the	graphs	below	are	expressed	on	the	annual	scale	for	

comparison	 purposes.	 The	 actual	 rates	will	 be	 different	 (slightly	 higher)	 given	 that	 summer	 or	

winter	is	shorter	in	time	than	a	year.		

	
Figure 33:	 Trends	 in	 summer	 and	 winter	 and	 overall	 calf	 survival	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	

2010-2018	from	the	IPM	analysis.	
 

Overall	calf	productivity,	which	is	basically	the	proportion	of	adult	females	that	produce	a	calf	that	

survives	the	first	year	of	life,	can	be	derived	as	the	product	of	fecundity	(from	the	previous	caribou	

year)	and	calf	survival	(from	the	current	year)	(Figure	34).	Calf	productivity	estimates	suggest	a	

negative	 trend	 in	 productivity	 2008-2018	which	was	 influenced	 by	 decreasing	 calf	 survival.	 An	

additional	model	run	was	conducted	to	test	for	a	negative	trend	in	calf	survival	which	was	found	

to	be	significant	(p=0.02).	Calf	productivity	 is	predicted	to	be	 lower	 in	 the	caribou	year	of	2018	

(June	2018	-	June	2019)	than	2017	due	to	a	low	calf-cow	ratio	in	the	fall	2018	survey	(Figure	32).	

Future	 analyses	 will	 explore	 calf	 survival	 trends	 as	 well	 as	 linkages	 in	 calf	 survival	 and	 other	

demographic	parameters	with	environmental	covariates.				

	

Spring	calf-cow	ratios,	which	are	recorded	in	March	or	April,	are	overlaid	in	the	productivity	graph	

(Figure	34)	and	similarly	suggest	an	overall	negative	trend	2008-2018.	Note	that	the	spring	calf-

cow	ratio	 is	 influenced	by	 cow	survival,	 calf	 survival	 as	well	 as	 fecundity	and	 therefore	will	not	

directly	 correspond	 directly	 to	 productivity.	 It	 will	 be	 greater	 than	 actual	 productivity	 because	

lower	 cow	 survival	 rates,	 which	 influence	 the	 count	 of	 cows	 in	 the	 spring,	will	 inflate	 calf-cow	

ratios.	The	model	predictions	of	spring	calf-cow	ratios,	which	account	for	cow	survival,	are	shown	

in	Figure	32.	
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Figure 34:	 Trends	 in	 fecundity,	 calf	 survival	 and	 productivity	 (which	 is	 the	 product	 of	 the	

previous	year’s	fecundity	times	the	current	year	calf	survival)	for	Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018.	

Spring	 calf	 cow	 ratios,	 which	 are	 lagged	 by	 one	 year	 (so	 that	 they	 correspond	 to	 the	

productivity/caribou	year	prediction	of	the	model),	are	shown	for	reference	purposes.	
 

One	 of	 the	most	 important	 determinants	 of	 herd	 trend	 is	 adult	 cow	 survival	 since	 this	 directly	

influences	the	overall	productivity	of	the	herd.	Collar-based	point	estimates,	and	modeled	annual	

and	three	year	average	values	for	cow	survival	are	shown	in	Figure	35.	A	grey	box	indicates	 the	

range	of	cow	survival	needed	for	the	herd	population	size	to	stabilize	(as	assessed	using	a	stage-

based	matrix	model	described	in	Appendix	4)	across	the	range	of	observed	levels	of	productivity	

(Figure	34).	The	lower	level	is	a	cow	survival	of	0.84	which	is	the	minimum	level	needed	for	herd	

recovery	at	a	higher	productivity	level	of	0.46,	which	is	like	that	observed	in	2009.	The	upper	level	

is	a	cow	survival	of	0.92	which	is	the	level	required	for	stability	if	productivity	remains	low	at	the	

0.19	 observed	 in	 2018.	 If	 productivity	 is	 at	 levels	 observed	 from	 2015-2018	 (0.30)	 then	 cow	

survival	would	need	 to	be	0.88	 for	 stability.	The	 lower	hashed	 line	 is	0.71	which	was	 the	mean	

level	(for	2010-2015)	estimated	 in	the	previous	demographic	analysis	conducted	after	 the	2015	

calving	ground	survey	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016).	

	

Estimates	of	cow	survival	suggest	an	increasing	trend	in	cow	survival	from	2015	to	2018	with	a	

three-year	 average	 survival	 of	 0.79	 (CI=0.71-0.84)	 for	 the	 2015-2018	 period.	 However,	 this	

estimate	should	be	interpreted	cautiously	since	both	the	collar-based	and	IPM	estimates	suggest	a	

decreasing	 trend	 in	 cow	 survival	 from	 2015-2018.	 The	 IPM	 estimate	 of	 cow	 survival	 for	 the	

caribou	year	of	2017	(which	spans	from	June	2017	-	June	2018)	is	0.716	(0.60-0.83).	We	suggest	

this	 average	 value	 for	 cow	 survival	 be	 used	 for	 prospective	 harvest	 modeling	 purposes.	 All	

estimates	of	survival	include	harvest	mortality.	Harvest	pressure	was	low	from	2015	to	2018	and	

targeted	 bulls,	 as	 detailed	 in	 the	 next	 section,	 and	 therefore	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 that	 harvest	 had	

minimal	effect	on	survival	rates	from	2015	to	2018.	
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Figure 35:	 Trends	 in	Bluenose-East	 cow	 survival	 2010-2018	 from	 IPM	 analysis.	 The	 solid	 blue	

lines	represent	model	predictions	and	confidence	limits	are	the	hashed	blue	lines.	The	right	graph	

represents	 a	 three-year	 moving	 average.	 The	 red	 points	 are	 field	 estimates	 from	 collars	 with	

associated	Confidence	Limit.	The	dashed	horizontal	lines	indicate	previous	estimates	of	mean	cow	

survival	in	2015	(0.71).	The	shaded	region	represents	the	range	of	cow	survival	levels	needed	for	

population	stability	across	lowest	observed	levels	of	productivity	(19	percent)	to	higher	levels	of	

productivity	(46	percent)	as	shown	in	Figure	34.	
 

Bull	survival	was	estimated	at	0.52	(CI=0.48-0.57)	from	2010	to	2018	which	was	lower	than	the	

estimate	in	2015	(0.58;	CI=0.55-0.60).	This	was	presumably	due	to	the	slight	decrease	in	bull	cow	

ratios	 in	 fall	 surveys	 (Table	 21)	 as	 well	 as	 changes	 in	 productivity.	 The	 demographic	 model	

basically	estimates	bull	survival	as	the	level	needed	to	produce	the	observed	bull-cow	ratios	based	

on	 levels	 of	 recruitment	 to	 the	 adult	 bull	 class	 and	 estimated	 cow	 survival.	 One	 potential	

enhancement	to	the	model	that	will	be	considered	is	direct	estimates	of	bull	survival	from	collared	

bulls	to	further	verify	bull	survival	estimates.	

	

Population	rates	of	 change	 (λ)	 for	 cows	suggests	 a	 rate	of	0.80	 (as	 also	 indicated	by	 regression	

analysis	of	 calving	ground	survey	estimates)	up	 to	2015	 followed	by	a	 slight	 increase	 in	λ	 from	

2015-2018	up	 to	0.90	 (CI=0.85-0.94)	 (Figure	36).	However,	 point	 estimates	 of	 λ	 decrease	 from	

2015-2018	so	that	the	λ	estimate	for	2018	is	0.85	(CI=0.71-0.99).	We	suggest	the	point	estimate	

for	2018	be	considered	given	the	decreasing	trend	in	λ	from	2015-2018.	
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Figure 36:	 Overall	 trends	 in	 Bluenose-East	 adult	 female	 trend	 (λ)	 2010-2018	 from	 the	 IPM	

analysis.	A	value	of	1.0	indicates	stability.	
 

Overall,	 the	 demographic	 model	 suggests	 that	 cow	 survival	 rates,	 which	 are	 one	 of	 the	 main	

determinants	of	overall	herd	trend,	are	still	at	lower	values	than	needed	for	herd	recovery	(Figure	

35).	 Low	 cow	 survival	 levels	 and	 an	 apparent	 negative	 trend	 in	 calf	 survival	 (Figure	 33)	 both	

contributed	 to	 the	 overall	 decline	 in	 herd	 size.	 Overall	 trend	 estimates	 (three	 year	 λ)	 suggest	 a	

slightly	 less	 negative	 trend	 in	 adult	 cow	 numbers	 (0.90),	 however,	 there	 is	 an	 overall	 negative	

trend	in	cow	survival	and	λ	and	therefore	this	result	should	be	interpreted	cautiously.			

	

Sensitivity	analyses	were	conducted	to	the	effect	of	directional	calf	survival	trends	(by	including	a	

calf	 survival	 trend	 in	 the	 model)	 and	 the	 2011	 cow	 survival	 data	 point	which	 may	 have	 been	

influenced	by	lower	collar	coverage	(Figure	30),	by	running	the	model	without	this	data	point.	In	

both	 cases,	 estimates	 were	 minimally	 affected.	 Of	 most	 interest	 was	 the	 2018	 cow	 survival	

estimate	which	was	0.72	(CI=0.62-0.83)	if	the	2011	cow	survival	data	point	was	removed	and	0.70	

(CI=0.60-0.82)	 if	 a	 declining	 calf	 survival	 trend	 is	 assumed.	 This	 contrasts	with	 the	 estimate	 of	

0.72	 (0.60-0.83)	 from	 the	 main	 model	 used	 in	 the	 analysis.	 More	 details	 are	 provided	 on	 this	

analysis	including	a	plot	of	all	model	predictions	from	alternative	models	in	Appendix	4.	

	

Future	 analyses	 will	 further	 refine	 demographic	 predictions	 using	 environmental	 covariates	 to	

model	 temporal	 trends	 in	parameters.	Preliminary	analysis	of	a	 limited	environmental	covariate	

data	 set	 (2008-2016)	 using	 remote	 sensing	 covariates	 (Russell	 et	 al.	 2013)	 suggest	 negative	

correlations	between	IPM	estimates	of	 	cow	survival	(Figure	35)	and	June	temperature	(Pearson	

ρ=-0.829,CI=0.96	to	-0.37,t=-3.95,df=7,p=0.005)	as	well	as	negative	correlation	between	estimated	

calf	 survival	 (Figure	33)	and	Oesterid	 (warble	and	bot	 fly)	 indices	 for	 the	 summer	after	 calving	

(Pearson	 ρ	 =-0.831,CI=-0.96	 to	0.37,df=7,p=0.0056).	Once	 the	 full	 temporal	 data	 set	 is	 available	

(up	 to	2018)	 these	 covariates	will	 be	 used	 to	 further	 refine	 estimates	 and	 explore	mechanisms	

causing	 temporal	 variation	 in	 demographic	 parameters.	 Analyses	 that	 further	 explore	 seasonal	
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survival	 estimates	 with	 the	 effect	 of	 hunting	 mortality	 (on	 earlier	 data	 points)	 will	 also	 be	

considered	at	this	time.	

	

Hunter Harvest of Bluenose-East Caribou 2016-2018 

In	 2016,	 three	 co-management	 boards	 –	 the	Wek’èezhìi	 and	 Sahtú	Renewable	Resource	Boards	

(WRRB	 and	 SRRB)	 in	 the	 NWT	 and	 the	 NU	Wildlife	Management	 Board	 (NWMB)	 in	 NU	 –	 held	

formal	hearings	on	management	of	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd.	The	WRRB	determined	a	total	

allowable	harvest	 (TAH)	 for	Wek’èezhìi	of	750	bulls	 and	 recommended	 that	 this	be	 the	harvest	

limit	 herd-wide,	 recognizing	 that	 the	 board	 has	 no	 jurisdiction	 outside	 Wek’èezhìi.	 The	 SRRB	

endorsed	a	community-based	caribou	management	plan	from	Délįnę	(Belare Wíle Gots’ç Æekwç ,	

the	Délįnę	caribou	plan), which	included	a	harvest	limit	of	150	caribou	and	80	percent	bulls.	The	

NWMB	endorsed	 a	 similar	 plan	 from	 the	Kugluktuk	Hunters	 and	Trappers	Organization	 for	 the	

Bluenose-East	 herd,	 called	 an	 Integrated	 Community	 Caribou	 Management	 Plan	 or	 ICCMP	 (the	

Kugluktuk	caribou	plan);	this	included	a	harvest	limit	of	340	caribou	(no	gender	specified).	Since	

that	time,	actual	estimated/reported	harvest	of	Bluenose-East	caribou	has	been	below	the	limits	in	

the	three	plans	(Table	26).	Overall	totals	were	373	caribou	in	2016-2017	and	323	caribou	in	2017-

2018,	with	a	substantial	number	of	these	being	bulls;	however,	the	harvest	recorded	for	Kugluktuk	

is	 the	 largest	 part	 of	 the	 harvest	 for	 these	 two	 years	 and	 gender	 of	 harvested	 caribou	was	 not	

specified.	 In	 2017-2018,	 particularly,	 the	 herd	was	 relatively	 inaccessible	 to	 hunters	 for	 a	 large	

part	of	the	year.	This	harvest	was	less	than	1	percent	of	the	herd’s	estimated	size	in	2015	(38,592).	

These	harvest	numbers	suggest	that	harvest	contributed	relatively	little	to	the	herd’s	most	recent	

decline,	in	contrast	to	the	situation	prior	to	2015	(Boulanger	et	al.	2016).		

	

Table 26:	 Reported/estimated	 harvest	 of	 Bluenose-East	 caribou	 in	 harvest	 seasons	 2016-2017	

and	2017-2018.	

Harvest 

Season 

North Slave 

Region NWT 

(including 

Wek’èezhìi) 

Délįnę, 

NWT 

Kugluktuk, 

NU 

Total Notes 

2016-

2017	

15	bulls	 93	bulls,	33	

cows	

232	

caribou	

373	

caribou	

Most	N.	Slave	hunters	

harvested	Beverly	caribou	in	

east	

Source	 ENR	wildlife	

officers	

Délįnę	RRC	 GN	wildlife	

staff	

	 	

2017-

2018	

142	bulls	 7	caribou	 174	

caribou	

323caribou	 Most	N.	Slave	hunters	

harvested	Beverly	caribou	in	

east;	Délįnę	harvest	possibly	

boreal	caribou	

Source	 Tłı̨chǫ	

Government	

Délįnę	RRC	 GN	wildlife	

staff	
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Hunter Harvest Modeling of Bluenose-East Caribou 2018-2021 

To	 assist	 in	 preparation	 of	 a	 joint	 management	 proposal	 for	 Bluenose-East	 caribou	 (Tłı̨chǫ	

Government	(TG)	and	ENR)	that	was	submitted	to	the	WRRB	in	Jan.	2019,	a	limited	set	of	harvest	

modeling	 runs	was	 carried	 out	 to	 assess	 how	harvest	might	 affect	 the	 herd’s	 likely	 numbers	 in	

2021,	three	years	after	the	2018	survey.	The	full	results	are	included	in	Appendix	4	of	this	report.	

We	 include	 a	 selection	 of	 results	 here	 as	 they	 build	 on	 the	 Bayesian	 modeling	 described	 in	

preceding	pages.		

	

The	 methodology	 used	 for	 simulations	 followed	 the	 original	 generic	 harvest	 model	 approach	

(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2016).	In	review,	the	harvest	model	assumes	that	harvest	mortality	

is	additive	to	natural	mortality	each	year.	It	assumes	that	harvest	occurs	in	the	new	year	(January)	

for	both	bulls	 and	cows	with	mortality	of	 cows	not	affecting	 calf	 survival	 in	 the	year	 the	 cow	 is	

shot	(it	basically	assumes	that	the	calf	has	weaned	at	that	point).	

	

We	note	 that	 the	main	objective	of	 simulations	was	 to	provide	an	assessment	of	 relative	 risk	of	

accelerated	decline	of	 the	herd	at	various	harvest	 levels	 as	opposed	 to	 firm	predictions	of	herd	

status	in	2021.	It	is	challenging	to	assess	future	demographic	rates	and	therefore	we	suggest	that	

the	results	of	simulations	be	used	with	ongoing	demographic	monitoring	to	assess	herd	status	and	

response	to	harvest.	

	

The	 following	 simulations	 were	 considered.	 Simulations	 with	 estimated	 cow	 survival	 levels	 in	

2018	(minimal	harvest,	female	survival	(Sf)=0.716:	CI=0.6-0.83)	were	considered	across	a	range	of	

calf	productivity	 levels.	This	estimate	of	cow	survival	assumes	 low	harvest	pressure	 from	2017-

2018	so	that	the	difference	in	natural	and	harvest-influenced	survival	is	minimal.	This	assumption	

is	reasonable	since	harvest	levels	were	relatively	low	(2015-2016,	≈800	caribou,	2016-2017	≈300	

caribou,	2017-2018	≈200	caribou)	in	the	2015-2018	interval.			

	

Variation	in	productivity	was	simulated	by	varying	calf	survival	while	keeping	fecundity	constant.	

This	 scenario	 most	 closely	 follows	 the	 results	 of	 the	 IPM	 analysis	 where	 fecundity	 was	 held	

constant	with	yearly	variation	in	calf	survival	estimated	using	a	random	effects	model	(Figures	33	

and	 34).	 The	 values	 of	 calf	 survival	 and	 productivity	 simulated	 followed	 the	 range	 of	 values	

estimated	from	the	2008-2018	data	sets.	We	based	the	average	productivity	scenario	on	the	last	

three	years	given	that	this	level	of	productivity	will	have	the	higher	influence	on	future	herd	size	

of	the	Bluenose-East	herd.	We	note	that	the	assumption	of	constant	fecundity	in	the	IPM	analysis	

was	due	partially	to	data	constraints	(n=4	breeding	proportion	measurements)	rather	than	lack	of	

biological	variation	in	pregnancy	rates.	

	

Estimates	 of	 demographic	 parameters	 in	 2018	were	 relatively	 similar	 to	 those	 from	 2015.	 The	

estimate	of	cow	survival	in	2018	of	0.716	was	similar	to	that	estimated	from	the	2015	analysis	of	

0.708.	The	mean	cow	survival	 rate	2015-2018	was	0.76;	however	 the	overall	 trend	suggested	a	
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declining	recent	 trend	 in	cow	survival	2015-2018	and	therefore	the	2018	estimate	was	used	for	

simulations.	The	average	level	of	calf	productivity	(0.30)	from	2015-2018	was	slightly	higher	than	

the	 previous	 average	 calf	 productivity	 of	 0.26	 (from	 2013-2015).	 The	 lower	 calf	 productivity	

scenario	(0.187)	was	based	on	the	2018	estimate	of	calf	productivity.	Bull	survival	 in	2018	was	

estimated	at	0.52,	which	was	lower	than	the	estimate	of	0.59	in	2015.	Simulations	were	also	run	at	

the	2015	bull	survival	level	of	0.59	to	assess	the	sensitivity	of	estimates	of	bull	cow	ratio	to	this	

change	in	bull	survival,	as	detailed	in	Appendix	4.	

	

Table 27: Demographic	scenarios	considered	in	harvest	simulations	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	

herd	 in	2018.	Sf	=	cow	survival	rate;	Sc	=	calf	survival	rate;	Sm	=	bull	survival	rate;	Sy	=	yearling	

survival	rate;	Fa*Sc	=	calf	productivity	as	the	product	of	pregnancy	and	calf	survival	rates.	Results	

of	all	simulations	are	detailed	in	Appendix	4.	

Scenario 

Productivity Survival Pregnancy 

Rate 

λ 

(Cows 

Only) 

Stable Age Distribution 

Proportions at 2018 

Fa*Sc Cow (Sf) Calf (Sc) Bull (Sm) Yearling (Sy) Fa Calves Yearlings Cows 

High	

productivity	

(95th	

percentile)	

0.455	 0.716	 0.655	 0.523	 0.716	 0.694	 0.870	 0.190	 0.143	 0.666	

Average	

productivity	

(2015-2018)	

0.301	 0.716	 0.433	 0.523	 0.716	 0.694	 0.828	 0.206	 0.108	 0.686	

Low	

productivity	

(2018)	

0.187	 0.716	 0.270	 0.523	 0.716	 0.694	 0.793	 0.221	 0.075	 0.704	

	

As	an	initial	cross	check,	demographic	parameters	for	the	female	segment	of	the	population	were	

analyzed	 using	 a	 stage-based	 matrix	 model	 to	 determine	 stable	 age	 distributions	 as	 well	 as	

estimate	the	resulting	lambda	from	the	matrix	model.	The	average	productivity	scenario	resulted	

in	a	rate	of	decline	(deterministic	λ=0.83	from	a	stage-based	matrix	model	of	the	female	segment	

of	the	population)	which	is	slightly	higher	than	that	observed	by	comparison	of	the	2015	and	2018	

adult	female	calving	ground	survey	estimates	(λ=0.80).	Estimates	of	trend	from	the	demographic	

model	were	slightly	higher	than	the	observed	difference	between	calving	ground	survey	estimates,	

which	accounts	 for	 this	difference.	The	 low	productivity	 (2018)	 scenario	 resulted	 in	a	λ	of	0.79	

which	is	closer	to	the	observed	difference	in	adult	female	survey	estimates.	

	

The	herd	size	estimate	for	2018	(19,294)	was	used	as	the	starting	point	for	simulations	with	bull	

and	cow	numbers	based	on	 the	 fall	bull	 cow	ratio	of	2018	 (0.38).	A	 stable	age	distribution	was	

assumed.	 Harvest	 levels	 of	 0-950	were	 considered	with	 an	 additional	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 to	

demonstrate	the	effects	of	a	large-scale	harvest.	Simulations	were	kept	to	a	short	interval	of	three	

years	 (2018-2021)	 as	 the	 herd’s	 demography	has	 changed	 dynamically	 since	 2010.	 In	 addition,	

population	surveys	have	been	carried	out	on	a	three-year	interval	in	recent	years.		
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Figure 37:	Projected	herd	size	of	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	 in	2021	with	various	 levels	of	harvest	

and	harvest	sex	ratio	of	100	percent	bulls	and	100	percent	cows.	Key	assumptions:	cow	survival	

rate	 of	 0.716	 and	 average	 calf	 productivity	 of	 0.301	 (Table	 27).	 Further	 simulations	 conducted	

across	the	range	of	observed	productivity	levels	are	given	in	Appendix	4.	

	

Figure	37	shows	projected	herd	size	in	2021	(y-axis)	across	a	range	of	harvest	levels	from	0-2,000	

caribou/year	 (x-axis)	 and	 with	 harvest	 either	 100	 percent	 cows	 or	 100	 percent	 bulls	 in	 the	

harvest.	Projections	suggest	that	the	herd	would	almost	be	halved	again	in	2021	to	about	11,000	

caribou	with	moderate	productivity	and	0	harvest,	if	recent	demographic	indicators	stay	the	same.	

At	low	harvest	levels	of	100-300,	incremental	effects	of	harvest	on	herd	size	are	limited	because	

the	scale	of	the	harvest	is	small	in	relation	to	herd	size	(100	is	0.5	percent	of	the	herd	of	19,300	

and	300	is	1.6	percent	of	this	herd	size).	As	the	harvest	level	increases,	the	effect	on	herd	size	in	

2021	 increases.	 At	 the	 highest	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 caribou/year	 and	 100	 percent	 cows,	

projected	herd	size	in	2021	approaches	6,000-8000	caribou	or	30-40	percent	the	size	of	the	2018	

estimate.	The	effects	of	a	cow-focused	harvest	vs.	a	bull-focused	harvest	are	most	pronounced	at	

higher	harvest	levels	and	they	increase	with	time.			

	

A	more	detailed	 description	 of	 the	model	 and	 predictions	 is	 given	 in	Appendix	 4.	 This	 includes	

simulations	across	a	full	range	of	observed	levels	of	productivity.	
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DISCUSSION 

Results	 from	 the	Bluenose-East	 2018	 calving	 photo	 survey	 documented	 a	 significant	 decline	 in	

adult	 and	 breeding	 females	 and	 an	 overall	 decline	 in	 the	 herd	 since	 the	 2015	 calving	 ground	

survey,	and	a	continuing	decline	since	2010	at	an	annual	rate	of	decline	of	about	20	percent.	We	

suggest	 that	 this	 decline	 is	 not	 attributed	 to	 poor	 survey	 methods	 or	 sampling.	 The	 caribou	

counted	on	the	visual	blocks	may	have	under-estimated	caribou	in	those	blocks	somewhat	due	to	

the	patchy	snow	conditions	and	relatively	low	sightability,	but	90	percent	of	the	caribou	estimated	

on	the	survey	area	were	from	the	two	photo	blocks,	where	extra	time	spent	searching	photos	and	

the	double	observer	 check	 suggested	 that	 a	very	high	proportion	of	 the	 caribou	were	 found.	An	

analysis	of	the	herd’s	demography	using	multiple	data	sources	suggests	that	low	calf	productivity	

in	2018	 (Figure	34)	as	 indicated	by	declining	calf	 survival	 rates	and	pregnancy	 rates,	 combined	

with	low	adult	female	survival	rates	(Figure	35)	both	contributed	to	the	continuing	decline	of	the	

Bluenose-East	herd.	Harvest	as	estimated/reported	for	2016-2017	and	2017-2018	was	relatively	

small	 and	 likely	 contributed	 little	 to	 the	 most	 recent	 decline.	 Based	 on	 available	 data,	 the	

switching	 of	 collared	 female	 caribou	 between	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 neighbouring	 calving	

grounds	was	 very	 low	 (Figure	 29)	 and	 therefore	 changes	 in	 abundance	 are	 not	 attributable	 to	

movement	to	other	calving	grounds.		

	

The	 decline	 in	 breeding	 females,	 coupled	with	 the	 low	 estimated	 survival	 rates	 and	 low	 recent	

calf:cow	ratios	is	cause	for	serious	concern.	In	general,	barren-ground	caribou	herds	have	a	high	

probability	 of	 declining,	 if	 cow	 survival	 rates	 are	 below	 80-85	 percent	 (Crête	 et	 al.	 1996,	

Boulanger	et	al.	2011);	results	of	the	IPM	analysis	in	this	study	suggest	that	survival	levels	of	0.84-

0.92	are	needed	 (Figure	35)	 for	 stability	given	 the	 range	of	productivity	 levels	observed	 for	 the	

Bluenose-East	 herd	 (Figure	 34).	 Low	natural	 survival	 rates	may	 reflect	 significant	 predation	 by	

wolves	and	bears	(Haskell	and	Ballard	2007).	Cyclical	patterns	in	abundance	of	migratory	caribou	

herds	 may	 also	 reflect	 the	 influence	 of	 large-scale	 weather	 patterns	 on	 vegetation	 and	 range	

conditions	(Joly	et	al.	2011);	declines	of	multiple	NWT	caribou	herds	from	2,000	to	2006-2008	in	

part	 reflected	 late	 calving	 and	 sustained	 low	 calf	 recruitment	 (Adamczewski	 et	 al.	 2009,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2015).	A	recent	study	(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2017)	suggested	that	high	

summer	 drought	 and	 warble	 fly	 indices	 on	 the	 Bathurst	 and	 BNE	 ranges	 may	 in	 part	 have	

contributed	to	low	pregnancy	rates	in	some	years;	for	example,	very	high	drought	and	warble	fly	

indices	 for	 both	 herds	 in	 2014	were	 followed	 by	 low	 percentages	 of	 breeding	 females	 in	 both	

herds	 in	 June	 2015.	 These	 results	 are	 further	 supported	 by	 the	 Bayesian	 analysis	 that	 found	

correlations	between	warble	fly	indices	and	calf	survival,	and	June	temperature	and	cow	survival	

based	upon	estimates	between	2008	and	2016.	
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Monitoring Recommendations 

As	 a	 result	 of	 the	 significant	 declines	 in	 the	 Bluenose-East	 and	 Bathurst	 herds	 documented	 by	

2018	calving	photo	 surveys,	 the	TG	and	GNWT	ENR	submitted	 joint	management	proposals	 for	

each	herd	to	the	WRRB	in	January	2019.	While	the	WRRB	has	yet	to	determine	what	management	

actions	and	monitoring	it	will	recommend,	we	include	here	the	revised	and	increased	monitoring	

and	research	included	in	the	two	proposals.	

1. Calving	 photo	 surveys	 every	 two	 years,	 an	 increase	 in	 survey	 frequency	 from	 the	 three-

year	interval	that	has	been	used	since	about	2006.	Population	estimates	from	these	surveys	

are	key	benchmarks	for	management	decisions.	

2. Annual	 composition	 surveys	 in	 June,	 October	 and	 late	 winter	 (March/April)	 to	 monitor	

initial	calf	productivity,	survival	through	the	first	four	to	five	months,	and	survival	to	nine	

to	ten	months	in	late	winter.	Results	in	2018	suggested	that	initial	fecundity	was	high	for	

the	 BNE	 herd	 (83	 percent	 breeding	 females)	 but	 by	 late	 October	 the	 calf:cow	 ratio	 had	

dropped	to	25	calves:100	cows,	far	below	recruitment	and	productivity	needed	for	a	stable	

population.	Annual	 fall	surveys	will	also	allow	close	monitoring	of	 the	bull:cow	ratio	 that	

has	been	decreasing	in	this	herd.	

3. An	 increase	 in	numbers	of	 collars	on	 the	BNE	herd	 (and	 the	Bathurst	herd)	 from	50	 (30	

cows,	 20	 bulls)	 to	 70	 (50	 cows,	 20	 bulls).	 This	 will	 improve	 estimation	 of	 annual	 cow	

survival	rates	and	improve	monitoring	of	herd	distribution	and	harvest	management,	along	

with	many	other	uses	for	collar	information.	Assessment	of	collar	fate	is	essential	to	obtain	

unbiased	survival	estimates.	

4. Suspension	 of	 reconnaissance	 surveys	 on	 the	 calving	 grounds.	 Although	 reconnaissance	

surveys	 on	 the	 calving	 grounds	 in	 years	 between	 photo	 surveys	 generally	 tracked	

abundance	of	cows	on	the	calving	grounds,	the	variance	on	these	surveys	has	been	high.	In	

particular,	 results	 of	 the	 June	 2017	 reconnaissance	 survey	 on	 the	 BNE	 calving	 ground	

suggested	that	the	herd’s	decline	had	ended	and	the	herd	had	increased	substantially,	while	

the	2018	photo	survey	showed	that	in	reality	the	herd’s	steep	decline	had	continued.			

5. Increased	support	for	studies	of	predator	abundance	and	predation	rates,	as	well	as	studies	

of	factors	affecting	range	condition,	caribou	productivity	and	health.	

6. Increased	support	 for	on-the-land	traditional	monitoring	programs	 like	the	Tłı̨chǫ	Boots-

on-the-Ground	 program	 (Tłıc̨hǫ	 Research	 and	 Training	 Institute	 2017)	 that	 provide	

insights	into	caribou	health	and	the	influence	of	weather	and	other	factors	on	caribou.	
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Appendix 1: Double observer visual model observer pairings 

Double	observer	pairings	with	associated	summary	statistics.	
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1 1	 did	not	switch	 5	 6	 14	 25	 0.80	 0.96	

2 2	
	

6	 3	 16	 25	 0.76	 0.94	

3 2	
	

0	 0	 1	 1	 1.00	 1.00	

4 3	
	

1	 4	 11	 16	 0.94	 1.00	

5 3	
	

6	 10	 16	 32	 0.81	 0.96	

6 4	 did	not	switch	 11	 8	 17	 36	 0.69	 0.91	

7 5	 did	not	switch	 14	 17	 48	 79	 0.82	 0.97	

8 6	
	

18	 19	 46	 83	 0.78	 0.95	

9 6	
	

17	 20	 38	 75	 0.77	 0.95	

10 7	
	

16	 4	 23	 43	 0.63	 0.86	

11 7	
	

5	 6	 8	 19	 0.74	 0.93	

12 8	
	

0	 2	 3	 5	 1.00	 1.00	

13 8	
	

20	 3	 20	 43	 0.53	 0.78	

14 9	
	

5	 1	 7	 13	 0.62	 0.85	

15 9	
	

20	 18	 42	 80	 0.75	 0.94	

16 9	 pooled	with	9	 1	 0	 0	 1	 0.00	 0.00	

17 10	
	

14	 3	 16	 33	 0.58	 0.82	

18 10	
	

1	 3	 0	 4	 0.75	 0.94	

19 11	 did	not	switch	 10	 9	 41	 60	 0.83	 0.97	

20 12	
	

0	 0	 1	 1	 1.00	 1.00	

21 12	 pooled	with	12	 0	 0	 3	 3	 1.00	 1.00	

22 12	
	

9	 1	 20	 30	 0.70	 0.91	
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Appendix 2: Bluenose-East Collared Female Collar Histories 

The	 following	 charts	detail	 the	histories	of	 collared	 caribou	 in	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	 including	

monthly	 locations	 (black	 dots),	 presence	 on	 calving	 grounds	 (as	 indicated	 by	mean	 location	 on	

June	 15),	 and	 fate.	 Fates	 include	 alive	 releases	 (collar	 released	 when	 caribou	 was	 alive	 and	

therefore	the	record	was	censored	at	the	last	location),	known	dead	(stationary	collar	was	directly	

determined	to	be	a	mortality	due	to	harvest	or	other	factors)	and	stationary	dead	(collar	became	

stationary	before	its	end	date	and	a	mortality	was	inferred).	
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Appendix 3: Bayesian IPM Details 

This	appendix	details	 the	development	of	 the	Bayesian	 IPM	analysis.	The	primary	 IPM	R	coding	

was	 developed	 by	 Joe	 Thorley	 (Poisson	 Consulting,	 poissonconsulting.ca)	 in	 collaboration	with	

John	 Boulanger	 (Thorley	 and	 Boulanger	 2019).	 The	 underlying	 demographic	 model	 used	 was	

similar	 to	 the	 OLS	 model	 used	 in	 previous	 analyses	 (Boulanger	 et	 al	 2011).	 The	 primary	

development	was	to	evolve	model	fitting	to	a	more	robust	Bayesian	IPM	state	space	approach.	The	

objective	of	this	appendix	is	to	provide	a	brief	description	of	the	model	used	in	the	analysis	rather	

than	a	complete	description	of	the	Bayesian	model	approach.	Readers	interested	in	the	Bayesian	

modeling	approach	should	consult	Kery	and	Schaub	(2011)	which	is	an	excellent	introduction	to	

Bayesian	analysis.	

	

Data Preparation 

The	estimates	of	key	population	statistics	with	SEs	and	lower	and	upper	bounds	were	provided	in	

the	form	of	a	csv	spreadsheet	and	prepared	for	analysis	using	R	version	3.5.2	(R	Core	Team	2018).	

 

Statistical Analysis 

Model	 parameters	 were	 estimated	 using	 Bayesian	 methods.	 The	 Bayesian	 estimates	 were	

produced	 using	 JAGS	 (Plummer	 2015).	 For	 additional	 information	 on	 Bayesian	 estimation	 the	

reader	is	referred	to	McElreath	(2016).	

 

Unless	 indicated	 otherwise,	 the	Bayesian	 analyses	 used	 normal	 and	 uniform	prior	 distributions	

that	were	vague	in	the	sense	that	they	did	not	constrain	the	posteriors	(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	p.	

36).	The	posterior	distributions	were	estimated	 from	1,500	Markov	Chain	Monte	Carlo	 (MCMC)	

samples	thinned	from	the	second	halves	of	three	chains	(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	pp.	38–40).	Model	

convergence	was	 confirmed	 by	 ensuring	 that	 the	 split	 potential	 scale	 reduction	 factor	�� ≤ 1.05	

(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	p.	40)	and	 the	effective	 sample	 size	 (Brooks	et	 al.	 2011)	ESS ≥ 150	 for	

each	 of	 the	 monitored	 parameters	 (Kery	 and	 Schaub	 2011,	 p.	 61).	 In	 addition,	 trace	 plots	 of	

Markov	Chains	and	the	posterior	distributions	were	inspected	to	further	check	convergence	and	

symmetry	of	estimated	parameter	distributions.	

	

The	sensitivity	of	the	estimates	to	the	choice	of	priors	was	examined	by	multiplying	the	standard	

deviations	(sd)	of	 the	normal	priors	by	ten	and	using	the	split	��	 (after	collapsing	the	chains)	 to	

compare	the	posterior	distributions	(Thorley	and	Andrusak	2017).	An	unsplit	�� ≤ 1.1	was	taken	

to	indicate	low	sensitivity.	
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The	parameters	are	summarized	in	terms	of	the	point	estimate,	sd,	the	z-score,	lower	and	upper	95	

percent	 confidence/credible	 limits	 (CLs)	 and	 the	p-value	 (Kery	 and	Schaub	2011,	p	37	and	 42).	

The	estimate	is	the	median	(50th	percentile)	of	the	MCMC	samples,	the	z-score	is	mean/sd	and	the	

95	percent	CLs	are	the	2.5th	 and	97.5th	percentiles.	A	p-value	of	0.05	 indicates	 that	 the	 lower	or	

upper	95	percent	CL	is	0.	

	

The	 results	 are	 displayed	 graphically	 in	 the	 main	 body	 of	 the	 report	 with	 95	 percent	

confidence/credible	 intervals	 (CIs,	 Bradford,	 Korman,	 and	Higgins	 2005).	Data	 are	 indicated	 by	

points	(with	 lower	and	upper	bounds	 indicated	by	vertical	bars)	and	estimates	are	 indicated	by	

solid	lines	(with	CIs	indicated	by	dotted	lines).	

	

The	analyses	were	implemented	using	R	version	3.5.2	(R	Core	Team	2018)	and	the	mbr	family	of	

packages.	

	

Model Descriptions 

The	data	were	analyzed	using	state-space	population	models	(Newman	et	al.	2014).	

 

Population 

The	 fecundity,	breeding	 cow	abundance,	 cow	survival,	 fall	bull	 cow,	 fall	 calf	 cow	and	spring	calf	

cow	ratio	data	complete	with	SEs	were	analyzed	using	a	stage-based	state-space	population	model	

similar	 to	 Boulanger	 et	 al.	 (2011).	 Key	 assumptions	 of	 the	 female	 stage-based	 state-space	

population	model	include:	

 

• Calving	occurs	on	the	11th	of	June	(with	a	year	running	from	calving	to	calving).	

• Cow	survival	from	calving	to	the	following	year	varies	randomly	by	year.	

• Cow	and	bull	survival	is	constant	throughout	the	year.	

• Calf	 survival	 to	 the	 following	 year	 (when	 they	 become	 yearlings)	 varies	 by	 season	 and	

randomly	by	year.	

• Yearling	survival	to	the	following	year	is	the	same	as	cow	survival.	

• The	sex	ratio	is	1:1.	

• The	proportion	of	breeding	cows	is	the	fecundity	the	previous	year.	

• Female	yearlings	are	indistinguishable	from	cows	in	the	fall	and	spring	surveys.	

• The	number	of	calves	in	the	initial	year	is	the	number	of	cows	in	the	initial	year	multiplied	by	

the	product	of	the	fecundity	and	cow	survival	in	a	typical	year.	

• The	number	of	yearlings	in	the	initial	year	is	the	product	of	the	number	of	calves	in	the	initial	

year	and	the	calf	survival	in	a	typical	year.	

• The	data	are	normally	distributed	with	sd	equal	to	their	SEs.	
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Model Templates 

The	base	R	code	used	in	the	analysis	is	summarized	below.	

	

Population (R-code) 

.model	{	

		bSurvivalCow	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bSurvivalBull	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bFecundity	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

		bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	2^-2)	

	

		sSurvivalCowAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	1^-2)	T(0,)	

		sSurvivalCalfAnnual	~	dnorm(0,	1^-2)	T(0,)	

		for(i	in	1:nAnnual){	

				bSurvivalCowAnnual[i]	~	dnorm(0,	sSurvivalCowAnnual^-2)	

				bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	~	dnorm(0,	sSurvivalCalfAnnual^-2)	

	

				logit(eSurvivalCow[i])	<-	bSurvivalCow	+	bSurvivalCowAnnual[i]	

				logit(eSurvivalBull[i])	<-	bSurvivalBull	

				logit(eFecundity[i])	<-	bFecundity	

				logit(eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i])	<-	bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	+	bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	

				logit(eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i])	<-	bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	+	bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	

		}	

		bBreedingCows1	~	dnorm(50000,	10000^-2)	T(0,)	

		logit(eFecundity1)	<-	bFecundity	

		logit(eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual1)	<-	bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	

		logit(eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1)	<-	bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	

	

		bCows[1]	<-	bBreedingCows1	/	eFecundity1	

		bBulls[1]<-	bCows[1]	*	1/2	

		bCalves[1]	<-	bBreedingCows1	

		bYearlings[1]	<-	bCalves[1]	*	eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1^(154/365)	*	

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1^(211/365)	

	

		bSpringCalfCow[1]	<-	bCalves[1]	/	(bCows[1]	+	bYearlings[1]	/	2)	

	

		for(i	in	2:nAnnual){	

				bCows[i]	<-	(bCows[i-1]	+	bYearlings[i-1]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]	

				bBulls[i]	<-	bBulls[i-1]	*	eSurvivalBull[i-1]	+	(bYearlings[i-1]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]	

				bCalves[i]	<-	bCows[i-1]	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]	*	eFecundity[i-1]	

				bYearlings[i]	<-	bCalves[i-1]	*	eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i-1]^(154/365)	*	

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i-1]^(211/365)	
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		}	

	

		for(i	in	1:nAnnual)	{	

				eFallCor[i]	<-		FallCalfCowDays[i]	/	365	

	

				eFallCows[i]	<-	(bCows[i]	+	bYearlings[i]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i]^eFallCor[i]	

				eFallBulls[i]	<-	(bYearlings[i]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i]^eFallCor[i]	+	bBulls[i]	*	eSurvivalBull[i]^eFallCor[i]	

				eFallCalves[i]	<-	bCalves[i]	*	eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i]^eFallCor[i]	

	

				bFallBullCow[i]	<-	eFallBulls[i]	/	eFallCows[i]	

				bFallCalfCow[i]	<-	eFallCalves[i]	/	eFallCows[i]	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	2:nAnnual)	{	

				eSpringCows[i]	<-	(bCows[i-1]	+	bYearlings[i-1]	/	2)	*	eSurvivalCow[i-1]^(SpringCalfCowDays[i]	/	365)	

				eSpringCalves[i]	<-	bCalves[i-1]	*	eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i-1]^(154/365)	*	

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i-1]^((SpringCalfCowDays[i]	-	154)	/	365)	

	

				bSpringCalfCow[i]	<-	eSpringCalves[i]	/	eSpringCows[i]	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	SurvivalAnnual)	{	

				CowSurvival[i]	~	dnorm(eSurvivalCow[i],	CowSurvivalSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	CowsAnnual)	{	

				BreedingProportion[i]	~	dnorm(eFecundity[i],	BreedingProportionSE[i]^-2)	

				eBreedingCows[i]	<-	bCows[i]	*	eFecundity[i]	

				BreedingCows[i]	~	dnorm(eBreedingCows[i],	BreedingCowsSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	FallBCAnnual)	{	

				FallBullCow[i]	~	dnorm(bFallBullCow[i],	FallBullCowSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	FallAnnual)	{	

				FallCalfCow[i]	~	dnorm(bFallCalfCow[i],	FallCalfCowSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

	

		for(i	in	SpringAnnual)	{	

				SpringCalfCow[i]	~	dnorm(bSpringCalfCow[i],	SpringCalfCowSE[i]^-2)	

		}	

..	
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Parameter Estimates 

The	 Bayesian	 model	 estimated	 principal	 parameters	 pertaining	 to	 the	 mean	 estimates	 of	

fecundity,	 bull	 survival,	 calf	 survival	 and	 cow	 survival.	 In	 addition,	 temporal	 variation	 in	 calf	

survival	and	cow	survival	were	estimated	as	random	effects	(Table	1).	

	

Table 1.	 Bayesian	 IPM	 state	 space	 model	 coefficients.	 Parameters	 are	 given	 on	 the	 logit	 scale	

(which	 is	 then	 transformed	 to	 the	 probability	 scale	 using	 a	 logit	 transform).	 Parameter	

significance	is	determined	by	overlap	of	confidence	limits	with	0.	The	parameters	are	summarized	

in	 terms	 of	 the	 point	 estimate,	 sd,	 the	 z-score,	 lower	 and	upper	 95	 percent	 confidence/credible	

limits	(CLs)	and	the	p-value	(Kery	and	Schaub	2011,	p	37	and	42).	The	estimate	is	the	median	(50th	

percentile)	of	the	MCMC	samples,	the	z-score	is	mean/sd	and	the	95	percent	CLs	are	the	2.5th	and	

97.5th	percentiles.	A	p-value	of	0.05	indicates	that	the	lower	or	upper	95	percent	CL	is	0. 

Term Estimate sd zscore lower upper pvalue 

Main	effects		 	 	 	 	 	 	

bFecundity	 0.831	 0.141	 5.931	 0.571	 1.126	 0.000	

bSurvivalBull	 0.092	 0.095	 0.955	 -0.100	 0.272	 0.337	

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	 -0.683	 0.354	 -1.913	 -1.380	 0.041	 0.062	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	 0.421	 0.362	 1.177	 -0.275	 1.162	 0.228	

bSurvivalCow	 1.377	 0.317	 4.393	 0.800	 2.068	 0.000	

Random	effects	 	 	 	 	 	 	

sSurvivalCalfAnnual	 0.887	 0.250	 3.704	 0.557	 1.526	 0.000	

sSurvivalCowAnnual	 0.932	 0.286	 3.407	 0.547	 1.661	 0.000	

	

Model	fit	was	judged	using	r-hat	value	which	suggested	adequate	model	convergence.	In	addition,	

the	distribution	of	parameter	estimates	was	inspected	to	assess	model	convergence.	
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Table 2.	Model	summary.	N	is	the	number	of	parameters,	nchains	is	the	number	of	Markov	chains	

used,	nthin	is	the	number	of	Markov	chain	samples	that	were	thinned,	ess	is	the	effective	sample	

size,	rhat	is	the	rhat	convergence	metric	and	convergence	is	the	score	based	on	effective	sample	

size	and	number	of	parameters	in	the	model.	

	

n K nchains niters nthin ess rhat converged 

12	 8	 3	 3000	 300	 5328	 1.00	 TRUE	

	

Unsplit	R-hat	values	were	used	 to	assess	 if	 choice	of	prior	distribution	 influenced	 the	posterior	

distribution	of	parameter	estimates.				

	

Table 3.	Split	R-hat	values	indicating	sensitivity	of	posterior	distributions	to	the	choice	of	priors.	

Term rhat 

bBreedingCows1	 1.005	

bFecundity	 1.001	

bSurvivalBull	 1.004	

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	 1.000	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	 1.002	

bSurvivalCow	 1.019	

sSurvivalCalfAnnual	 1.030	

sSurvivalCowAnnual	 1.041	

	

The	 Bayesian	 model	 generated	 yearly	 estimates	 of	 demographic	 parameters	 as	 well	 as	 field	

measurements	which	were	used	in	the	fitting	of	the	model.	These	estimates	are	detailed	in	Table	

4.	Most	of	the	actual	estimates	are	shown	in	Figures	32-36	of	the	main	report.	
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Table 4.	Parameter	descriptions	for	estimates	generated	by	the	model.			

Parameter Description 

Annual	 The	year	as	a	factor	

bCows1	 The	number	of	cows	in	the	initial	year	

bFecundity	 The	proportion	of	cows	breeding	in	a	typical	year	

BreedingCows[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	number	of	breeding	cows	in	the	ith	year	

BreedingCowsSE[i]	 The	SE	for	BreedingCows[i]	

BreedingProportion[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	proportion	of	cows	breeding	in	the	ith	year	

BreedingProportionSE[i]	 The	SE	for	BreedingProportionSE[i]	

bSurvivalBull	 The	log-odds	bull	survival	in	a	typical	year	

bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i]	 The	random	effect	of	the	ith	Annual	on	bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	and	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual	 The	log-odds	summer	calf	survival	if	it	extended	for	one	year	

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual	 The	log-odds	winter	calf	survival	if	it	extended	for	one	year	

bSurvivalCow	 The	log-odds	cow	(and	yearling)	survival	in	a	typical	year	

bSurvivalCowAnnual[i]	 The	random	effect	of	the	ith	Annual	on	bSurvivalCow	

CowSurvival[i]	 The	data	point	for	cow	survival	from	the	i-1th	year	to	the	ith	year	

CowSurvivalSE[i]	 The	SE	for	CowSurvivalSE[i]	

FallBullCow[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	bull	cow	ratio	in	the	fall	of	the	ith	year	

FallBullCowSE[i]	 The	SE	for	FallBullCow[i]	

FallCalfCow[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	calf	cow	ratio	in	the	fall	of	the	ith	year	

FallCalfCowSE[i]	 The	SE	for	FallCalfCow[i]	

SpringCalfCow[i]	 The	data	point	for	the	calf	cow	ratio	in	the	spring	of	the	ith	year	

SpringCalfCowSE[i]	 The	SE	for	SpringCalfCow[i]	

sSurvivalCalfAnnual	 The	SD	of	bSurvivalCalfAnnual	

sSurvivalCowAnnual	 The	SD	of	bSurvivalCowAnnual	

	

A	sensitivity	analysis	was	conducted	to	determine	the	effect	of	a	declining	calf	survival	trend	and	

the	 including	of	 the	2011	caribou	year	survival	estimate	which	was	higher	than	other	estimates	

which	may	have	been	 influenced	by	 lack	of	 collars	 for	 the	winter	months	of	2011-2012	 (Figure	

30).	 In	 general,	 estimates	 were	 minimally	 affected	 by	 either	 of	 these	 alternative	 model	 runs	

(Figure	 1)	 demonstrating	 the	 robustness	 of	 random	 effect	 models	 to	 smaller	 scale	 underlying	

trends	 in	 the	 model	 (calf	 survival)	 or	 individual	 historic	 data	 points	 (the	 2011	 survival	 rate	

estimate).		 
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Figure 1:	Comparison	of	model	predictions	of	the	main	model	used	in	report	to	a	model	with	calf	

survival	trends	and	the	main	model	run	without	the	2011	collared	cow	survival	data	point.	
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Appendix 4: Updated Harvest Simulations for the Bluenose-East Herd 

This	appendix	briefly	 summarizes	harvest	simulations	 for	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	carried	out	 in	

winter	2018-2019	following	the	June	2018	calving	photo	survey	for	this	herd.	A	previous	version	

was	 dated	 January	 2,	 2019.	 The	 present	 summary	 uses	 direct	 estimates	 from	 the	 demographic	

model	analyses	described	 in	the	main	body	of	 this	survey	report,	which	were	 finalized	after	 the	

initial	 harvest	 simulations	 had	 been	 completed.	 Harvest	 modeling	 outcomes	 are	 very	 similar	

between	 the	 January	 2,	 2019	 summary	 and	 this	 version;	 there	 are	 slight	 changes	 in	 a	 few	

parameters.	We	suggest	 that	readers	review	the	original	harvest	simulation	report	with	a	broad	

range	of	modeling	scenarios	(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2016),	the	2015	Bluenose-East	calving	

ground	 survey	 report	 (Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2016),	 the	 original	 Bathurst	 herd	 demographic	 model	

paper	(Boulanger	et	al.	2011)	and	the	section	on	demographic	modeling	of	the	current	report,	for	

more	details	on	the	approach	used	in	simulations.		

	

The	 IPM	 analysis	 detailed	 in	 the	 main	 report	 was	 used	 to	 produce	 updated	 estimates	 of	

demographic	parameters	based	on	the	recent	calving	ground	survey	results,	recent	collar	data	and	

other	demographic	indicators.	In	addition,	harvest	pressure	was	reduced	between	2015	and	2018	

from	levels	2010-2014,	thus	it	is	likely	that	herd	decline	was	less	influenced	by	harvest	during	the	

more	recent	interval.	Updated	parameter	estimates	were	used	in	this	updated	harvest	modeling.	

	

The	 methodology	 used	 for	 simulations	 followed	 the	 original	 generic	 harvest	 model	 approach	

(Boulanger	and	Adamczewski	2016).	In	review,	the	harvest	model	assumes	that	harvest	mortality	

is	additive	to	natural	mortality	each	year.	It	assumes	that	harvest	occurs	in	the	new	year	(January)	

for	both	bulls	 and	cows	with	mortality	of	 cows	not	affecting	 calf	 survival	 in	 the	year	 the	 cow	 is	

shot	(it	basically	assumes	that	the	calf	has	weaned	at	that	point).				

	

We	 note	 that	 the	main	 objective	 of	 simulations	 is	 to	 provide	 an	 assessment	 of	 relative	 risk	 of	

accelerated	decline	of	 the	herd	at	various	harvest	 levels	 as	opposed	 to	 firm	predictions	of	herd	

status	in	2021.	It	is	challenging	to	assess	future	demographic	rates	and	therefore	we	suggest	that	

the	results	of	simulations	be	used	with	ongoing	demographic	monitoring	to	assess	herd	status	and	

response	to	harvest.	

	

The	 following	 simulations	 were	 considered.	 Simulations	 with	 estimated	 cow	 survival	 levels	 in	

2018	(minimal	harvest,	female	survival	(Sf=0.716:	CI=0.6-0.83)	were	considered	across	a	range	of	

calf	productivity	 levels.	This	estimate	of	cow	survival	assumes	 low	harvest	pressure	 from	2017-

2018	so	that	the	difference	in	natural	and	harvest-influenced	survival	is	minimal.	This	assumption	

is	reasonable	since	harvest	levels	were	relatively	low	(2015-2016,	≈800	caribou,	2016-2017	≈300	

caribou,	2017-2018	≈200	caribou)	in	the	2015-2018	interval.			
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Variation	in	productivity	was	simulated	by	varying	calf	survival	while	keeping	fecundity	constant.	

This	 scenario	 most	 closely	 follows	 the	 results	 of	 the	 IPM	 analysis	 where	 fecundity	 was	 held	

constant	with	yearly	variation	in	calf	survival	estimated	using	a	random	effects	model	(Figures	33	

and	34	in	main	report).	The	values	of	calf	survival	simulated,	and	levels	of	productivity	simulated	

follow	 the	 range	 of	 values	 estimated	 from	 the	 2008-2018	 data	 set.	 We	 based	 the	 average	

productivity	 scenario	 on	 the	 last	 three	 years	 given	 that	 this	 level	 of	 productivity	will	 have	 the	

higher	 influence	on	 future	herd	 size	of	 the	Bluenose-East	herd.	We	note	 that	 the	assumption	of	

constant	 fecundity	 is	based	partially	on	restrictions	of	 the	data	set	(n=4	estimates	of	proportion	

females	breeding-Figure	32	in	main	report).				

	

Estimates	 of	 demographic	 parameters	 in	 2018	were	 relatively	 similar	 to	 those	 from	 2015.	 The	

estimate	of	cow	survival	in	2018	of	0.716	was	similar	to	that	estimated	from	the	2015	analysis	of	

0.708.	The	mean	cow	survival	 rate	2015-2018	was	0.76,	however	 the	overall	 trend	suggested	a	

declining	recent	 trend	 in	cow	survival	2015-2018	and	therefore	the	2018	estimate	was	used	for	

simulations.	The	average	level	of	calf	productivity	(0.30)	from	2015-2018	was	slightly	higher	than	

the	 previous	 average	 calf	 productivity	 of	 0.26	 (from	 2013-2015).	 The	 lower	 calf	 productivity	

scenario	(0.187)	was	based	on	the	2018	estimate	of	calf	productivity.	Bull	survival	 in	2018	was	

estimated	at	0.523,	which	was	lower	than	the	estimate	of	0.58	in	2015.	Simulations	were	also	run	

at	the	2015	bull	survival	level	of	0.58	to	assess	the	sensitivity	of	estimates	of	bull	cow	ratio	to	this	

change	in	bull	survival.	

	

Table 1:	Demographic	scenarios	considered	in	harvest	simulations	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	

herd	 in	2018.	Sf	=	cow	survival	rate;	Sc	=	calf	survival	rate;	Sm	=	bull	survival	rate;	Sy	=	yearling	

survival	rate;	Fa*Sc		=	calf	productivity	as	the	product	of	pregnancy	and	calf	survival	rates.			

Scenario 

Productivity Survival 

 

Pregnancy 

Rate 

λ (cows 

only) 

Stable Age Distribution 

Proportions at 2018 

Fa*Sc Cow 

(Sf) 

Calf 

(Sc) 

Bull 

(Sm) 

Yearling 

(Sy) 

Fa  Calves Yearlings Cows 

High productivity 

(95th percentile) 

0.455 0.716 0.655 0.523 0.716 0.694 0.870 0.190 0.143 0.666 

Average 

productivity 

(2015-2018) 

0.301 0.716 0.433 0.523 0.716 0.694 0.828 0.206 0.108 0.686 

Low productivity 

(2018) 

0.187 0.716 0.270 0.523 0.716 0.694 0.793 0.221 0.075 0.704 

	

As	an	initial	cross	check,	demographic	parameters	for	the	female	segment	of	the	population	were	

analyzed	 using	 a	 stage-based	 matrix	 model	 to	 determine	 stable	 age	 distributions	 as	 well	 as	

estimate	 the	 resulting	λ	 from	 the	matrix	model.	The	average	productivity	 scenario	 resulted	 in	a	

rate	of	decline	(deterministic	λ=0.83	from	a	stage-based	matrix	model	of	the	female	segment	of	the	

population)	which	is	slightly	higher	than	that	observed	by	comparison	of	the	2015	and	2018	adult	

female	calving	ground	survey	estimates	(λ=0.80).	Estimates	of	trend	from	the	demographic	model	
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were	slightly	higher	than	the	observed	difference	between	calving	ground	survey	estimates,	which	

accounts	for	this	difference.	The	low	productivity	(2018)	scenario	resulted	in	a	λ	of	0.79	which	is	

closer	to	the	observed	difference	in	adult	female	survey	estimates.	

	

The	herd	size	estimate	for	2018	(19,294)	was	used	as	the	starting	point	for	simulations	with	bull	

and	cow	numbers	based	on	 the	 fall	bull	 cow	ratio	of	2018	 (0.38).	A	 stable	age	distribution	was	

assumed.	 Harvest	 levels	 of	 0-950	were	 considered	with	 an	 additional	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 to	

demonstrate	the	effects	of	a	large-scale	harvest.	Simulations	were	kept	to	a	short	interval	of	three	

years	 (2018-2021)	 as	 the	herd’s	 demography	has	 changed	 dynamically	 since	 2010;	 In	 addition,	

population	surveys	have	been	carried	out	on	a	three-year	interval	in	recent	years.	Results	of	 the	

simulations	are	shown	graphically.				

	

Figure	1	shows	projected	herd	size	in	2021	across	a	range	of	harvest	levels	(x-axis)	and	percent	

bulls	in	the	harvest.	Projections	suggest	that	the	herd	would	almost	be	halved	again	in	2021	(top	

dashed	 line)	 to	 about	 10,000	 caribou	 with	 moderate	 productivity	 and	 0	 harvest,	 if	 recent	

demographic	 indicators	 stay	 the	 same.	 As	 the	 harvest	 level	 increases,	 the	 effect	 on	 herd	 size	 in	

2021	 increases.	 At	 the	 highest	 harvest	 level	 of	 2,000	 caribou/year,	 projected	 herd	 size	 in	2021	

approaches	5,000	caribou	or	about	one	quarter	the	size	of	the	2018	estimate	(the	second	dashed	

line).	A	harvest	of	primarily	bulls	offsets	the	effect	of	harvest	to	an	extent;	however,	productivity	

needs	to	be	higher	to	offset	low	cow	survival	rates	regardless.	The	effects	of	a	cow-focused	harvest	

vs.	a	bull-focused	harvest	are	most	evident	at	higher	harvest	levels	and	they	increase	with	time.		
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Figure 1:	Projected	Bluenose-East	herd	size	in	2021,	assuming	a	cow	survival	of	0.716	and	three	

levels	of	 calf	productivity,	 across	a	 range	of	harvest	 levels	 and	percent	bulls	 in	 the	harvest.	 See	

Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

Figure	2	shows	herd	trajectories	from	2018-2021	for	each	productivity	scenario.	
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Figure 2:	 Projected	 herd	 trajectories	 for	 the	 Bluenose-East	 herd	 2018-2021	 assuming	 cow	

survival	of	0.716	and	three	levels	of	calf	productivity	across	a	range	of	harvest	levels	and	percent	

bulls	in	the	harvest.	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

One	 important	point	 to	consider	with	bull-dominated	harvest	 is	 the	effect	on	the	bull-cow	ratio.	

Figure	3	demonstrates	the	quick	decline	in	bull-cow	ratio	at	higher	harvest	levels	when	bulls	are	

primarily	harvested.	The	 red	 line	 in	 this	graph	 is	 a	bull-cow	ratio	of	0.23	which	 is	 considered	a	

preferred	lower	limit	based	roughly	on	other	studies	(Mysterud	et	al.	2002),	although	it	is	likely	

that	all	females	would	be	bred	even	if	the	sex	ratio	was	reduced	further	(Mysterud	et	al.	2002).	At	

a	harvest	 level	of	300/year,	 the	bull-cow	ratio	stays	between	the	2018	 level	and	the	 lower	 limit	

regardless	of	productivity.	When	harvest	is	2,000	per	year,	the	modeled	bull	population	in	essence	

goes	to	0	 in	2020	with	 lower	to	moderate	productivity.	The	bull	cow	ratio	 is	 inflated	due	to	the	

decrease	in	cow	numbers	if	cows	are	primarily	harvested	at	higher	harvest	levels;	ratios	depend	

on	 the	 number	 in	 the	 denominator	 as	 well	 as	 the	 number	 in	 the	 numerator.	 In	 any	 case,	 it	 is	

unlikely	that	harvest	of	the	herd	after	2018	will	be	anywhere	near	this	scale	of	bull	or	cow	harvest,	

and	 increased	 monitoring	 proposed	 for	 the	 herd	 includes	 frequent	 (potentially	 annual)	 fall	

composition	surveys	that	will	monitor	the	bull:cow	ratio.	
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Figure 3:	Projected	bull-cow	ratios	in	the	Bluenose-East	herd	2018-2021	assuming	cow	survival	

of	0.716	and	bull	survival	of	0.523	and	three	levels	of	calf	productivity,	across	a	range	of	harvest	

levels	and	percent	bulls	in	the	harvest.	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	

level.	

	

Figure	4	shows	predicted	bull	cow	ratios	in	2021	for	the	BNE	herd;	these	are	essentially	the	end-

points	of	the	changing	ratios	shown	in	Figure	3.	Unless	calf	productivity	is	high,	a	reduction	in	bull	

cow	ratio	is	projected	due	to	the	lower	estimate	of	bull	survival	(0.523).			
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Figure 4:	Projected	bull-cow	ratios	 in	 the	Bluenose-East	herd	 in	2021	assuming	cow	survival	of	

0.716	 and	 bull	 survival	 of	 0.523	 and	 three	 levels	 of	 calf	 productivity,	 across	 a	 range	 of	 harvest	

levels	and	percent	bulls	in	the	harvest.	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	

level.	

	

Simulations	with	the	previous	slightly	higher	bull	survival	estimate	of	0.58	 from	2015	were	also	

run	 to	 assess	 the	 sensitivity	 of	 harvest	 model	 predictions	 of	 bull	 cow	 ratio	 to	 bull	 survival,	 to	

compare	results	of	projections	at	a	bull	survival	of	0.523.	It	can	be	seen	that	in	these	simulations	

the	 projected	 bull	 cow	 ratios	 remain	 similar	 in	 2021	 to	 those	 observed	 in	 2018	 under	 the	 no	

harvest	scenario.			
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Figure 5:	Projected	bull	cow	ratios	in	the	Bluenose-East	herd	in	2021,	assuming	cow	survival	of	

0.716	 and	 three	 levels	 of	 calf	 productivity	 and	 a	 bull	 survival	 of	 0.58	 (value	 from	 2015	

demographic	model	analysis).	See	Table	1	for	the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

Why Do Low Harvest Levels have Minimal Effect on Herd Trajectories? 

One	 question	 that	 has	 come	 up	 is	 the	 seemingly	 minimal	 effect	 of	 lower	 harvest	 levels	 on	

population	trend.	The	main	reason	for	this	is	that	at	these	levels	a	relatively	small	proportion	of	

the	 herd	 is	 being	 harvested	 as	 demonstrated	 in	 Figure	 6,	 and	 thus	 harvest	 accounts	 for	 only	 a	

small	 proportion	 of	 the	 herd	 and	mortality	 rates	 are	 predominantly	 natural.	 Once	 harvest	 level	

becomes	 higher	 (950	 or	 higher)	 the	 proportion	 of	 the	 herd	 harvested	 increases	 as	 the	 herd	

declines.	 If	 the	harvest	remains	at	a	constant	number	of	caribou/year	and	the	herd	continues	to	

decline,	then	the	incremental	effect	of	the	harvest	harvest-caused	mortality	keeps	increasing	and	

can	 lead	 to	 a	 downward	 acceleration.	 Then	 harvest	 adds	 substantially	 to	 the	 natural	mortality	

rates.	This	 effect	was	 shown	 for	 the	Bathurst	herd	 in	2006-2009	 (Boulanger	et	 al.	 2011),	when	

harvest	 levels	 remained	 at	 4,000-6,000/year	 as	 the	 herd	 declined	 rapidly.	 Although	 all	 harvest	

adds	 to	decline	 if	 a	herd	 is	declining	naturally,	 small-scale	harvest	 rates	have	 small	 incremental	

effects	on	a	declining	trend.	
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Figure 6:	Proportion	of	the	Bluenose-East	herd	harvested	through	2021	across	a	range	of	harvest	

levels	 and	 proportion	 of	 the	 bulls	 in	 the	 harvest.	 See	 Table	 1	 for	 the	 parameterization	 of	 each	

productivity	level.	

	

In	Figure	6	it	can	be	seen	that	the	proportion	of	herd	harvested	increases	at	a	greater	rate	when	

the	 harvest	 is	 primarily	 cows.	 The	 reason	 for	 this	 is	 that	 harvest	 of	 cows	 reduces	 longer-term	

productivity	of	the	herd	through	the	reduction	of	future	calves	each	cow	would	produce.	For	this	

reason,	it	is	important	to	track	proportion	of	cows	(cow	harvested/total	cows)	and	proportion	of	

bulls	 harvested	 (bulls	 harvested/total	 bulls)	 each	 year	 rather	 than	 just	 total	 harvest.	 Figure	 7	

provides	total	herd	estimates	subdivided	by	bulls	and	cows	to	further	illustrate	this	point.	It	can	

be	 seen	 that	 at	higher	harvest	 levels	 (>750)	a	bull	dominated	harvest	 can	 adversely	 impact	 the	

bull	population	especially	if	productivity	is	low.	This	impact	is	also	demonstrated	by	a	substantial	

decrease	in	bull-cow	ratios	(Figures	3,	4)	when	bull	harvest	is	higher.	
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Figure 7:	Proportion	of	bulls	and	cows	harvested	for	each	harvest	and	productivity	scenario.	This	

figure	basically	summarizes	proportion	harvested	 in	Figure	6	by	bulls	and	cows.	See	Table	1	 for	

the	parameterization	of	each	productivity	level.	

	

Potential Future Analyses 

These	simulations	illustrate	the	sensitivity	of	the	bull	cow	ratio	estimates	to	assumed	bull	survival.	

Estimates	 of	 bull	 survival	 from	 the	 demographic	 model	 are	 based	 on	 bull-cow	 ratios	 from	 fall	

surveys	and	are	therefore	indirect	in	nature.	Collar-based	estimates	of	bull	survival	could	be	used	

to	further	verify	the	indirect	estimates	from	the	IPM	analysis.	

	

Simulations	with	demographic	variation	could	also	be	used	to	generate	estimates	of	herd	size	in	

2021	with	confidence	limits.	

Literature cited (see main survey report). 
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Appendix 5: Trends in Calving Ground Size and Core Densities 

This	 appendix	 provides	 additional	 information	 calving	 ground	 size,	 distribution	 of	 caribou	 on	

calving	ground,	and	core	calving	ground	densities	in	the	Bluenose-East	and	Bathurst	herd	calving	

grounds	 based	 on	 reconnaissance	 survey	 and	 photo	 survey	 data.	 This	 appendix	 provides	 a	

summary	 of	 data	 from	 previous	 surveys	 as	 opposed	 to	 full	 documentation	 of	methods	 used	 to	

define	core	calving	areas.	Readers	should	consult	previous	calving	ground	survey	reports	for	the	

Bluenose-East	 (Adamczewski	 et	 al.	 2014,	 Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2014b,	 Boulanger	 et	 al.	 2016,	

Adamczewski	et	al.	2017)	for	more	details	on	each	survey.	

	

Methods 

Trends	 in	 segment	 densities	 from	 reconnaissance	 surveys	 that	 occurred	 during	 photo	 surveys	

were	 initially	 assessed	 to	 infer	 distribution	 and	 aggregation	 of	 higher	 densities	 of	 caribou.	

Segments	that	were	contained	within	core	calving	strata	were	included	in	the	analysis.	Data	was	

plotted	spatially	and	by	segment	density	class.					

	

Estimates	of	density	based	on	photo	survey	data	and	core	calving	ground	size	(based	on	the	area	

of	 survey	 strata)	were	 used	 to	 estimate	 numbers	 of	 adult	 and	 breeding	 females.	 One	 potential	

issue	with	 this	 approach	 is	 that	 the	degree	 of	 aggregation	of	 adult	 and	 breeding	 females	 varies	

among	years,	 and	 therefore	 changes	 in	 the	 core	area	will	be	due	 to	both	 changes	 in	abundance,	

aggregation,	and	survey	coverage.	To	explore	this	issue,	a	scaled	estimate	of	core	calving	ground	

size	 based	 on	 the	 summation	 of	 the	 product	of	 stratum	 areas	 and	 proportions	 of	 breeding	 and	

adult	 females	was	 also	 considered	 as	 an	 index	 of	 core	 calving	 area.	 For	 example,	 if	 a	 100	 km2	

stratum	had	20	percent	breeding	females,	then	its	core	area	was	estimated	as	20	km2.	Each	survey	

stratum	 area	 was	 estimated	 using	 this	 approach	 and	 summed	 for	 the	 survey	 year.	 Density	

estimates	using	this	approach	will	be	more	robust	to	strata	layout	and	composition	each	year.	For	

example,	 this	 approach	 avoids	 the	 subjective	 inclusion	 or	 exclusion	 of	 survey	 strata	 areas	 for	

estimation	of	core	areas	and	uses	all	the	survey	strata	to	estimate	core	area.	However,	the	actual	

weighted	density	estimate	will	not	directly	pertain	to	a	defined	geographic	area.	

	

Results 

Figure	1	displays	reconnaissance	 segments	that	defined	the	core	calving	areas	 for	 the	Bluenose-

East	herd	during	years	that	calving	ground	surveys	were	conducted	(2010,	2013,	2015	and	2018).	

The	distribution	of	higher	density	segments	showed	a	trend	toward	shifting	to	the	northwest	over	

these	 years.	 There	 was	 also	 a	 strong	 trend	 toward	 fewer	 high	 density	 segments	 (at	 least	 10	

caribou/km2)	from	2010-2015,	and	none	in	2018.	The	high	density	segments	in	2010	to	the	south	
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of	 Kugluktuk	 were	 partially	 influenced	 by	 higher	 densities	 of	 non-breeding	 cows,	 bulls	 and	

yearlings	in	this	area.	

	
Figure 1:	Segment	densities	in	core	calving	areas	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	2010-2018	

from	calving	photo	surveys.	Low	density	=	<1	caribou/km2,	medium	density	=	1-9.9	caribou/km2,	

and	high	density	=	at	least	10	caribou/km2.					
 

Figure	2	provides	a	histogram	of	segment	densities	from	the	same	Bluenose-East	calving	ground	

surveys,	further	demonstrating	the	shift	to	lower	density	segments.				
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Figure 2:	Segment	densities	in	core	calving	areas	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	2010-2018.	

Low	density	=	<1caribou/km2,	medium	density	=	1-9.9	caribou/km2,	and	high	density	=	at	least	10	

caribou/km2.					
 

A	boxplot	of	 the	Bluenose-East	segment	data	set	shows	that	 the	median	segment	densities	were	

generally	<5	caribou	per	km2	with	the	majority	of	segments	being	in	the	medium	density	category	

(Figure	3).	In	2018	a	substantial	proportion	of	the	segments	were	in	the	low	density	category	of	

<1	caribou/km2.		

	
Figure 3:	Boxplot	of	segment	densities	for	the	Bluenose-East	herd	2010-2018.	
 

Figure	 4	 shows	 the	 total	 areas	 of	 core	 strata	 for	 each	 year	 and	 the	weighted	 area	 for	 breeding	

females	and	adult	females.	The	weighted	area	n	this	case	is	simply	the	summation	of	the	product	
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of	each	 stratum	area	 times	 the	proportion	breeding	 females	or	adult	 females.	Trends	estimated	

using	 this	 approach	 should	 be	 less	 sensitive	 to	 differences	 in	 survey	 strata	 layout	 and	 yearly	

differences	in	aggregation	of	females.	

	
Figure 4:	Estimated	area	of	core	survey	strata,	area	weighted	by	proportion	of	breeding	females,	

and	proportion	adult	females	in	survey	strata	for	the	Bluenose-East	caribou	herd	2010-2018.	
 

Comparison	 of	 the	 2010	 and	 2018	 area	 estimates	 suggests	 an	 overall	 decrease	 in	 area	 of	 46	

percent,	48	percent	and	70	percent	for	core	strata	area,	adult	female,	and	breeding	female	areas.	

This	translates	to	an	annual	decrease	of	9	percent	for	core	and	adult	female	area	and	4	percent	for	

breeding	 female	 area.	 It	 could	 be	 argued	 that	 the	 breeding	 female	 area,	 which	 will	 be	 most	

affiliated	 with	 core	 densities,	 is	 most	 applicable	 to	 overall	 trends	 in	 core	 calving	 ground	 area.	

Abundance	of	adult	and	breeding	females	decreased	at	an	approximate	rate	of	20	percent	per	year	

(Figure	5)	from	2010-2018.		

	
Figure 5:	Estimate	of	abundance	of	adult	and	breeding	females	on	core	calving	areas	from	2010-

2018	for	the	Bluenose	East	herd.	
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Density	 was	 estimated	 using	 abundance	 estimates	 for	 adult	 and	 breeding	 females	 (Figure	 5)	

divided	by	the	associated	calving	ground	area	(Figure	4).	Comparison	of	2010	and	2018	density	

estimates	suggests	a	gross	change	in	densities	of	36	percent	and	49	percent	for	adult	and	breeding	

females	using	strata	area	(Figure	6).	Using	weighted	areas,	the	gross	change	is	34	percent	and	32	

percent	for	adult	and	breeding	females.	These	rates	of	change	translate	to	annual	decreases	that	

range	from	9	percent	(breeding	females	using	core	area)	and	13	percent	(breeding	females	using	

weighted	area).	

	
Figure 6:	 Density	 (number/km2)	 of	 adult	 females	 and	 breeding	 females	 in	 survey	 strata	 using	

total	 area	 (Strata	 area)	 and	 corresponding	 breeding	 female	 or	 adult	 female	 areas,	 for	 the	

Bluenose-East	caribou	calving	grounds	2010-2018.	The	symbol	size	is	proportional	to	the	calving	

ground	area	used	to	estimate	density.	

	

Discussion 

Defining	the	core	calving	area	is	challenging	due	to	differences	in	levels	of	aggregation	of	caribou	

during	 each	 survey	 year.	 The	 weighted	 method	 used	 to	 infer	 trends	 in	 core	 area	 attempts	 to	

confront	this	issue	by	weighting	the	contribution	of	survey	stratum	to	the	overall	estimate	of	core	

area	by	the	proportion	of	adult	and	breeding	females	estimated	in	the	given	strata.	The	resulting	

area	estimates	are	best	used	to	infer	trends	rather	than	define	an	absolute	area.			

	

In	general,	the	Bluenose-East	herd	has	not	aggregated	substantially	as	the	herd	size	has	declined	

as	 indicated	 by	 similar	 trends	 in	 calving	 ground	 area	 and	 density	 (Figure	 6).	 Using	 breeding	

females	as	an	indicator,	the	breeding	female	weighted	core	area	decreased	annually	by	4	percent	

with	 densities	 decreasing	 by	 9	 percent.	 This	 general	 trend	 suggests	 that	 caribou	 are	 not	

aggregating	into	smaller	areas	to	maintain	higher	densities	as	observed	with	the	Bathurst	herd	in	

2012	(Boulanger	et	al.	2014c).					
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Alternative	methods	such	as	use	of	collared	caribou	locations	could	be	used	to	further	infer	core	

areas.	 This	 type	 of	 analysis	 could	 be	 useful	 for	 the	 2018	 survey	 year	 when	 the	 core	 area	was	

mainly	defined	in	a	single	small	area.	This	type	of	analysis	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	report	but	

could	be	pursued	in	the	future.		

	

Literature cited (see main survey report).	
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ikiklivalliavaliktunik tahapkunani Ahiak Kivatani tuktuttainik ammihuakyuiniklu, 
angunnahuaknikmun pidjutauvaktuk huli nikikhakhiukpaktunik imalu amikhaakhiukpaktuniklu 
kakhakhiukpaktunik. 
 
Talvani Kugluktuk Angoniatit Katimayit pivakhimayunik katimakatigikattauvaktunik tahapkunani 
Kavamat Nunavut uvani Hikutilikvia 2, 2019 piyukhanik ukautiggiyauyukhanik ublumimut 
uvunalu hivunikgiyakhainiklu Tamatkiumayunik Angunnahuaktautaktunik Angunnahuaknikmun 
tuktutainik Ahiak Kivatani ammihuakyutainik. Tahapkuat Kavamat Nunavut pilutik 
havagiyaulutik uktutauyukhanik aah ikikliyumiklugit uvuna 340 nik nirgitinik tutkikhakhimayunik 
kangiktaulimaitunik ima 107 nik pungniiknik angunnahuaktaulutik kihimi tahapkununga 
pitkuihimayunik katimagamik tahapkualu NWMB uvani Ubluikvia 2019 katimadjutauyunik. 
 

mailto:kugluktuk@krwb.ca
mailto:kugluktuk@krwb.ca


107 nik pungniiknik angunnahuaktaulutik kihimi hila maliklugu angunnahuaknikmun nirgitnik, 
takungnakhivaktunik kihimi ukiakhami nugyuukgaktinnagitlu. Ukallautigiyauvaktunik talvuna 
Hikutilikviani uvani 2 katimadjutauvaktunik mikharut angunnahuaknikmun tamangnik angnulluk 
imalu unguhulluk pidjutautaktunik pilugit angunnahuaktautaktunik, taimainakmut inungni 
ihaagiangnakmut nikitianik nikigivaktainik tamakpangangnut ukiumi; pidjutivakgainiklu 
havagivakgait huli amiit mikharut anurakhanik imalu kakhaniklu. 
 
Tahapkuat HTO nipliutigihimayainik ihumalutigiyauvaktunik kanukgitunik havakhikhimayunik 
ikiikliyauhimayunik atuktauvaktunik Ahiakmiutanik Kivatani tuktutainik TAH pilakilutik 
alauyuniklu ammihuakyuinik tuktunik alauyunitlu nirgitinik talvani Kugluktuk nunainilu 
(ilidjuhinitlu: Taryumi Kikiiktautainiklu tuktutainik; tuktuuvak). Kanukgiliukpaktunik huli 
alauyunik nirgitinik angunnahuaktauvaktunik Kanukgiliukgutauvaktuniklu nirgitinik 
angunnahuaktaulluakuyauvaktunik pidjutiyukhanik naudjutiyukhanik ikayutauyukhanik 
tuktutainik BNE tuktu, kanukgilidjutihimayunik TAH pivakhimayunik 340; aah 
ikiikliyauhimayunik TAH pidjutitaktunik aaihikpaktilugit alauyunik nirgitiniklu. 
     
Aah ammigaitunik tikuaktauvaktunik avaatingnukpaktunik nikikhakhiukpaktunik nirgitinik 
nirgitit havagiyauvaktukhanik. Tadja nunalingni havakatauvaktunik mikharut amagoit niakuinik 
katitiktauvaktunik manikhakhautigiplugit havagiyauvaktunik tadja tahapkunanga Havakvit 
Nunalikiyit. Talvanganit tahapkunani havagiyauliktunik uvani ukiumi 2018/19, 101 nik amagonik 
angunnahuaktauvaktunik. Tahapkununa kufiutilanginik kilaminuak ammigaikhimayunik 
pidjutaugumik havakhikhimagumik $300/ihiviuktauyukhanik. Angunnahuakpaktunik 
ukaalukhimayunik mikharut akikhautikhanik piyauyukhanik akittukyumiyauyukhanik, 
tahapkuatlu pidjutivakniaktugulluit angunnahuakpaktukhauyugulluit 
amagokhiukpakniakgulluaktutlu pidjutivakhimayut taimani 101 nik 
angunnahuaktauvakhimayunik pidjutivaktukhanik angunnahuaktauvaktukhaniklu. 
 
 
 
Atuktauvaktunik pitkuhiktukpaktunik huli ilihimadjutiplugit mikharut akhaait 
ammigaiyumivaliktunik, pivaktunik ammigaitunik takuvaktunik akhaanik akhaakgiaktunik, 
akhaakgiakpaiktunik imalu talimanik akhaakalikpaktuniklu, ilanginik aktikikyukilikpaktunik 
maamainit. 
 
Tahapkununa Ahiak Kivatani Tuktunik Munakgiyauyukhanik Havagiyauyukhanik 
Pangnattauyunik pihimayunik ilihimayauvaktunik tuniyauvaktunik uvani Imakguktikviani 2019; 
pihimayunik aah kiuyauvaktunik piyukhanik havakatigiktukhanik panaarinitlu havaktukhanik 
nutanguktikgiyukhanik pangnattauyukhanik havakatigiktiaklutiklu. Talvanganit talvuna, 
tahapkuat HTO pidjutivakhimayunik katimakatauvaktunik tahapkunani Kavamat Nunavut 
ammigaiktukhutik havakatigikpaktunik imalu pivalialiktunik tutkikhaivaliavaliktunik kanuk 
angiutauvaktunik. 
 
Tahapkuat HTO havakhimakpaktunik huli havakatigivakgait tahapkuanik Havakvit Nunalikiyit 
mikharut munakgiyauyukhanik havagiyauyukhanik imalu ihiviukhinikmun naunaiyainikmun 
naunaitkutakhanik katitiktauvaktunik. 
 



Ikiikliyauhimayunik havakhikhimayunik tahapkununa TAH taimailiukgumayunik 107 nik 
pangniiknik kihimi pipkaihunguyuk pilaakilutinilu aah ayuuknakhihunguyuk ihuigutivalialutik 
nauvalliavaktunik huli inugiangnianik nunalingni. Inuyunik ihaagiahutiggivakgaat 
atuktaulluakpaktuk kihimi nikikgilluakpagaat nikitianik, pidjutitkiyumikpaktuk kihimi 
inuhikgingnaktuk nirgiyaulluakpaktunik.  
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ:        ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎ: X 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ:  ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2018 ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ 

ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕕᑏᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ 

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᓱᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᓯ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ 

(ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ). 

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ 1980 ᑐᖔᓂ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᑲᓴᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᒃ 2006−ᒥ 2009−ᒧᑦ, ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᐹᓘᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

32,000−ᖑᓕᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.  

• ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2010−ᒥ, ᓄᑖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᓚᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓃᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 300−ᓂᒃ.  

• 2015−ᒥ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᖔᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 19,700 ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᕆᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

2012−ᒥ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ 35,000 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 2015−ᒥ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 37%ᓂᒃ 

ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ 2012−ᒥ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᑦ 14%ᒥᒃ 

• ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ 2015−ᒥ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦᑕ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 30 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.  

• ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖓᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᕝᕕᓵᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᕆᔭᐅᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᓱᓂᓗ ᓇᖅᑭᓐᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.  
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ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2017, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᑲᑦᑕᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖃᑎᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖓᑕ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ) ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

• 2018−ᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ, ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᖔᓃᒋᐊᖏᑦ 8,210 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᕆᐅᔪᖅ 2015−ᒥ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᑦᓵᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 19,700 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.  

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓄᑦ 2018-2019 ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕐᓇᐅᑉ, ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᒋᑦ: 20 ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦᓴᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ 10 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ.  

• ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ (10 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ) ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ (ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ) 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑯᓪᓗᖓᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ (5 ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕼᐃᒥᐊᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ (5 ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ) ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᓐᑐᐃᑐ ᑕᓯᖓᓂ.  

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᓈᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 
 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ 

 

• ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2019, 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ. ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᓯᒪᕕᐅᔪᓂ, ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ.  

 

• ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7−ᒥ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᒃ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖓ ᓂᕿᑭᑦᓴᓂᕐᒥ, 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᓪᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ.  
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Government of Nunavut RM004-2019 

 

 

 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ 

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 0 ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.  

 

 
 



2018 ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ

1

(Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus)

ᓖᓴ−ᒪᕇ ᓕᒃᑯᓘᒃ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ
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ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ 2018 
ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ 
ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
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Porcupine

Bathurst

Tuktoyaktuk 

Peninsula

Beverly & 

Ahiak

Qamanirjuaq

Bluenose

-West

Bluenos

e-East

Cape 

Bathurst

NWT

Yuko

n

N

U

Alask

a

ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᓪᓗ
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• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ

• ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐸᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
472,000−ᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ, 1986−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᕆᐊᙵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ 1990 ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒋᐊᓪᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᑎᑦ 2003 
ᖄᖏᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ
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ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ - 2018
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓪᓚᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ- ᔫᓂ 5-7, 2018
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ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᖓᑦ 
ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2018−ᒥ.

ᖃᖓᑕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ (ᑕᖅᓴᓕᓐᓂ), 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᑦ ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ. 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ 3−ᓗ 4−ᓗ 
ᓈᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 8, 
2019



8

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ (ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ), ᑎᒻᒥᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ (56%) ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᒧᖅ 
ᖃᖓᑕᔫᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᓈᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓯᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓯᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
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ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑏᑦ

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ, 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ, 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖅᑖᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ.

ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖏᓪᓗ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 



10

2018 ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ (ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ 
ᐅᖓᑖᓂᓪᓗ) 8,207ᖑᒋᐊᖏᑦ.
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ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ, ᓅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑯᐃᓐ ᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓄᑦ

ᓄᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3% ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 97% 
ᓄᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑯᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ

11 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓯᑕᒪᐅᔪᖅᑐᐃᑦ 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᑐᖃᕐᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓪᓗ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᕙᕗᓕ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑯᐃᓐ ᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᓄᑦ (30%ᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ).

ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓅᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓄᑦ ᑯᐃᓐ ᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ, ᑲᑎᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᓱᑎᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ 
ᐊᕐᓚᕕᐊᑦ ᕙᕗᓕ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᕈᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ (61%) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ (58.5%).
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ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑏᑦ

ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᐸᑦᑐᑦ 0.82−ᖑᔪᑦ

ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ:ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ (ᔫᓂ)  0.25 ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ:100 
ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ. ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᓪᓚᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᑦᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.

ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ:ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ (ᐅᑐᐱᕆ) 21 ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ:100 
ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ (ᐊᑉᐸᓯᑦᑐᐹᓗᒃ)



13

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 30 30 30

ᐊᑕᖏᑦᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᖃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

30 30 30

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᐸᑦᓱᑎᑦ. ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᒍᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᒻᒪᑕ.
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• ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑐᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 0 ᖑᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ 
ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2018−ᒥ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ.

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ, 
ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ 0 ᕚᑑᔅ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ
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ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐊᕆᔭᖏᑦ

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ 
ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 0 ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ: 

• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᐹᓪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓇᖅᑭᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ;

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓪᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓈᒐᐃᑉᐸᑕ, 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. 



ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ

THANK YOU

QUANAQUTIN

MERCI 

16



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑕ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐅᑎᐱᕆ 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 



i  

ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑲᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019-ᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᒃᑎᐊᕐᒥ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᕐᒥ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2018-ᒥ ᕙᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓱᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ, ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᖃᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  
 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᕿᑭᑦᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 30-ᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦᒥ 2017-ᒥ ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ 2018-ᒥ ᒥᑦᓴᐅᓵᕈᑏᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᓇᐃᓕᓪᒋᐊᖅᓯᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ.  

 
 



3  

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎ 
 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ.  

 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ.   
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5  

1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᒪᓂᖓᓗ 
 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᒐᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ . ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ. 

 

2.1 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ 
 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2019 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕗᖔᕈᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᒍᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᑦᒥ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᑦᑑᕐᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑎᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᓂ ᐊᑖᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᑦᑕ.  

 

2.2 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, 

ᐱᖁᓯᕗᖔᕈᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓗᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᙵᓱᑦᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ, 

ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕆᐊᕈᑎᒥᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓅᖓᔪᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  

 

3.0 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑐᖃᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ, ᐱᒋᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ. ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᒍᓐᓇᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᓯᖓᓐᓂ 

ᑳᓐᑐᐃᑐ (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ) ᓂᕿᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᒃᑭᓪᓗᑎᑦ 400 ᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ, ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔨᖃᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᖓᐅᑦᒥ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᓚᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᖓᓂ ᑳᓐᑐᐃᑐ. ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᒪᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ.  

 

4.0. ᐅᖃᕆᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ - 

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2019 
 

ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ) 
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ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓂ 2018-ᒥ ᕚᑑᔅ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: 

 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2019. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔫᑉ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᑦᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓂᒃ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 0 ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ.  
 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2019  
 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ: 

 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ - ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: ᑮᑦ ᐃᖓᓚᓐ, ᓖᓴ-ᒪᕇ ᓕᑭᓕᐅᕐ, ᑭᐊᕙᓐ ᒪᑎᐅᓐ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ: ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᓖ, ᓯᐅᕈ ᕈᐄ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᑲᐃᕈᓪ ᕆᑦᓯ 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᐃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ: ᐊᒫᓐᑕ ᕉᔅ ᑕᒪᓐ, ᕚᕕ ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᒃᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᑭᓕᐅᕋᓐᔅ ᑲᐃᔪᒐᓇ 

ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᑳᓂ ᑯᐸᓚᒃ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᐲᑕ ᑯᐸᓚᒃ 

 
 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ: 

  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 30-ᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᖅᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᖅᑮᑦ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ, 

ᓇᔾᔪᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕿᖓᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᕙᓐᓂᖓᓂ. ᓂᕿᖓᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᑦ 30 ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂ ᑲᓐᑐᐃᑐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ. ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᒃᑯᑦ, ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ. ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 10 ᐃᓪᓗᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ, ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 400 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᒍᑎᖃᖅᐸᒻᒪᑕ ᓂᕿᖓᓂᒃ (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᓂᙱᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ). ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖓ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᓱᒍ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᒫᖅ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᕙᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕈᑎᑐᐊᖃᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᑦᓯᔨᓄᑦ, 8 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕚᑑᔅ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᓂ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᒥᓃᑦ 

ᑕᐅᖅᓯᐅᑎᒍᓐᓇᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᕗᕌᓐᒃᓚᓐ ᐃᓚᒌᑦᑐᓂ ᑲᓐᑐᐃᑐᒥ.  

  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒻᒪᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᐃᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ 

$300 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓗᐊᕆᐊᖓ; 

ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖅᑳᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕗᒻᒥ - ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᓗᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᕙᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓯᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒪᖅᑯᐊᕋᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᕙᑦᓱᑎᑦ. 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᕆᒐᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᒃ 20-ᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᖤᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ. ᑐᑦᓯᕋᖅᓯᒪᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᕙᕗᓕ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
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ᓱᐃᓛᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ.  

  

ᐃᓘᓐᓈᒍᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ 

ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᕋᒥᒃ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓐᑐᐃᑐᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 0 ᙱᖔᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᕐᒥ. ᕿᖓᐅᑦᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᓚᖓᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 0-ᓗ 30-ᓗ ᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᕐᓂᒃ 30-ᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐃᓘᓐᓈᒍᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᖅ 

30 ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕆᐊᖓ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑦᓯᖃᙱᓐᓂᕋᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 0 

ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ.  

  

ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑎᓯᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᕋᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᓂᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ. ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᑦᑐᐃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᖃᙱᒃᑯᓂᒃ ᑕᖏᒥᒃ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂ. ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 0 ᖑᑉᐸᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᕕᓐ ᔫᓂᐊᓐ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ. ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᐊᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᔪᑦᓴᑑᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᓐᓇᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᓯᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᓪᓗ. ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖅᑳᖁᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑏᑦ. 

 
 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ: 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕐᕕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ, ᓈᓴᐃᒍᑎᕕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᕈᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ. ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒦᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᖓᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ 

ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐅᒋᐊᓖᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᑦᓴᒥᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᓯᖏᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐃᓘᓐᓈᒍᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᙱᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 0-ᒧᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᓱᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᒍᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔨᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 30 ᐊᑦᑐᐃᖃᓗᐊᙱᒋᐊᖓ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓗᐊᕋᓂ. ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᒍᒪᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ. 

ᑕᑯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᓱᙳᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᑦᓴᖏᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ.  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ: 

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
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4.1 ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓯᖅ - ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ 
 

ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ, ᕚᑑᔅ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2019 ᑕᐃᑲᓂᓗ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ.  
 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓂᓪᓗ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᒫᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᓇᖅᑭᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᕚᑑᔅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.  

 



ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ 2018 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔪᑎᑦ 

 

 

ᐅᓇ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖓ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᓂᐅᕗᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᐃᔪᒥ: 

“ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓪᓚᕆᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ: 2018 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ.”  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

(ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ) ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓄᖑᓴᐃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 

 
 

 
  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

Department of Environment 

Avatiliqiyikkut 

Ministère de l’Environnement 

 

 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ 

ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᕕᔭᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓂᕿᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ.  

ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ (Rangifer tarandus 

groenlandicus). ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒥᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓅᖃᑦᑕᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ (GNWT) ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ. 

1986−ᒥ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 472,000 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ. ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1990-ᖏᓐᓂᓂᑦ, 

ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

2006 ᐊᒻᒪ 2009, ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑕᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

100,000−ᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 32,000 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᓴᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  

 

ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑐᕋᒐᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᓄᑖᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᕿᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ, ᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᐃᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ 

1996-ᒥᓂᑦ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᓇᓐᓴᖓᓂ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ. 2003-ᒥᓂᑦ, ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᖑᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᖅᑭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᖓᓱᐊᖅᑎᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 17 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᓂᕐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

(ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 5 ᐊᒻᒪ 10 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᐃᑦ (km) 

ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ) ᖃᖓᑕᓚᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ 4, 5, 6, ᐊᒻᒪ 

10, 2018, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓗᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

(ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1). 10 ᑭᓚᒦᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 
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ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ, ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᓐᓂᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓗᑎ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒥᑦ (ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓕᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2). 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ 8 ᐊᒻᒪ 9, 

2018, ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖃᓗᐊᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓕᒫᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 160 ᑭᓚᒦᑕ/ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖅ, 

ᐊᑉᐸᓯᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᐊᓂ 120 ᒦᑕᐃᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᑐᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑐᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓯᕕᑐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 800 ᒦᑕᐃᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  

 

 

ᔫᓂᒥᑦ 8, 2018, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᓛᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᑎ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, 2018 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

2018-ᒥᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 8,207 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

(ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3). ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2015 ᐊᒻᒪ 2018 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 58.5% 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ, 61% 

ᐃᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 55% ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐅᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᒥᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ (ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ, ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑕᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᖅ) 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2: ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ (ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅ). ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑭᑖᑦ. 
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ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 2011-2018 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᓂᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ 0.25. 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ 

ᐅᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 0.82 (CI = 0.69-0.92), ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 0.88 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ.  

2018-ᒥᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ 

ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ, ᑲᑎᓐᖓᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 27% ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ 

ᓅᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᑉ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄ, ᐅᑯᐊᓕ 73% ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᐊᓂ. ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐸᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᔪᒥᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ.  

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᑲᑕᓐᓂᖅ 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ 1986 ᐅᑯᐊ 470,000 ᓱᓕᔪᖅ 

98%-ᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᑦᑎᐊᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ 

ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 2018 ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᓅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒧᑦ (Queen Maud 

Gulf) ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ (27%). ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑦᑎᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᑲᑎᖓᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓪᓕᕕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᓅᕕᐱᕆ ᑎᑭᑐᒍ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 

ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3: ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ (ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 2009-2018.  
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ABSTRACT 

 

This report describes the results of a calving ground photo survey of the Bathurst caribou 

herd conducted in June of 2018 near Bathurst Inlet in Nunavut (NU). The main objectives 

were to estimate the numbers of breeding females, adult females, and adults in the herd, to 

compare with results of previous calving ground surveys of this herd, the last of them in 

2015.   

We flew a systematic reconnaissance survey with transects at ten km intervals over an area 

defined primarily by locations of collared female caribou. Adjacent areas were also flown to 

ensure that the distribution of females was fully defined. The results were used to assess 

how far calving had progressed, allocate survey effort to geographic strata of similar caribou 

density, and time the aerial photography to coincide with the peak of calving. Based on 

average daily movement rates of collared females falling below a threshold of 

5 km/day on June 8, and observed proportions of cows with calves from fixed-wing flying, it 

appeared that the peak of calving would occur on or soon after June 8. The photo plane 

survey was flown with excellent field conditions (blue skies) on June 8. We delineated one 

photographic stratum where most of the cows were seen and which contained 12 of the 17 

active cow collars, west of Bathurst Inlet. On June 8 and 9 we also conducted visual surveys 

of two other strata with lower densities of female caribou and five collared cows, on either 

side of Bathurst Inlet. 

Snow cover was patchy in much of the survey area, which made caribou more difficult to see. 

For the visual surveys, we used a double observer method to estimate and correct for 

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

sightability of caribou on the aerial photographs. In addition, extra time was taken by the 

contract staff who counted the aerial photos to make sure that a very high percentage of 

caribou were found. 

The estimate of 1+ year old caribou on the core calving ground was 6,919 (95% confidence 

interval (CI) =5,415-8,843) caribou. Combining these numbers with the results of the 
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composition survey, the estimate of breeding females was 3,636 (CI=2,709-4,880). This 

estimate was reasonably precise with a coefficient of variation (CV) of 13.9%. The estimate 

of adult females in the survey area was 5,162 (CI=3,935-6,771). The proportion of adult 

females classified as breeding was higher (70.4%) than in 2015 (60.9%). Herd size was 

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

females in the herd from a 2017 fall composition survey, thus accounting for the bulls in the 

herd. The resulting estimate of Bathurst herd size in 2018 was 8,207 caribou at least two 

years old (CI=6,218-10,831), compared to 19,769 (CI=12,349-27,189) in 2015. 

Reductions from 2015-2018 in estimates of breeding females were 55.0%, in adult females 

61.0% and in overall herd size 58.5%. The reduction in herd size indicates an annual rate of 

decline of 25.5% 2015-2018. This decline could not be attributed to issues with survey 

methods. Demographic analysis indicates that adult female survival rates (estimated at 0.82 

for 2017-2018 using a Bayesian demographic model) had improved from 2015 but 

continued to be below levels associated with stable populations (0.84-0.90). Overall calf 

productivity (the product of fecundity and calf survival) prior to 1997 averaged 0.46 while 

the average for 2011-2018 was 0.25 and was well below levels associated with stable 

populations. These low vital rates likely account for much of the decline 2015-2018. 

Assessment of movement of collared females between the Bathurst and neighbouring 

Bluenose-East and Beverly calving grounds 2010-2017 showed minimal movement of cows 

to or from neighbouring herds. However, the Bathurst herd was heavily mixed throughout 

winter 2017-2018 with the much larger Beverly herd that calves in the coastal lowlands 

along the Queen Maud Gulf, and was outnumbered by that herd by a ratio of about 12:1 in 

2018. Of 11 Bathurst collared cows that were known to have calved on the Bathurst calving 

ground in June 2017, three moved in the spring of 2018 to the coastal calving ground along 

the Queen Maud Gulf and did not return later in the year. This is a limited sample and should 

be interpreted cautiously, but it suggests that a portion (27%) of the herd’s cows may have 

emigrated and joined the Beverly herd while 73% remained on the main Bathurst calving 

ground. In addition, the Bayesian demographic model was used to project the herd’s likely 

size in 2018 based on its demographics, including or not including the 2018 survey results. 
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This suggested that about 31% of the cows might have emigrated to the Queen Maud Gulf 

coastal calving area and about 69% remained on the main Bathurst calving ground. The two 

estimates suggest that roughly 70% of the Bathurst cows remained on the Bathurst calving 

ground that the herd has used since 1996 in 2018, but this is based on limited data and model 

projections, and should be interpreted with caution. In June 2019, three of 17 (17.6%) 

collared cows that were on the Bathurst calving ground in June 2018 moved well east of 

Bathurst Inlet with Beverly collared females, suggesting that some eastward emigration of 

Bathurst cows had continued. 

We suggest close monitoring of the herd in the next few years, including population surveys 

every two years, annual monitoring of cow survival, calf productivity and calf survival for 

this herd, and increased collar numbers for monitoring and management.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The Bathurst herd’s calving grounds have been found since 1996 west of Bathurst Inlet 

(Figure 1). The herd’s summer range includes the calving ground as well as areas south of it. 

The winter range is primarily in the Northwest Territories (NWT) and in some years has 

extended as far south as Saskatchewan.   

 

Figure 3: Annual range and calving grounds for the Bathurst herd, 1996-2009, based on 

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

of the summer range are in Nunavut (NU) and the rest of the range is mostly in the NWT. At 

high numbers the herd has occasionally wintered as far south as Saskatchewan. The Gahcho 

Kué, Ekati and Diavik mines were in active production in 2018 and the Jericho and Lupin 

mine-sites were under care and maintenance with minimal maintenance staff. 
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In recent years (2009-2018) the herd’s range has contracted as the herd has declined to low 

numbers, and the herd has wintered near tree-line or on the tundra since 2014. This herd 

has long been a key country food and cultural resource for Indigenous cultures in the NWT 

(e.g. Legat et al. 2014, Jacobsen et al. 2016), and the decline and associated harvest 

restrictions (e.g. WRRB 2016) have resulted in hardships in several communities. In 

addition, this herd was harvested by big-game outfitters and by NWT resident hunters until 

2010 (Adamczewski et al. 2009, Boulanger et al. 2011). 

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

conducted during June of 2018. A survey of the Bluenose-East herd’s calving grounds west 

of Kugluktuk (Figure 2) was carried out at the same time and the results are reported 

separately (Boulanger et al. 2019). A survey of the Beverly calving grounds in the Queen 

Maud Gulf area was also carried out by biologists with the Government of NU (GN) in June 

2018 and those results will also be reported separately (Campbell et al. 2019). The Beverly 

systematic survey transects began next to the Bathurst survey transects east of Bathurst 

Inlet, and transects were also flown between the Bathurst and Bluenose-East calving 

grounds, resulting in continuous coverage of the three calving grounds and areas between 

them. 



 

3 

 

Figure 2: Annual ranges and calving grounds of the Bluenose-East, Bathurst, and Beverly 1 

herds, based on accumulated radio collar locations of cows (Nagy et al. 2011). Other herd 

ranges west and east of these three herds were omitted for simplicity. 

 

Calving ground photo surveys of the Bathurst herd have been carried out since the 1980s 

and the herd reached peak numbers estimated at 472,000 in 1986 (Figure 3). Surveys have 

been carried out at 3-year intervals since 2003 when a substantial decline in the herd was 

detected. The herd initially declined slowly in the 1990s and then at a more rapid pace after 

2003. The most rapid decline was between 2006 and 2009 when the herd decreased from 

over 100,000 to just 32,000 in three years. A demographic evaluation of the herd’s decline 

until 2009, including the role of harvest in the accelerated decline 2006-2009, was carried 

                                                             
1 The Beverly herd described in this report is the herd defined by the GN as calving in the central and western Queen 

Maud Gulf. This herd does not correspond exactly to the Beverly herd defined prior to 2009 with an inland calving 

ground south of Garry Lakes (Adamczewski et al. 2015). 
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out by Boulanger et al. (2011). The last calving photo survey of the Bathurst herd in 2015 

was described by Boulanger et al. (2017). 

 

 

Figure 3: Estimates of breeding females on the left (red) and extrapolated herd size on the 

right (blue) from 1986-2015, based on calving ground photo surveys of the Bathurst caribou 

herd. Estimates are shown with 95% Confidence Intervals. 
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METHODS 

 

Basic Methodology 

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

briefly below, then in greater detail in following text.  

1. Locations of collared female caribou and prior surveys of this herd’s calving grounds 

were used to define the main area for the survey. Outlying adjacent areas were also 

flown.   

2. A systematic reconnaissance survey was carried out before the peak of calving with 

transects spaced at 10 km intervals. The same 10 km grid system used to locate 

transects has been used since 2009. These allowed us to delineate areas where 

breeding and non-breeding females, bulls and yearlings were found on or near the 

calving ground. Timing of calving was assessed by evaluating the relative proportion 

of cows with newborn calves seen during the reconnaissance survey, and from 

reduced movement rates of collared cows associated with calving. 

3. Using information on caribou density and composition derived from the 

reconnaissance survey, we defined strata (or survey blocks) that would be surveyed 

again at higher rates of coverage by photographic or visual transects.  We allocated 

aerial photography to one stratum with the highest densities of breeding cows and 

the bulk of the collared cows. Two visual strata with lower densities of cows were 

also defined and flown east and west of Bathurst Inlet.   

4. We initiated the helicopter-based composition survey soon after the photographic 

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

groups (i.e. more than about 30-50 caribou) on the ground and classified smaller 

groups primarily from the air. Groups of caribou in each stratum were classified to 

determine the proportions of breeding and non-breeding cows, as well as bulls and 

yearlings.    
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5. We derived an estimate of breeding females using the estimates of total caribou at 

least one year old within each stratum, and the proportion of breeding females within 

that stratum. The total number of adult females was estimated from the proportion 

of females and the estimate of caribou at least one year old in the survey area. 

6. The adult female estimate was used to extrapolate the total size of the Bathurst herd 

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

bull:cow ratio from a fall composition survey flown in October 2017.  

7. Demographic data for the herd, the new estimates and collar movement data were 

used in trend analyses and population modeling to further evaluate population 

changes from 2015-2018 and their likely causes. 

Analysis of Collared Caribou Data  

Twenty-four collared female caribou were initially considered during the Bathurst June 

2018 survey. Two of these reported rarely or erratically and were not considered in survey 

planning. A further two collars were well south of the survey area in June and not associated 

with any calving ground, and were also not considered in survey planning. Of the remaining 

20 collars, three moved in May-June to the Queen Maud Gulf coastal calving ground with 

collared Beverly cows, and did not return. This left 17 active cow collars in the Bathurst Inlet 

area in June 2018. Of these 17, 12 were found within the eventual high density photo block, 

four in the eventual visual east block and one was just south of the eventual visual west block. 

Movement rates of these collared caribou females were monitored daily to help identify the 

timing of the peak of calving. Previous experience (e.g. Gunn et al. 2005, Boulanger et al. 

2019) had shown that average daily movement rates of collared cows dropping below 5 

km/day were a reliable indicator of the peak of calving. 

Systematic Reconnaissance Survey to Delineate Strata 

Kugluktuk was the main survey base of operations with two Cessna Caravans dedicated 

mostly to the Bluenose-East survey and to support the Bathurst survey; a third Cessna 

Caravan was based at the Ekati diamond mine (Figure 1). The Ekati Caravan flew most of the 

Bathurst reconnaissance survey and the visual strata, because the Caravans in Kugluktuk 
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were grounded June 2-5 by poor weather. One of the two Caravans based at Kugluktuk flew 

part of the Bathurst visual survey strata.   

Based on a systematic 10 km grid, reconnaissance transects were spaced at 10 km intervals 

to provide 8% coverage across the main calving area and in adjacent areas. Strip transects 

were 800 m in width, and caribou were counted within a 400 m strip on each side of the 

survey plane (Gunn and Russell 2008). For each side of the plane, strip width was defined by 

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

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

average survey speed of 160 km/hour at an average altitude of 120 m above the ground to 

ensure that the strip width of the plane remained relatively constant.   

Transects were spaced at 5 km intervals across the concentrated calving area to provide a 

more fine-grained assessment of the distribution and density of caribou. The initial focus 

was on delineating the annual concentrated calving area based primarily on the distribution 

of collared caribou cows. Once the main calving area had been covered, additional survey 

transects were flown adjacent to the concentrated calving area (north, west and south) to 

make sure that no substantial numbers of female caribou were missed. Using the systematic 

10 km grid, transects were extended at least one 10 km segment past the last caribou seen.  

The GN Beverly caribou survey started on June 5 and coverage started east of Bathurst Inlet 

and immediately adjacent to our systematic reconnaissance survey of the Bathurst calving 

ground (Campbell et al. 2019). We communicated daily with the GN survey crew during the 

Bathurst calving ground survey. We also flew survey transects west of the main Bathurst 

survey area at 20 km spacing to extend coverage to the Bluenose-East systematic survey area 

near Kugluktuk (Boulanger et al. 2019). 

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

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

2010) demonstrated that two observers usually saw more caribou than a single observer. In 

addition, analysis of the sighting patterns of observer pairs allowed for assessment of what 

was likely missed (Boulanger et al. 2010). Double observer methods have been used on other 
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recent Bathurst calving ground photographic surveys (e.g. Boulanger et al. 2017). The two 

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

counted.   

On the reconnaissance survey, caribou groups were classified by whether they contained 

breeding females. Breeding females were cows with hard antlers or cows with newborn 

calves. A mature female with hard antlers is an indicator that the female has yet to give birth 

or has just given birth, as cows usually shed their antlers within a week after birth (Whitten 

1995). Caribou groups were classified as non-breeders based on the absence of breeding 

females and newborn calves, and substantial representation of yearlings (identified by a 

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

body), and non-antlered or females with short antlers in velvet. The speed of the fixed-wing 

aircraft and observer experience did not allow all caribou to be classified. Thus, the focus 

was on identifying breeding cows if they were present, and otherwise on the most common 

types of caribou present. In most cases, each group was recorded individually, but in some 

cases groups were combined if the numbers were larger and distribution was more 

continuous. Data were recorded on Trimble YUMA 2 tablets (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4: The tablet data entry screen used during reconnaissance and visual survey flying 

on the Bathurst June 2018 survey. A GPS waypoint was recorded for each observation. The 

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

summarize caribou density and composition along transect lines. 

 

As each data point was entered, a real-time GPS waypoint was generated, allowing geo-

referencing of the survey observations. Other large animals like moose, muskoxen and 

carnivores were also recorded with a GPS location. 

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

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

estimated by dividing the count of caribou by the survey area of the segment (0.8 km strip 

width x 10 km = 8 km2). The segment was classified as a breeder segment if at least one 

breeding female caribou or newborn calf was identified. Segments were then displayed 

spatially and used to delineate strata within the annual concentrated calving area based on 

the composition and density of the segments. During the survey, daily weather briefings 
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were provided by Dr. Max Dupilka (Beaumont, AB) to assess current and future survey 

conditions.    

Stratification and allocation of survey effort for photographic and visual estimates 

The main objectives of the survey were to obtain precise and accurate estimates of breeding 

and adult female caribou on the calving ground, and to estimate overall adult herd size. To 

achieve this, the survey area was stratified using the results of the systematic reconnaissance 

survey, which is a process of grouping areas with similar densities into discrete strata. The 

stratum with the greatest caribou density was surveyed by the photo plane, with lower-

density areas designated for visual surveys using a double observer method.   

 

Figure 5: The northward paths of collared females (May 15 - June 11, 2018) from the 

Bluenose-East (red), Bathurst (orange), and Beverly (violet) caribou herds to their 2018 

calving grounds.  

 

In this survey, one photo stratum was defined west of Bathurst Inlet where most of the cows 

and most of the collared females (12 of 17) were observed. This was similar in size and 

location to the photo stratum in the June 2015 calving ground survey (Boulanger et al. 2017). 
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Five of the collared Bathurst female caribou showed an unusual movement in the spring that 

included a northward movement east of Bathurst Inlet and then a westward shift towards 

the Inlet and west of it at the beginning of June (Figure 5). As a result, a few Bathurst collared 

cows were found east and west of Bathurst Inlet at the time of the survey. The 

reconnaissance survey showed low numbers of caribou just west and east of Bathurst Inlet, 

with a majority of the caribou east of the Inlet being bulls and yearlings. We defined two low-

density visual survey blocks, one east of Bathurst Inlet and one west of it.  

Once the three survey strata were defined, an estimate of caribou numbers (animals at least 

1+ year old) was derived from the reconnaissance data (Jolly 1969). The relative caribou 

numbers (and estimated variances) in each stratum were used to allocate survey effort and 

determine the numbers of transects to sample within each stratum.  

Two approaches for allocation were considered for the aerial survey. First, optimal 

allocation was used to assign more effort to strata with higher densities, given that the 

amount of variation in counts is proportional to the relative density of caribou within the 

stratum. Optimal allocation was estimated using estimates of population size and variance 

for each stratum. 

If strata were small, allocation was adjusted to ensure an adequate number of transect lines. 

For example, empirical results of previous surveys suggested that there should be a 

minimum of 10 transects per stratum to have good survey precision; in comparison, about 

20 transects has been optimal for higher density areas. In general, coverage should be at least 

15% with higher levels of coverage for higher density strata, for adequate precision. As 

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

adequate precision (Thompson 1992, Krebs 1998). 

Photographic Survey of High-density Stratum 

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

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

Jet-prop and a Piper PA31 Panther (Figure 6), each with a digital camera mounted in the 

belly of the aircraft. Survey altitude above ground level (AGL) to be flown for photos was 
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determined at the time of stratification based on cloud ceilings and desired coverage. To 

ensure timely completion, both aircraft were used for the Bathurst photo block and all 

photos (Bathurst and Bluenose-East) were taken on June 8 with excellent survey conditions 

(blue skies). Coverage on each photo transect was continuous and overlapping so that stereo 

viewing of the photographed areas was possible. 

 
Figure 6. Piper PA31 Panther aircraft used on Bathurst photo survey in June 2018 by 

GeodesyGroup Inc. 

 

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

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

software and glasses that allowed three dimensional (3D) viewing of photographic images. 

Two of the authors (J. Boulanger and J. Adamczewski) visited the GreenLink office in 

Edmonton to gain greater familiarity with this process in fall 2018. The number of caribou 

counted was tallied by stratum and transect.   

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

digital photos by GreenLink Forestry. Due to differences in topography, the actual strip width 

varied slightly for each transect flown. Population size (number of caribou at least one year 

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

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

estimated as the sum of all caribou counted on transect divided by the total area of transect 
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sampling (��=caribou counted/total transect area). An equivalent estimate of mean density 

can be derived by first estimating transect-specific densities of caribou ( ��
 =

	��
����
 �
��
�⁄  where cariboui is the number of caribou counted in each transect and areai 

is the transect area (as estimated by transect length X strip width). Each transect density is 

then weighted by the relative length of each transect line (wi) to estimate mean density	���) 

for the stratum. More exactly, �� = ∑ ��� �

�

 ∑ �


�

⁄  where the weight (wi) is the ratio of the 

length of each transect line (li) to the mean length of all transect lines��
 =	 �
 ���⁄ ) and n is 

the total number of transects sampled. Using this weighting term accommodates for different 

lengths of transect lines within the stratum, ensuring that each transect line contributed to 

the estimate in proportion to its length. Population size is then estimated using the standard 

formula (�� = ��	) (Norton-Griffiths 1978). 

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

was 90% or greater, and in some areas nearly 100%. Over the following ten days, however, 

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

patchy. This made spotting caribou by observers in the Caravans challenging, and also made 

complete counting of caribou on the aerial photos more difficult. Caribou on snow-free 

ground were easy to see, but caribou on small snow patches or on their edges required extra 

effort to find. Two approaches were used to address this with the aerial photos: (1) observers 

took extra time to search all photos carefully, approximately doubling the time these counts 

usually take, and (2) a double observer method was used to estimate sightability of the 

caribou on photos for a subset of photos.   

The double observer approach used was to systematically resample a subset of photos to 

estimate overall sightability in the stratum using a second independent photo interpreter. 

This 2-stage approach to estimation, where one stage is used to estimate detection rates that 

are then used to correct estimates in the second stage, has been applied to a variety of 

wildlife species (Thompson 1992, Barker 2008, Peters et al. 2014). The basic principle was 

to systematically resample the photo transects to allow an unbiased estimate of sightability 

from a subset of photos that were sampled by two independent observers. Systematic 
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samples were taken by overlaying a grid over the photo transects and sampling photos that 

intersected the grid points.    

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

caribou being “marked” in the original count and then “re-marked” in the second count for 

each photo resampled. Using this approach avoids the assumption that the second counter 

detects all the caribou on the photo. The Huggins closed N model (Huggins 1991) in program 

MARK (White and Burnham 1999) was used to estimate sightability. A session-specific 

sighting probability model was used, allowing unique sighting probabilities for the first and 

second photo interpreter to be estimated. Model selection methods were then used to assess 

whether there were differences in sightability for different strata sampled. The fit of models 

was evaluated using the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) index of model fit. The model 

with the lowest AICc score 2  was considered the most parsimonious, thus minimizing 

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

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

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

bootstrapped (photo-based) and simple binomial variance. Sightability-corrected estimates 

of caribou were then generated as the original estimate of caribou on each stratum divided 

by the photo sightability estimate for the stratum. The delta method (Buckland et al. 1993) 

was used to estimate variance for the final estimate, thus accounting for variance in the 

original stratum estimate and in the sightability estimate. 

Visual Surveys of Low-density Strata 

Visual surveys were conducted in two low density strata, one west of Bathurst Inlet and one 

east of it. The Caravans were used with two observers and a recorder on each side of the 

aircraft. The numbers of caribou sighted by observers were entered into the Trimble YUMA 

2 tablet computers and summarized by transect and stratum. 

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

visual surveys. The double observer method involves one primary observer who sits in the 

                                                             
2 The subscript “c” indicates an AIC score that is corrected for small sample sizes. 
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front seat of the plane, a secondary observer who sits behind the primary observer, and a 

recorder on the same side of the plane. Analysis of the caribou seen by each of the two 

observers in each pair allows for an assessment of caribou that were likely missed, and how 

sighting probabilities are affected by snow cover, cloud condition and the abilities of 

individual observers. A detailed description of the double observer methods, analyses and 

results is given in Appendix 1. The methods have also been described in detail in other 

calving photo survey reports (e.g. Boulanger et al. 2019). The results were used to estimate 

the proportions of caribou that were likely missed, and numbers of caribou estimated on the 

two visual survey blocks east and west of Bathurst Inlet were corrected accordingly. 

Composition Survey of Caribou on the Calving Ground 

The composition survey was carried out June 13-16. Caribou were classified in strata that 

contained significant numbers of breeding females (based on the reconnaissance transects) 

to estimate proportions of breeding females and other sex and age classes. This survey was 

based on aerial and ground-based observations of caribou groups, which provided a more 

accurate and representative sampling procedure for caribou composition compared to the 

coarse classification criteria applied to caribou groups observed during the reconnaissance 

survey. For the composition survey, a helicopter (Aerospatiale A-Star 350 BA) was used to 

systematically sample groups of caribou throughout the photographic stratum and the two 

visual strata.    

Search effort (i.e. helicopter flight hours) was allocated primarily to the high-density 

photographic stratum and was distributed within the stratum by developing a 

predetermined flight route that systematically covered the stratum, and which was 

subsequently loaded in to a portable GPS unit. Caribou groups encountered during the flight 

route were classified and their locations stored. The most recent caribou collar locations 

were also stored as waypoints in the GPS unit, which permitted the navigator/observer to 

ensure that those general areas were searched. By comparing the actual flight track to the 

planned route and collar locations, the navigator/observer maintained a systematic search 

pattern through the stratum and ensured that a caribou group was classified only once.  

Search effort was also distributed within the visual survey strata in a similar manner, but 

fewer hours were flown within those two strata.  
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Caribou groups that comprised ~<50 individuals were classified from the air by a front-seat 

observer using motion-stabilized binoculars. Classified caribou counts were called out to a 

rear-seat data recorder who entered the data into a computer tablet.  Caribou groups that 

were generally greater than 50-100 animals were classified on the ground to minimize 

potential disturbance. The pilot landed the helicopter a few hundred meters from the main 

group of caribou, upon which the survey team would walk to a suitable position to observe 

and sample the animals. Using binoculars or a spotting scope, the observer scanned across 

the group(s) to avoid double counting and called out classified caribou to the data recorder. 

In larger groups, classification did not include the entire group; the focus was on a 

representative sample of each group and on limiting disturbance to caribou. 

Caribou were classified following the methods of Gunn et al. (1997) (and see Bergerud 1964, 

Whitten 1995) where antler status, presence/absence of an udder, and presence of a calf are 

used to categorize breeding status of females (Figure 7). Presence of a newborn calf, 

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

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

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

(velvet) antler growth were considered non-breeders. Newborn calves, yearlings and bulls 

were also classified. 
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Figure 7: Classification of females used in composition survey of Bathurst caribou in June 

2018. Green-shaded boxes were all classified as breeding females (diagram adapted from 

Gunn et al. 1997). Udder observation refers to a distended udder in a cow that has given 

birth. Hard antlers are from the previous year, and are distinct from new antlers growing in 

velvet. 

 

The number of caribou in each group was summed as well as the numbers of bulls and 

yearlings (calves of the previous year) to estimate the proportion of breeding caribou on the 

calving ground. Bootstrap resampling methods (Manly 1997) were used to estimate 

standard errors (SEs) and percentile-based confidence limits for the proportion of breeding 

caribou.  

Estimation of Breeding Females and Adult Females 

The numbers of breeding females were estimated by multiplying the estimate of total (at 

least one year old) caribou on each stratum by the estimated proportion of breeding females 

in each stratum from the composition survey. This step basically eliminated the non-

breeding females, yearlings, and bulls from the estimate of total caribou on the calving 

ground.  

The number of adult females was estimated by multiplying the estimate of total (at least one 

year old) caribou on each stratum by the estimated proportion of adult females (breeding 
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and non-breeding) in each stratum from the composition survey. This step basically 

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

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

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

surveys and breeding female estimates were independent (Buckland et al. 1993).  

Estimation of Adult Herd Size 

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

used in earlier calving ground surveys, assumed a fixed pregnancy rate for adult females, 

whereas the second approach avoided this assumption. 

Estimation of Herd Size Assuming Fixed Pregnancy Rate and Estimated Sex Ratio 

As a first step, the total number of adult females (at least two years old) in the herd was 

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

pregnancy rate of 72% (Dauphiné 1976, Heard and Williams 1991). This pregnancy rate was 

based on a large sample of several hundred Qamanirjuaq caribou in the 1960s (Dauphiné 

1976). The estimate of total females was then divided by the estimated proportion of females 

in the herd based on a bull:cow ratio from a fall composition survey conducted in October of 

2017, to provide an estimate of total adult caribou in the herd (original methods described 

in Heard 1985, Heard and Williams 1991). This accounts for the bulls in the herd, very few 

of which are on the calving grounds in June. This estimator assumes that all breeding females 

were within survey strata areas during the calving ground survey and that the pregnancy 

rate of Bathurst caribou was 72% for 2017-2018. Note that this estimate corresponds to 

adult caribou at least two years old and does not include yearlings because yearling female 

caribou are not considered sexually mature.   

Estimation of Herd Size Based on Estimates of Adult Females and Estimated Sex Ratio 

An alternative extrapolated herd size estimator was developed to account for the effect of 

variable pregnancy rates as part of the 2014 Qamanirjuaq caribou herd survey (Campbell et 

al. 2015), and has been used in other recent calving photo surveys for the Bathurst herd 

(Boulanger et al. 2017), as well as the Bluenose-East herd (Adamczewski et al. 2017, 

Boulanger et al. 2019). This estimator first uses data from the composition survey to 
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estimate the total proportion of adult females (breeding and non-breeding) and the numbers 

of adult females in each of the survey strata. The estimate of total adult females is then 

divided by the proportion of adult females (cows) in the herd from one or more fall 

composition surveys. This accounts for the bulls in the herd, very few of which are on the 

calving grounds in June. Using this approach, the fixed pregnancy rate is eliminated from the 

estimation procedure. Pregnancy rates do vary depending on cow condition (Cameron et al. 

1993, Russell et al. 1998). This estimate assumes that all adult females (breeding and non-

breeding) were within the photographic and visual survey strata during the calving ground 

survey. It makes no assumption about the pregnancy rate of the females and does not include 

the yearlings. 

In calving ground photographic surveys since the 2014 Qamanirjuaq survey (Campbell et al. 

2015), the estimate of females based on total adult females on the calving ground survey 

area, and adjusted for the bull:cow ratio from a recent fall survey, has become the preferred 

way for Government of the NWT (GNWT) Department of Environment and Natural 

Resources (ENR) of estimating herd size from these surveys. With the current sample of 

collared cows and extensive flying, it has become possible to reliably define the full 

distribution of the females in the Bathurst herd. Using survey-specific estimates of breeding 

and non-breeding cows, together with a recent estimate of herd sex ratio, is considered a 

more robust method of extrapolating to herd size, rather than assuming a constant 

pregnancy rate that ignores this source of variation. This method also increases the precision 

of the overall herd estimate. 

Trends in Numbers of Breeding and Adult Females 

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

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

from the ratio of estimates. 

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

are similar to previously used regression methods (Ordinary Least Squares, OLS, as 

described in Boulanger et al. 2011). However, hierarchical Bayesian models allow more 

flexible modeling of variation in trend through the use of random effects (Humbert et al. 
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2009, Kery and Royle 2016). This general approach is described further in the demographic 

model analysis in the next section. An underlying exponential rate of change was assumed 

with estimates of λ (where λ=Nt+1/Nt). If λ=1 then a population is stable; values > or <1 

indicate increasing and declining populations. The rate of decline was also estimated as 1-λ. 

Survival Rate Analyses from Collared Cows 

Collar data for female caribou 1996-2018 were compiled for the Bathurst caribou herd by 

GNWT ENR staff. Fates of collared caribou were determined by assessment of movement of 

collared caribou, with mortality being assigned to collared caribou based on lack of collar 

movement that could not be explained by collar failure or device drop-off. The data were 

then summarized by month as live or dead caribou. Caribou whose collars failed or were 

scheduled to drop off were censored from the analysis. Data were grouped by “caribou years” 

that began during calving of each year (June) and ended during the spring migration (May). 

The Kaplan-Meier method was used to estimate survival rates, accounting for the staggered 

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

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

demographic model analysis.  

Demographic Analyses: Bayesian State Space Integrated Population Model (IPM) 

One of the most important questions for the Bathurst herd was whether the adult female 

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

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

proportion of breeding females that survive from one year to the next. This metric, along 

with productivity (proportion of calves produced per adult female each year that survive 

their first year of life) largely determines the overall population trend. For example, if 

breeding female survival is high then productivity in previous years can be relatively low 

and the overall trend in breeding females can be stable. Alternatively, if calf productivity is 

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

interaction of these various indicators can be difficult to interpret and a population model 

can help increase understanding of herd demography. 
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We used a Bayesian state space IPM (Buckland et al. 2004, Kery and Schaub 2012) based 

upon the original (OLS) model (White and Lubow 2002) developed for the Bathurst herd 

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

work was in collaboration with a Bayesian statistician/modeller (Joe Thorley-Poisson 

Consulting) (Thorley 2017, Ramey et al. 2018, Thorley and Boulanger 2019). We note that 

the underlying demographic model used for the hierarchical Bayesian state space model is 

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

more flexible and robust method to estimate demographic parameters that takes into 

account process and observer error. One of the biggest differences is the use of random 

effects to model temporal variation in demographic parameters. A random effect flexibly and 

efficiently captures the variation in a parameter by assuming it is drawn from a particular 

underlying distribution. This contrasts with the OLS method where temporal variation was 

often not modeled or modeled with polynomial terms which assumed an underlying 

directional change over time. Appendix 2 provides details on the Bayesian IPM state space 

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

We used breeding female estimates, as well as calf-cow ratios, bull-cow ratios (Cluff et al. 

2016, Cluff unpublished data), estimates of the proportion of breeding females, and adult 

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

values that would result in the observed trends in all of the demographic indicators for the 

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

March - April) composition surveys whereas proportion of breeding females was measured 

during June composition surveys conducted on the calving ground. Proportion of females 

breeding was estimated as the ratio of breeding females to adult females from each calving 

ground survey. 

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

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

class (Figure 8); this structure is identical to the OLS modeling (Boulanger et al. 2011) used 

previously on the Bathurst and Bluenose-East herds.  
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Figure 8: Underlying stage matrix life history diagram for the caribou demographic model 

used for Bathurst caribou. This diagram pertains to the female segment of the population. 

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

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

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

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

 

We used the entire Bathurst demographic data set that started in the 1980s (Boulanger et al. 

2011, Boulanger 2015) for the analysis but focused modeling efforts and inference on the 

more recent years, i.e., since 2014. The timeline of recruitment relative to survey years is 

illustrated in Table 1. It was assumed that a calf born in 2010 would not breed in the fall after 

it was born, or the fall of its second year, but it could breed in its third year (see Dauphiné 

1976 for age-specific pregnancy rates). It was considered a non-breeder until 2013. Calves 

born in 2014 and 2015 had the most direct bearing on the number of new breeding females 

on the 2018 calving ground that were not accounted for in the 2015 breeding female 

estimate.   

 

Nc 

Calf 

Ny 

Yearling 

NF 

Adult 
Sc Sy 

Sf*FA   

Sf 
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Table 1: A schematic of the assumed timeline 2011-2018 in the Bayesian IPM analysis of 

Bathurst caribou in which calves born are recruited into the breeding female segment (green 

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

2013 and 2015 surveys. Calves born in 2014 and 2015 recruited to become breeding females 

in the 2018 survey.  

Calf Survey years     

Born 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

2010 yearling 

non-

breeder breeder breeder breeder breeder breeder breeder 

2011 calf yearling 

non-

breeder breeder breeder breeder breeder breeder 

2012   calf yearling 

non-

breeder breeder breeder breeder breeder 

2013     calf yearling 

non-

breeder breeder breeder breeder 

2014       calf yearling 

non-

breeder breeder breeder 

2015         calf yearling 

non-

breeder breeder 

2016           calf yearling 

non-

breeder 

 

One potential issue with comparison of survival rates across years was that the Bathurst 

herd had significant harvest until 2010, which reduced survival rates. We therefore added 

harvest rate to the model based on harvest estimates compared to estimate cow and bull 

abundance each year. Figure 9 shows the rates used which show an increasing harvest rate 

up to 2010, when harvest was reduced significantly. The harvest numbers, estimated cow 

and bull population sizes are given in Appendix 2. 
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Figure 9: Harvest rates used as inputs into the demographic model. See Appendix 2 for 

actual harvest numbers and rates used in the model. 

 

In 2018, three of 11 known Bathurst cow collars calved on the Queen Maud Gulf/Beverly 

calving ground which likely reduced the estimates of Bathurst breeding females used as an 

input of the model. The demographic model defines the Bathurst caribou herd as the 

population of caribou that utilized the Bathurst calving ground in the previous year (i.e. 

2017). Collared caribou are included in the survival analysis if they utilized the Bathurst 

calving ground previously or if they were collared in 2018 in the vicinity of known Bathurst 

cows. In this context, the estimated survival rates from the demographic model are 

potentially influenced by emigration to the Queen Maud Gulf of adult cows. More precisely, 

the observed survival of cows is a function of both true survival and fidelity of cows to the 

calving ground. Low sample sizes of known Bathurst collared cows (11 in 2018) as well as 

high historic fidelity of caribou to the Bathurst calving ground challenged modeling of cow 

fidelity. We conducted a sensitivity analysis where the demographic model was run with and 

without the 2018 estimate to determine how much the 2018 emigration event might have 

affected demographic parameters. Of most interest was the estimate of cow survival, 

however of additional interest was the resulting estimate of adult cows when the 2018 

estimate and emigration event were not part of the input data set, as described in the next 

section. As discussed later, more elaborate methods to model fidelity of caribou will be 

considered in future modeling efforts. 
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Estimation of Bathurst herd, including caribou that emigrated to Queen Maud Gulf 

The estimates of adult females and herd size for the Bathurst herd in 2018 were influenced 

by movement of known Bathurst cows to the Queen Maud Gulf/Beverly calving ground. Of 

interest was the potential size of the Bathurst herd if this emigration event had not occurred. 

We used three approaches to initially assess how emigration of Bathurst cows to the Queen 

Maud Gulf coastal calving area may have influenced the Bathurst herd estimate.   

1) The ratio of known Bathurst collared caribou calving in the Bathurst Inlet calving 

ground to total known Bathurst collars (8/11=0.727) provides a simple estimate of 

fidelity to the calving ground. Dividing the adult female estimate for the Bathurst 

calving ground by fidelity is therefore one estimate of total Bathurst adult females, 

including those occurring in the Queen Maud Gulf.    

 

2) The Lincoln-Petersen mark-recapture estimator (NLP) has been applied using 

proportion of collars in the survey area to estimate herd size for the Dolphin Union 

herd (Dumond and Lee 2013). The Lincoln-Petersen formula is NLP= 

(((M+1)*(C+1))/(R+1))-1. In this case, M equals the number of known female collared 

caribou (11), R equals the number of known collared female caribou detected in the 

calving ground area (8), and C equals the estimate of total adult cows (NAF;) (Seber 

1982, Krebs 1998). We used a variance estimator proposed by Innes et al., (2002) 

that considers both variance in the proportion collars and the adult female estimate 

(��
�	���� = ���
� �	�������� + ��

���!"�) where CV2=(var(x)/x2). The variance of 

the Lincoln-Petersen estimate of capture probability (pLP) was estimated based on the 

hypergeometric probability distribution, which is assumed with the Lincoln Petersen 

estimator (Thompson 1992). This estimator is a variation on the first estimator 

above. 

 

3) The Lincoln-Petersen estimator of adult females was challenged by the low sample 

size of known Bathurst herd collared caribou (11) and therefore results should be 

interpreted cautiously. An alternative estimate of caribou was derived using the 

demographic model with the 2018 breeding female estimate not included in the input 
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data set. This amounts to a projection of likely herd size if no emigration had occurred 

and all Bathurst cows calved on the traditional Bathurst calving ground. In this case 

an extrapolated herd estimate was only influenced by collar survival rates, previous 

survey estimates, and composition survey results, thus the estimate was not 

influenced by emigration of adult cows to the Queen Maud Gulf coastal calving area. 

This estimate was compared to the demographic model’s projected 2018 estimate of 

cows. 
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RESULTS 

 

Survey conditions 

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

cover in most of the annual concentrated calving area (Figure 10). At the beginning of the 

survey on June 1, snow cover was more than 90% in most areas but snow melted rapidly 

during the first 10 days of June. On June 8 and 9, snow cover varied between ten and 80%. 

Most areas had about 50% snow cover and much of it was a “salt-and-pepper” patchy mosaic. 

This made caribou more difficult to see. We reasoned, however, that aerial photo coverage 

of the one main concentration of calving cows would still provide an accurate estimate that 

would account for at least 80% of the female caribou in the survey area. The rationale was 

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

carefully and repeatedly with a 3D projection. In addition, the sightability of caribou on 

photos could be estimated using independent observers. 
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Figure 10: Photos of variable Bathurst survey conditions during visual surveys near 

Bathurst Inlet on June 9, 2018, the day after photo surveys were conducted (photos J. 

Adamczewski). Snow cover in most areas was patchy and ranged from about 80% (top right) 

to about 10% (bottom right). A view of Bathurst Inlet is shown at top left. 

 

Movement Rates of Collared Female Caribou  

The locations of 17 collared female caribou that occurred in or around the Bathurst survey 

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

calving is considered close when the majority of collared female caribou exhibit movement 
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rates of less than 5 km/day (Gunn and Russell 2008). Using this parameter, we surmised that 

the peak of calving was near on June 8, when mean daily movement rates were on average 

below 5 km for the radio collared caribou (Figure 11). Movement rates remained below 5 

km/day for the next week. The peak of calving was further verified from observations of 

substantial numbers of cows with calves from the visual survey flying on June 8 and 9. 

 

Figure 11: Movement rates of female collared caribou (n=17) on or around the Bathurst 

calving ground before and during calving in June 2018. The boxplots contain the 25th and 

75th percentile of the data with the median shown by the central bar in each plot. The ranges 

up to the 95th percentile are depicted by the lines with outlier points shown as larger dots. 

The red line indicates a movement rate of 5 km/day. The movement rates of collared cows 

on June 8, the date of the photo survey, are highlighted in red. Visual strata were surveyed 

on June 8 and 9. 

 

Collared Caribou Movements Leading up to June 2018 Survey 

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

breeding females and define the concentrated calving area for the Bathurst herd. Collar 

movements and initial reconnaissance flying demonstrated an unusual distribution of 

caribou in the Bathurst Inlet area, which affected the way in which the Bathurst survey was 
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designed and flown. An explanation of these collar movements with a sequence of maps is 

given here to explain the survey design. 

 

In most years, Bathurst collared cows are largely moving northward from wintering areas, 

and by early June the Bathurst cows are well separated from Bluenose-East cows that calve 

west of Kugluktuk and Beverly cows that calve well east of Bathurst Inlet (Figure 12). In 2015 

and 2016 the Bathurst herd showed these typical patterns. In 2017 the Bathurst herd was 

well mixed with the Bluenose-East herd, as shown by the southern ends of the collar trails 

that diverged in May and June, but cows separated well by the beginning of June. There was 

also substantial winter mixing of the Bathurst collared cows with Beverly collared cows, 

most Bathurst cows wintered on the tundra, and some wintered east of Bathurst Inlet. In 

spring 2017, 5 collared Bathurst cows whose 2016 June locations were on the usual Bathurst 

calving ground were initially east of Bathurst Inlet, but all 5 cows moved west of Bathurst 

Inlet in early June 2017 (Figure 13). 
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Figure 12: Spring migration paths of collared females from the Bluenose-East (blue), 

Bathurst (red) and Beverly (green) herds in 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018 May 1 - June 10 of 

each year. The circles represent mean collared locations in the first two weeks of June for 

each year. Note that in June 2018 three of the known Bathurst collars (red dots) were in the 

main cluster of Beverly collars (blue dots); these are more easily seen in Figure 15b. Collar 

data are from GNWT and GN. 
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Figure 13: Spring migration paths of five collared Bathurst cows May 1 - June 15, 2017. All 

five cows were known to have been on the traditional Bathurst calving ground in June 2016. 

All wintered on the tundra and three wintered south or east of Bathurst Inlet with Beverly 

collared cows. Beverly collars are omitted for clarity. 

 

In winter 2017-2018, collared Bluenose-East caribou wintered well separated from the 

Bathurst herd but Bathurst collared cows and bulls were well mixed with Beverly cows and 

bulls all winter (Figure 14). Bathurst collared cows all wintered on the tundra and some were 

east of Bathurst Inlet through the winter. In the spring, migration paths of Bathurst and 

Beverly collared cows showed continued mixing, with some Bathurst cows moving north 

into the main Beverly calving area (Figures 15a and 15b). Further south, collared Bathurst 

and Beverly bulls in the spring of 2018 also showed continued mixing and some movement 

into the Queen Maud Gulf area (Figure 16). 

 

 



 

33 

 
Figure 14: Winter locations (March 15, 2018) of Bluenose-East collared cows (18) and bulls 

(18) in purple, Bathurst cows (10) and bulls (10) in red, and Beverly cows (23) and bulls 

(12). The Bathurst and Beverly herds were mixed throughout winter 2017-2018. 

 

 
Figure 15a: Spring migration paths northward March 15 - June 16, 2018 of 11 known 

Bathurst collared cows (red) and 19 known Beverly cows (green). Purple dots are March 15 

locations and indicative of wintering areas; black dots are June 16 locations. 
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Figure 15b: Spring migration paths May 1 - June 16, 2018 of 11 known Bathurst collared 

cows, in relation to June 2018 Bathurst calving ground survey area. Eight collared Bathurst 

cows were within the Bathurst strata during the survey, while three were in the Queen Maud 

Gulf coastal calving area. Beverly collars are omitted for clarity. Light green dots were during 

the June 4-10 reconnaissance survey, red dots were at time of photo and visual flying, and 

purple dots were during the composition survey June 13-16. 

 

 
Figure 16: Spring movements (March 15 - June 16) of eight known Bathurst collared bulls 

and 11 known Beverly collared bulls in 2018. 

 

For clarity, the movements of the 11 known Bathurst collared females are shown separately 

(Figure 15b). Of the 11 collared cows that were known to have calved on the Bathurst calving 
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ground in 2017 or earlier, three moved well east of Bathurst Inlet and into the main calving 

area of the Beverly herd based on collared cows and the GN survey in June 2018. These three 

did not return to the calving ground that the Bathurst herd has used consistently since 1996, 

in June or thereafter. The remaining eight known collars were either west of Bathurst Inlet 

in the area the herd has calved in since 1996, or in the Bathurst Inlet area during the June 

survey period. There were an additional nine newly collared cows (collared winter 2017-

2018) that were in the Bathurst Inlet area, thus 17 collared cows total in the Bathurst Inlet 

area. Of these 17, 12 were west of Bathurst Inlet in the traditional Bathurst calving area and 

five were east and west of the Inlet on June 8 (the day of the photo survey). These five showed 

a general westward movement during the initial two weeks of June (Figure 15b).  

A further consideration in designing the Bathurst survey area was the observations from GN 

biologist M. Campbell and NU Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI) biologist D. Lee (pers. comm.) 

east of Bathurst Inlet, that showed consistent caribou trails in the snow from their first two 

survey lines with those trails moving westward. Further east, by contrast, all the caribou 

trails were more heavily used and led in a northeast direction, which followed the 

movements of the known Beverly cows to the central and eastern Queen Maud Gulf coastal 

calving area (Figure 15a). 

Reconnaissance Survey to Delineate Strata 

One Caravan based at the Ekati diamond mine flew the entire Bathurst reconnaissance 

survey June 4-10, 2018. The initial focus was on the areas with collared cows, and thereafter 

outlying areas were flown. Two other Caravans were based in Kugluktuk but these aircraft 

were unable to fly June 2-5 due to fog and low cloud in the Kugluktuk area. June 6-8 these 

two Caravans were primarily occupied with the Bluenose-East survey. A single day of clear 

weather with blue skies occurred on June 8, and on this day the Bathurst (one) and Bluenose-

East photo blocks (two) were flown. The two Bathurst visual strata were surveyed on June 8 

and 9, with one of the Kugluktuk Caravans assisting with covering the Visual East stratum. A 

summary of the fixed-wing flying on the Bathurst June 2018 survey is given in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Summary of reconnaissance and visual survey flying on the June 2018 Bathurst 

calving ground survey.  

Date Caravan 1 (Ekati) Caravan 2 (Kugluktuk) 

June 1 Arrive Ekati Arrive Kugluktuk 

June 4 Recon of core area at 10 km spacing Grounded (weather) 

June 5 Recon of core and surrounding area Grounded (weather) 

June 6 Recon of areas south and east of core 

area 

Bluenose-East survey 

June 7 Grounded (weather) Grounded (weather) 

June 8 Bathurst visual west block survey Bluenose-East survey 

June 9  Bathurst visual east block survey Bathurst visual east block survey 

& lines between Bathurst and 

BNE 

June 10 Recon lines to the west of Ekati & 

return to Yellowknife 

Recon lines to the East of 

Kugluktuk & return to 

Yellowknife 

 

Considering the collar movements of Bathurst and Beverly collared cows, the results of the 

Bathurst reconnaissance survey and the reconnaissance survey observations of the NU 

biologists, we reasoned that the Bathurst herd’s main calving concentration as in past years 

was west of Bathurst Inlet with most of the collared Bathurst cows (12 of 17 in the Bathurst 

Inlet area) and that area should be the focus of the aerial photography. We reasoned further 

from the locations and movement patterns (generally westward) of the other 5 collared 

Bathurst cows just east and west of Bathurst Inlet, along with the westward-moving caribou 

trails reported by NU biologists, that a smaller portion of the Bathurst herd’s cows were east 

and west of Bathurst Inlet, in much lower numbers, and these areas should be visual strata 

for the Bathurst survey. All known Beverly collared cows were by June 8 far east of Bathurst 

Inlet (Figure 15a), so it appeared there had been a separation of the two herds just east of 

Bathurst Inlet. The movement of three of the 11 known Bathurst cows to the main Beverly 

calving concentration in the Queen Maud Gulf, while based on a limited sample, suggested 

that a portion of the Bathurst herd’s cows may have emigrated to join that herd (Figures 15a 

and 15b). 

 

Reconnaissance flying included the areas west and east of Bathurst Inlet and all collared 

cows in the area (Figures 17a and 17b). Areas north, west and east were also flown 
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extensively to make sure that no significant numbers of cows were missed. In the east, our 

reconnaissance lines adjoined the easternmost lines of the GN Beverly survey.  

 
Figure 17a: Reconnaissance survey of the Bathurst calving ground in June 2018 with 

densities of caribou seen. White squares are from areas where no caribou were seen, grey 

squares are from low-density areas (< 1 caribou/km2), and blue squares are from medium 

density areas (1-9.9 caribou/km2). Gold stars show locations of collared female caribou on 

June 8. One caribou in the lower visual east did not return a location for June 8 and the June 

7th location is shown. Full movement paths of collared caribou during the survey are shown 

in later sections of the report. Transects east of Bathurst Inlet were from the first day of flying 

on the GN Beverly survey in June 2018, courtesy of M. Campbell and D. Lee.  
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Figure 17b: Reconnaissance survey of the Bathurst calving ground in June 2018 with 

composition of caribou seen. Areas with cow-calf groups are red, areas with antlered cows 

are light green, and areas with non-breeders (non-breeding cows, bulls and yearlings) are 

blue. Gold stars are collared female caribou. Transects east of Bathurst Inlet were from the 

first day of flying on the GN Beverly survey in June 2018, courtesy of M. Campbell and D. Lee.  

 

Stratification: Photo Stratum and Visual Strata 

One photo stratum was defined for the Bathurst 2018 survey (Figures 17a and 17b), which 

included the majority of adult and breeding females and 12 of 17 collared cows in the survey 

area. This block was similar in size and location to the Bathurst photo block in June 2015 

(Boulanger et al. 2017). Two lower density visual blocks were also defined: a Visual West 

block west of Bathurst Inlet and a Visual East block east of Bathurst Inlet. 

Photo Stratum 

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

different altitudes. Flying at a higher altitude increases the strip width and reduces the 

number of pictures but also reduces the resolution of the pictures as indexed by ground 

sample distance (GSD). GSD is a term used in aerial photography to describe the distance 
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between pixels on the ground for a photo sensor. In practical terms, the GSD for the aerial 

photos used in this survey translates into strip width and elevation AGL as follows (Table 3).  

 

Table 3: GSD for photo sensor used on Bathurst June 2018 caribou survey, along with 

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

and strip width used in earlier film photo surveys are included for reference. 

GSD (cm) Elevation AGL (feet) Strip 

width in 

m 

4 2,187 692 

5 2,734 866 

6 3,281 1,039 

7 3,828 1,212 

8 4,374 1,385 

9 4,921 1,558 

10 5,468 1,731 

Film Photos 2,000 914.3 

 

With blue skies on June 8, the Bathurst photo stratum was flown at GSD 7 (average elevation 

3,828 ft. (1,167 m) AGL) and a total of 1,715 photos were taken (Table 4, Figure 18). 
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Table 4: Stratum dimensions, transect dimensions, photo numbers and ground coverage for 

Bathurst photo survey block in June 2018. Actual coverage and photo numbers are in bold 

and underlined. 

Photographic stratum 

dimensions 

 
Photos at GSD 

(Elevation AGL in feet) 

Coverage at GSD 

Area 

(km2) 

Average 

Transect 

Width 

(km) 

Transects 

Sampled 

Total transect 

length (km) 

5 

(2,734) 

6 

(3,281) 

7 

(3,828) 

5 6 7 

1,159 35 15 525 2,389 2,003 1,715 40% 48% 56% 

 

 

Figure 18: Composite photo block west of Bathurst Inlet flown on June 8, 2018. The Hood 

River valley can be seen in an east-west direction in the upper half of the survey block. 
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Visual strata 

The Bathurst reconnaissance survey was flown June 4-10 by a single plane based at Ekati. 

Given forecasted weather conditions for June 8 and 9, visual survey flying was designed to 

allow strata to be flown within two days, with one plane for the Visual West stratum and two 

planes for the Visual East stratum. Estimates of density from the reconnaissance data 

suggested that each stratum had relatively equal low densities of caribou (0.15 and 0.13 

caribou/km2 for west and east strata respectively) and therefore allocation of effort was 

similar for the two strata. Based on logistics 12 and 18 transects were flown in the west and 

east strata with resulting levels of coverage of 16 and 18% respectively. Dimensions of photo 

and visual strata are in Table 5. 

 

Table 5: Final dimensions of photo and visual strata for the 2018 Bathurst calving photo 

survey. 

Stratum  Total 

Transects 

Possible 

# 

Sampled 

Transects 

Area of 

stratum 

(km2) 

Average 

Strip 

width 

(km) 

Transect 

area 

(km2) 

Coverage  

Photo  27 15 1,227.3 1.29A 682.7 56% 

West 

Visual 

12 12 2,305.6 0.8 368.3 16% 

East 

Visual 

18 18 4,661.9 0.8 824.5 18% 

 

Movements of collared caribou within and between reconnaissance and photo/visual 

blocks 

As described earlier, 17 active cow collars were in the Bathurst Inlet area during the June 

2018 survey, transmitted locations daily, and were used for survey planning. Twelve of these 

were in the photo stratum for the duration of the visual/photo survey (Figure 19). One 

collared cow moved from the Visual West to the Visual East stratum during the survey 

period, two were contained within the Visual East stratum and two moved out of the Visual 

East stratum during the visual survey. There was no location given for one of the caribou on 

June 8, however, it occurred in the stratum on June 7 but was out of the stratum on June 9. It 

was likely in the stratum during the survey based on the midpoint of the June 7 and June 9 
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locations (Figure 19). We note that reconnaissance flying to the south of the three survey 

blocks showed extremely low numbers of caribou present. Three additional collared cows 

had moved into the main Beverly calving ground far to the east and are not shown on this 

map.   

 
Figure 19: Locations of collared Bathurst female caribou and movements from the 

reconnaissance phase (June 5-7), photo survey (June 8th) and visual survey of the east 

stratum on June 9th. One collar near the south end of the Visual East block did not report a 

location on June 8, so no star is shown. 

 

Collared caribou that had movement rates of greater than 5 km/day were mainly located 

within the central regions of strata, suggesting that the strata contained the range of caribou 

movements as indicated by collared caribou. The one collared cow south of the visual strata 

during the survey was in an area where almost no caribou were seen during the 

reconnaissance flying (see Figure 17).  

 

In general, the observations of caribou in the Visual East and Visual West blocks confirmed 

the low numbers found during the reconnaissance survey (Figure 20). 
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Figure 20: Map of Bathurst June 2018 survey blocks showing the locations of caribou groups 

seen in the photo block from photos and in the visual blocks from observations June 8 and 9. 

Relative group sizes for the visual blocks are shown as varying sizes of circles, but not for the 

groups seen in the photo block (too many). 

 

Estimates of Caribou on Photo Stratum: Sightability 

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

cover. If the ground was bare caribou were readily visible (Figure 21), however, caribou 

were not as easy to see with patchy snow, particularly when caribou were at the edges of 

snow patches. Overall, it took nearly twice as long to count the 2018 aerial photos (Bathurst 

and Bluenose-East) as in the last photo surveys in 2015 when the ground was predominantly 

bare (D. Fisher, GreenLink Forestry Inc., pers. comm.), to allow for comprehensive searching 

of all photos. 
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Figure 21: A zoomed-in portion of one of the Bathurst aerial photos from June 2018 survey. 

Most caribou and their shadows are readily visible. A caribou on the edge of a snow patch in 

bottom left corner is less clearly visible. There are 23 caribou on this photo. 

 

Initial quality control of photo counting was carried out by D. Fisher re-counting several 

hundred of the Bathurst and Bluenose-East photos counted by his staff. In addition, 

sightability of caribou on photos was estimated by having a 2nd observer from GreenLink 

Forestry independently re-count caribou on a subset of photos, without knowing what the 

first observer had found. The second observer was Derek Fisher, who is the most 

experienced observer of aerial photographs at the company. 
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The photo survey transect lines were resampled systematically using transects 

perpendicular to the original photo-plane transects. Two phases of sampling were 

conducted.  In the first phase, transects were sampled regardless of whether caribou were 

detected in the original counts. In the second phase, photos closest to the first phase transect 

line that contained caribou in the first phase were resampled. Using this approach, we tested 

whether all caribou were detected on photos even when they were not detected originally. 

The second phase still was a systematic sample but increased the sample size of photos with 

caribou counts, which were most useful for cross validation purposes. Figure 22 shows the 

photo resampling design. 

 
Figure 22: Systematic sampling design for cross validation of photos for the Bathurst June 

2018 calving ground survey. 

 

Overall, 161 photos were recounted, of which 87 contained caribou. Seventy-four additional 

caribou were counted in the second count, with a corresponding ratio of original to second 

count of 0.842 (Table 6). One assumption in this comparison is that the first and second 

counter were counting the same caribou on a given photo. To test this assumption the 

distances between points of counted caribou in the first and second count was measured in 

GIS to identify any counted caribou that were a further distance from the original counts. 
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This process did not identify any new caribou. One caribou was counted on a photo during 

the original counts but not counted in the second count. An additional 228 photos were re-

sampled by similar means as part of the Bluenose-East June 2018 survey, with similar results 

(Boulanger et al. 2019). 

 

Table 6: Summary of photo cross validation data set for Bathurst June 2018 aerial photos. 

The ratio of the original count to second count is an estimate of photo sightability. 

Original 

count 

Second 

count 

New caribou 

counted in 

second count 

Caribou not 

detected in 

second count 

Original 

count/second 

count 

393 467 74 1 0.842 

 

This cross-validation process can be modeled as a two sample mark-recapture sample with 

caribou being “marked” in the original count and then be “re-marked” in the second count. 

Using this approach avoids the assumption that the second counter detects all the caribou 

on the photo. The Huggins closed N model (Huggins 1991) in program MARK (White and 

Burnham 1999) was then used to estimate sightability. Table 7 below gives the results with 

the sightability from the first counter being very close to the ratio of the original to second 

count. The reason for this is that the second counter only missed one caribou not originally 

counted and therefore his sightability score was very high.    

 

Table 7: Estimates of sightability for the first and second counters on the Bathurst June 2018 

aerial photos, from the Huggins closed N model. 

Counter Estimate SE LCI UCI CV 

First 0.841 0.017 0.805 0.872 2.01% 

Second 0.997 0.003 0.982 1.000 0.25% 

 

The variance estimate from program MARK assumes that all caribou counted are 

independent, which is likely violated given that in many cases caribou occurred in larger 

groups. The violation of this assumption leads to over-dispersion of binomial variances and 
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a resulting negative bias. To confront this issue, we used a bootstrap method (Manly 1997) 

that bootstrapped based on caribou counted on photos. The assumption in this case is that 

counts of caribou on each photo are independent rather than all caribou counted being 

independent. The resulting estimate of SE was 0.042 with a coefficient of variation (CV) of 

4.7% which is more realistic, and this was used for subsequent calculations. Future photo 

counting efforts should classify counted caribou in groups to allow more focused methods of 

estimating sightability variance.   

Estimates of Total Caribou in Photo Stratum 

Table 8 below gives the initial estimates of caribou in the photo stratum and the estimates 

adjusted for photo sightability. We also corrected the initial estimates for differential strip 

widths, as was done in the 2015 surveys. The photo-sightability estimate was calculated as 

the initial estimate divided by photo sightability. Variance for the photo sightability was 

calculated using the delta method (Buckland et al. 1993). The resulting estimate was about 

800 caribou (16%) higher than the non-adjusted estimate. 

 

Table 8: Initial estimates of abundance in survey strata, estimated photo sightability and 

corrected estimates of abundance with photo sightability for Bathurst June 2018 calving 

photo survey. 

Initial estimate of N 

(not corrected) 

Photo sightability Photo-sightability 

corrected N estimate 

N SE CV p SE CV N SE CV 

4,245.7 580.34 0.136 0.842 0.042 0.050 5,043.4 734.5 0.146 

 

Double Observer Analysis and Estimates of Total Caribou in Visual Strata 

Detailed descriptions of the double observer methods and results are provided in Appendix 

1. Data from both the Bathurst and Bluenose-East surveys were combined as some survey 

crews flew portions of both surveys. Overall, double observer corrected estimates (using the 

MRDS R package) were about 5% higher than non-double observer estimates. Precision was 

lower than for uncorrected count-based estimates but still acceptable (Table 9).    
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Table 9: Standard strip transect and corrected double observer model estimates of caribou 

on Bathurst visual strata in 2018. 

Stratum Caribou Standard estimate Double observer corrected 

estimate 

 

 
counted Estimate SE CV Estimate SE Confidence 

interval 

CV 

Visual 

West 

88 551 132.1 24.0% 567 140.50 332 970 24.8% 

Visual East 220 1,244 286.7 23.0% 1,309 332.70 773 2,216 25.4% 

Total 369 1,795 151.7 17.6% 1,877 360.9 1,265 2,783 19.2% 

 

Estimates of Total Caribou on the Calving Ground 

The estimate of total caribou at least one year old on the calving ground (6,919) is given in 

Table 10 below. The CV was slightly high due to the aggregation of caribou (clumped 

distribution) in the photo stratum as well as the added variance from estimating sightability 

of caribou on the photos.    

 

Table 10: Estimates of caribou numbers (at least one year old) in photo and visual Bathurst 

strata in June 2018. These are corrected for sightability. 

Strata N SE N Conf. Limit CV Density 

Photo 5,043 734.5 3,696 6,881 0.146 4.11 

West Visual 567 140.5 332 970 0.248 0.24 

East Visual 1,309 332.7 773 2,216 0.254 0.27 

Total 6,919 818.5 5,415 8,843 0.118 
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Composition Survey in June 2018 

A composition survey was conducted in the Bathurst survey area June 13-16, which was five 

to eight days after the photo and visual survey. Review of the locations of collared females 

suggested that minimal movement occurred during this time with collared females inside 

the photo stratum on June 8 remaining within it (Figure 23). One additional collared cow 

that was south of the photo stratum on June 8 moved into this stratum, thus the composition 

survey results were still representative of the distribution of Bathurst caribou females. In 

addition, daily movement rates for Bathurst collared cows were below 5km/day on June 8 

and remained there the following week (Figure 11).  

 

Figure 23: Locations of collared females between the dates of the Bathurst photo and visual 

strata flown June 8 and 9, and the composition survey flown June 13-16.  
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The composition survey systematically covered the photo stratum (Figure 24), which 

confirmed stratum boundaries and showed that most breeding cows were contained within 

this stratum. The Visual West block had some cow-calf groups and a higher proportion of 

non-breeding cows than the photo block. The Visual East stratum mainly contained bulls, 

yearlings and a few non-breeding cows. The numbers of breeding cows, non-breeding cows, 

yearlings and bulls within each stratum are listed in Table 11. 

 
Figure 24: Helicopter flight paths and caribou groups classified during calving ground 

composition survey of Bathurst caribou, June 13-16, 2018. The size of the pie charts is 

proportionate to the number of caribou classified in a group. Proportions of age-sex classes 

make up the individual pie sections. 
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Table 11: Summary of composition survey results on Bathurst calving ground June 2018 in 

photo and visual strata. 

Stratum # 

groups 

Adult females 

  

Yearlings Bulls Total 

caribou 

(1 yr+) 

  Total breeding non-

breeding 

   

Photo 80 1,517 1,134 383 242 0 1,759 

Visual East 38 46 20 26 33 36 115 

Visual West 52 135 72 63 94 34 263 

 

Estimates of the proportions of adult females and breeding females were then derived with 

variance and confidence limits estimated via bootstrap methods (Table 12). 

 

Table 12: Proportions of breeding females and adult females from composition survey on 

Bathurst calving ground June 13-16, 2018. Proportions are expressed as percentages of 

caribou at least one year old. 

Stratum Estimated 

Proportion 

SE Confidence Limit 

(Upper and Lower) 

Breeding females 

Photo 0.645 0.029 0.581 0.695 

Visual west 0.274 0.043 0.185 0.354 

Visual east 0.174 0.044 0.098 0.266 

Adult females 

Photo 0.862 0.020 0.814 0.896 

Visual West 0.513 0.041 0.429 0.593 

Visual East 0.400 0.059 0.284 0.524 

 

Estimates of Breeding and Adult Female Caribou 

Estimates of the numbers of breeding females (Table 13) were derived by the product of 

caribou at least one year old (Table 10) and the proportion of breeding females in each 

stratum (Table 12). Estimates of the numbers of adult females (Table 14) were similarly 

derived from the product of caribou at least one year old (Table 10) and the proportion of 

adult females in each stratum (Table 12). 
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Table 13: Estimates of number of breeding females based upon initial abundance estimates 

and composition surveys on Bathurst calving ground June 2018.  

Stratum Caribou Proportion of 

breeding 

cows 

Number of Breeding Females 

 
N CV.N pb CV N SE Conf. Limit CV 

Photo 5,043 0.146 0.645 0.045 3,253 495.8 2,350 4,502 0.152 

West Visual 567 0.248 0.274 0.157 155 45.6 82 292 0.294 

East Visual 1,309 0.254 0.174 0.253 228 81.7 110 474 0.358 

Total 6,919 
   

3,636 504.6 2,709 4,880 0.139 

 

Table 14: Estimates of numbers of adult females based upon initial abundance estimates 

and composition surveys on Bathurst calving ground June 2018.  

Stratum Caribou Proportion of 

adult cows 

Number of Adult Females 

 
N CV.N pa CV N SE Conf. Limit CV 

Photo 5,043 0.146 0.862 0.023 4,347 641.1 3,174 5,954 0.147 

West Visual 567 0.248 0.513 0.080 291 75.7 166 511 0.260 

East Visual 1,309 0.254 0.400 0.148 524 153.9 286 960 0.294 

Total 6,919    5,162 663.7 3,935 6,771 0.129 

 

The ratio of breeding females to adult females was 70.4%, suggesting a fair-good proportion 

of pregnant females compared to previous survey years. The proportion of breeding females 

in June 2015 was lower (60.9%; Boulanger et al. 2017). 

Fall Composition Survey October 2017 

A composition survey was conducted 23-25 October 2017 to estimate the bull-cow ratio of 

the Bathurst herd. Overall there were 39 groups observed with totals of bulls, cows and 

calves summarized in Table 15. Bootstrap methods were used to obtain SEs on estimates 

(Table 16).  
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Table 15: Summary of observations from fall composition survey on Bathurst herd October 

23-25, 2017.  

Cows Bulls Calves Groups 

940 532 431 39 

 

Table 16: Estimates of the bull-cow ratio, proportion cows, and calf-cow ratio from the fall 

composition survey on Bathurst herd October 2017.  

Indicator Estimate SE Conf. Limits CV 

Proportion cows 0.629 0.017 0.596 0.666 2.7% 

Bull-cow ratio 0.592 0.044 0.501 0.678 7.4% 

Calf-cow ratio 0.429 0.018 0.399 0.466 4.1% 

 

Extrapolated Herd Estimates for Bathurst Herd  

Estimates of adult herd size (caribou at least two years old) for the Bathurst herd in 2018 

are presented in Table 17. The estimate based on an assumed fixed pregnancy rate uses a 

value of 0.72 (Dauphiné 1976) while the estimated proportion of breeding females in June 

2018 was 0.704, which resulted in relatively similar extrapolated herd estimates (8,207 vs 

8,029; Table 17). The preferred estimate uses the proportion of females, which is simply the 

estimate of adult females (5,162) divided by the proportion of cows in the herd (0.629) from 

the fall 2017 survey. Log-based confidence limits, which were used for other estimates as 

well as traditional symmetrical confidence limits (estimate ± t*SE) are given. In most cases 

log-based limits give better representation of confidence estimates than traditional 

symmetrical methods because the distribution of estimates has a slight positive skew. 

However, previous analyses have used the symmetrical method. The actual difference in CI’s 

is relatively minor. 

Table 17: Extrapolated herd size estimates for the Bathurst herd in 2018 based on two 

estimators. The estimate based on proportion of adult females is the preferred one and has 

a smaller variance. 

Method N SE Log-based CI Symmetric 

Traditional CI 

CV 

Proportion of adult females 8,207 1079.0 6,218 10,831 5,920 10,494 13.1% 

Constant pregnancy rate 

(0.72) 

8,029 1390.9 5,565 11,583 5,064 10,993 17.3% 
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Trends in Numbers of Breeding and Adult Females and Herd Size 2010-2018 

Estimates of breeding cows, nonbreeding cows and (total) adult cows in the Bathurst herd 

are shown in Figure 25 for surveys 2009-2018. A roughly stable trend 2009-2012 was 

followed by significant declines to 2015 and 2018. Reductions from 2015 to 2018 in 

estimates of breeding females were 55.0%, in adult females 61.0% and in overall herd size 

58.5%. The reduction in herd size indicates an annual rate of decline of 25.5% 2015-2018. 

These reductions consider only the numbers of caribou found on the June 2018 Bathurst 

survey area (and associated extrapolated herd sizes), and do not consider the apparent loss 

of some of the herd to the Queen Maud Gulf calving ground. The proportion of adult females 

classified as breeding was higher (70.4%) in 2018 than in 2015 (60.9%).  

 
Figure 25: Estimates of the number of breeding females (green), non-breeding females 

(light brown) and adult females (summed bars) in the Bathurst herd 2010-2018. 

 

Demographic Analysis of Trends in the Bathurst Herd 

The Bayesian state space model (Humbert et al. 2009, Kery and Royle 2016) was used to 

estimate longer term trends in the Bathurst data set. For this analysis, trend (log λ) was 

modeled as a random effect, therefore allowing assessment of variation in λ in intervals 

between surveys.  
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For breeding females, overall trends were significant (p=0.025) with an overall λ estimate 

for the entire data set (1985-2018) of 0.88 (0.79-0.98) (Figure 26). 

 
Figure 26: Trends in Bathurst breeding females 1986-2018, as estimated by the Bayesian 

state space model. The left graph is for the full extent of the data set and the right graph is 

zoomed into the period of 2009-2018. Field estimates are given as red dots (with confidence 

limits) and model predictions are shown as blue lines with confidence intervals as hashed 

lines. 

 

Of greatest interest is trend since 2009, which suggested an initial increasing trend up to 

2012, where the geometric mean of λ (3 year) was 0.95 (CI=0.87-1.06), before declining to 

0.78 (CI=0.68-0.91) in 2018 (Figure 27). Trend of breeding females will be influenced both 

by abundance of adult females and pregnancy rate.    
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Figure 27: Estimate of λ for Bathurst breeding females 1989-2018, as estimated by the 

Bayesian space model analysis. Model predictions are shown as blue lines with confidence 

intervals as hashed lines. A λ of 1.0 indicates a stable population. 

 

Trends in numbers of adult Bathurst females (Figure 28) were also significant for the entire 

data set (p=0.045) with an overall λ estimate of 0.88 (CI=0.80-0.99) for the entire (1985-

2018) data set (Figure 29).  

 
Figure 28: Trends in numbers of adult Bathurst females 1986-2018, as estimated by the 

Bayesian state space model. The left graph is for the full extent of the data set and the right 

graph is zoomed into the period of 2009-2018. Field estimates are given as red dots (with 

confidence limits) and model predictions are shown as blue lines with confidence intervals 

as hashed lines.  
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Figure 29: Estimates of λ for adult Bathurst females 1989-2018, as estimated by the 

Bayesian state space model. Model predictions are shown as blue lines with confidence 

intervals as hashed lines. A λ of 1.0 indicates a stable population. 

 

Estimates of λ in adult Bathurst females were also relatively similar in trend to the breeding 

female estimates, with the exception of the 2012-2018 period where a trend of decreasing λ 

is evident, resulting in a three year geometric mean estimate of 0.76 (CI=0.66-0.7) in 2018 

(Figure 29). 

In general, densities of caribou in the core Bathurst area have decreased in parallel with 

overall trends since 2012. In 2012, densities in the core area did increase in unison with a 

smaller more aggregated core calving area. An analysis of trends in core calving ground area 

and related densities is given in Appendix 4. 

 

Demographic analysis using multiple data sources 

Survival analysis of collared cows 

Collar data from adult Bathurst females were used to estimate annual survival rates 1996-

2018. Of most interest was the interval 2009-2018 when management actions limited 

hunting mortality and collar sample sizes were increased after 2014. Estimates of monthly 

mortality, which is the ratio of collar mortalities to collars available, indicate higher mortality 

rates in the summer months of 2010-2014 followed by lower levels of mortality from 2014 
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to 2018 (Figure 30). A collar history plot that details individual collar fates is given in 

Appendix 2. 

 
Figure 30: Summary of monthly collared cow mortality data for Bathurst herd 2009-2018. 

Individual collar histories for recent years (i.e. since 2016) are given in Appendix 2. 

 

The total data set is summarized in Table 18 with corresponding cow survival rate estimates 

for each year. Initial collar sample sizes were very low in 1996 and 1997 (<10), then 

increased somewhat 1998-2014 (10-20) with an average of 25-26 in 2015-2017. As a result, 

annual survival estimates have a high variance and should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 18: Summary of Bathurst collar sample sizes and survival estimates. 

Caribou 

Year 

Mortalities Live collar sample sizes Yearly survival estimates 

 Total 

 

Collar 

months 

Mean Min Max Estimate SE Conf. Limit 

1996 2 101 8.4 7 10 0.79 0.13 0.44 0.95 

1997 2 85 7.1 6 12 0.75 0.15 0.38 0.94 

1998 7 174 14.5 5 21 0.52 0.14 0.27 0.76 

1999 1 161 13.4 13 14 0.92 0.07 0.61 0.99 

2000 3 158 13.2 12 15 0.79 0.11 0.51 0.93 

2001 6 123 10.3 5 13 0.50 0.14 0.25 0.76 

2002 2 136 11.3 9 15 0.86 0.09 0.58 0.97 

2003 5 117 9.8 7 13 0.58 0.14 0.31 0.82 

2004 4 136 11.3 6 22 0.66 0.14 0.35 0.87 

2005 4 187 15.6 13 19 0.78 0.10 0.53 0.91 

2006 3 199 16.6 15 22 0.85 0.08 0.62 0.95 

2007 6 213 17.8 15 21 0.71 0.10 0.48 0.86 

2008 2 210 17.5 12 23 0.87 0.09 0.59 0.97 

2009 4 135 11.3 7 20 0.61 0.15 0.31 0.85 

2010 8 151 12.6 8 20 0.53 0.13 0.29 0.76 

2011 11 167 13.9 9 22 0.46 0.11 0.26 0.67 

2012 11 196 16.3 14 21 0.51 0.10 0.31 0.70 

2013 6 145 12.1 7 19 0.55 0.14 0.28 0.79 

2014 5 236 19.7 14 32 0.78 0.09 0.55 0.91 

2015 6 319 26.6 23 31 0.81 0.07 0.63 0.91 

2016 3 306 25.5 21 31 0.88 0.06 0.69 0.96 

2017 3 303 25.3 19 31 0.87 0.07 0.67 0.96 

 

The annual cow survival rate estimates are plotted in Figure 31, which suggests an increasing 

trend in cow survival after 2014, albeit still with high variance due to limited collar numbers.    
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Figure 31: Annual survival rate estimates 1996-2018 for Bathurst adult females based on 

collared female caribou. 

 

Bayesian state space integrated population model (Bayesian IPM) 

The main objective of the Bayesian IPM was to provide refined estimates of demographic 

parameters using all available field data. For the Bathurst herd, temporal variation in main 

parameters (cow/yearling survival, calf survival) was modeled as random effects. A more 

detailed technical description of the model, including tests of model parameters and the 

associated R code, is given in Appendix 3. 

The Bayesian IPM fit most field measurements adequately (Figure 32). The main exceptions 

were overestimates of cows and cows+bulls (compared to extrapolated estimates) in 2018, 

which is discussed later in the report. Also, in some cases the proportion of breeding females 

estimates did not align well with field estimates. Confidence in model predictions tended to 

be highest for the years in which there were field estimates. 
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Figure 32: Predictions of demographic indicators from Bayesian model analysis compared 

to observed values, for Bathurst herd 1985-2018. The solid blue lines represent model 

predictions and confidence limits are shown as hashed blue lines. The red points are field 

estimates with associated confidence limits. Spring calf:cow ratios are flown in March or 

April and are also called late-winter surveys. Estimated numbers of cows and herd size 

(bulls+cows) show the more recent ten-year period to facilitate interpretation. 

 

We modeled summer (June - late October) and winter (October - June) calf survival with the 

transition being the fall rut when fall composition surveys occur (Figure 33). This 

parameterization takes advantage of years where fall and spring calf cow surveys occur, 
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therefore allowing assessment of change in proportion calves between June calving ground 

surveys, October fall surveys, and March/April late winter surveys and subsequent 

estimation of calf survival for each period. As found in previous studies (Gunn et al. 2005), 

summer survival is consistently lower than winter survival, when calves are larger. We note 

that the survival rates in the graphs below are expressed on the annual scale for comparison 

purposes. The actual rates will be different (slightly higher) given that summer or winter is 

shorter in time than a year.  

 
Figure 33: Trends in model-based summer and winter and overall calf survival for the 

Bathurst herd 1985-2018. 

 

Overall calf productivity, which is basically the proportion of adult females that produce a 

calf that survives the first year of life, can be derived as the product of fecundity (from the 

previous caribou year) and calf survival (from the current year) (Figure 34). Estimates from 

Figure 34 suggest that productivity has not returned to levels observed prior to 1997 (mean 

productivity=0.46) in the 2011-2018 period (mean productivity=0.25). A potential negative 

trend in proportion of breeding females is evident as well as lower calf survival in the past 

ten years. As discussed later, environmental covariates and trend models will be used to 

further explore demographic trends and mechanisms affecting herd productivity. 
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Figure 34: Trends in a) fecundity, b) annual calf survival and c) productivity (which is the 

product of the previous year’s fecundity times the current year calf survival) for Bathurst 

herd 1985-2018. Spring calf cow ratios, which are lagged by one year, so that they 

correspond to the productivity/caribou year prediction of the model, are shown for 

reference purposes. 

 

Spring calf-cow ratios, which are recorded in March or April, are overlaid in the productivity 

graph (Figure 34). Note that the spring calf-cow ratio is influenced by cow survival, calf 

survival as well as fecundity and therefore will not correspond directly to productivity. It 

will be greater than actual productivity because lower cow survival rates, which influence 

the count of cows in the spring, will inflate calf-cow ratios. The model predictions of spring 

calf-cow ratios, which account for cow survival, are shown in Figure 34. In addition, the 

model uses both calf cow ratios and proportion breeders (estimated during calving ground 

survey years) to estimate fecundity.  In some cases, this results in poor model fit if calf cow 

ratios do not correspond well with the proportion of breeding cows estimated on the calving 

ground. In all cases the field estimates are within the confidence limits of the corresponding 

demographic model estimates. 

 

One of the most important determinants of herd trend is adult cow survival since this directly 

influences the overall productivity of the herd. Collar-based point estimates and modeled 

annual and three-year average values for cow survival are shown in Figure 35. The dashed 

horizontal line indicates survival level needed for herd stability at mean productivity levels 

of 0.30 (2015-2018). The shaded region represents the range of cow survival levels needed 

for population stability across lowest observed levels of productivity (2015: 17%) to higher 
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levels of productivity (2016:45%) during the 2015-2018 period (Figure 35). If productivity 

is at levels observed from 2015-2018 (0.31) then cow survival would need to be 0.88 for 

stability.   

 
Figure 35: Trends in Bathurst cow survival 1985-2018 from Bayesian IPM analysis and 

collars. The solid blue lines represent model predictions and confidence limits are the hashed 

blue lines. A) The left graph shows the full time series with model estimates of survival 

denoted by blue lines, and “natural survival” with hunting mortality removed denoted by a 

green line. The red points are observed field estimates from collars with associated 

confidence limits. B) The right graph shows the empirical and modeled estimates of cow 

survival since 2010, when harvest restrictions were placed on the Bathurst herd. The dashed 

horizontal line indicates cow survival level needed (mean survival of 0.89) for herd stability 

at mean productivity levels of 0.30 (2015-2018). The shaded region represents the range of 

cow survival levels (0.85-0.93) needed for population stability across lowest observed levels 

of productivity (17%) to higher levels of productivity (45%) during the 2015-2018 period 

as shown in Figure 34c. 

 

Model-based estimates of cow survival suggested an increasing trend in cow survival from 

2012 to 2018 with a three-year average survival of 0.81 (CI=0.75-0.87) for the 2014-2017 

calving year period. The model estimate of cow survival for the caribou year of 2017 (which 

spans from June 2017 to May 2018) was 0.82 (0.69-0.92). The estimate of cow survival in 

2015 using the OLS model was 0.78 (CI=0.74-0.89) which compares to the Bayesian model 

estimate of 0.79 (CI=0.66-0.90) for 2015. While survival rates are potentially increasing, they 

still are below levels needed for herd stability as indicated by the grey zone in Figure 35.  
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Comparison of natural (green line) and observed survival rates (blue line) in Figure 35 

illustrates the increasing impact of harvest on cow survival rates up to 2009 when harvest 

was reduced. In 2008, observed cow survival (including harvest) was 0.69 (CI=0,60-0.76) 

compared to a natural survival level of 0.87 (CI=0.76-0.96) during this time, assuming an 

annual cow harvest of 5,000. When harvest was reduced, observed and natural survival rates 

were similar. Future modeling will further consider variation in harvest rates and potential 

overall trends in natural survival when historic harvest is accounted for. 

 
Figure 36: Estimates of bull survival for the Bathurst herd 1985-2018. The blue line 

represents observed survival whereas the green line represents natural survival with 

harvest mortality removed. Because harvest was very low 2010-2018, observed and natural 

mortality were similar. 

 

Bull survival was estimated at 0.71 (0.52-0.91) in 2017 which is similar to the estimate in 

2015 (0.72 (CI=0.59-0.92) (Figure 36).  

Preliminary assessment of effects of emigration on estimate of Bathurst caribou  

Population rates of change (λ) for cows suggest a rate of 0.92 (CI=0.83-0.99) 2015-2018 

(Figure 37), which is higher than the rate indicated by adult cow estimates from the calving 

ground surveys of 0.76. The most likely reason for this difference is the direct impact of 

emigration of cows on the adult female calving ground survey estimate. 
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Figure 37: Overall trends (λ) in adult cows in the Bathurst herd 1985-2018 from the 

Bayesian model analysis. A value of 1.0 indicates stability. 

 

Predicted numbers of breeding cows, adult cows, and bulls from the demographic model in 

2018 were higher than calving ground estimates. For example, the estimate of breeding cows 

for the demographic model in 2018 was 5,551 (CI=1,935-9,591) compared to the calving 

ground-based estimate of 3,636 (CI=2,709-4,880). The demographic model estimate is 35% 

higher, although the confidence limits of the demographic model estimate overlap the field 

estimate. The likeliest reason for this is that the demographic information used in the model 

is based on caribou that were in the Bathurst herd up to the 2018 survey, and the 2018 

breeding female estimate is only one of many data points used to inform the model. Basically, 

the model tolerates a slight lack of fit to the breeding female estimate in order to fit the other 

field estimates such as proportion breeding, calf-cow ratios, and cow survival rates. In this 

context, demographic predictions are less influenced by emigration of some Bathurst cows 

to the Queen Maud Gulf in 2018, which reduced breeding female estimates.   

We conducted a sensitivity analysis of estimates to inclusion of the 2018 breeding female 

estimate, which was influenced by movements of cows to the Queen Maud Gulf. Estimates of 

cow survival when the 2018 adult female estimate were excluded were 0.85 (CI=0.74-0.93) 

for the 2017 calving ground year compared to 0.82 (CI=0.69-0.92) when the 2018 data point 

was included. The three-year average survival rate was 0.84 (CI=0.78-0.89) compared to 

0.81 (CI=0.75-0.87) when the 2018 data point was included. Therefore, exclusion of the 2018 
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breeding female estimates boosted survival rates by 3%. Sensitivity analysis results for other 

parameters are given in Appendix 3. 

The demographic model in this report will be further refined in the future. Potential 

refinements include more direct modeling of fidelity to the Bathurst calving ground using 

ratios of caribou that emigrate from the Bathurst calving ground. One of the challenges of 

this analysis is that we only had estimates of fidelity for collared cows with no estimates of 

fidelity for yearlings, calves, and bulls. It may be possible to partially estimate fidelity of bulls 

by proximity to calving grounds as well as get direct estimates of bull survival from the bull 

collars. In addition, harvest in the current version was modeled as a fixed rate which did not 

account for uncertainty in actual harvest particularly in the historic data set. Methods will be 

used to better incorporate uncertainty in harvest estimates which may help better refine 

estimates of natural survival. Finally, environment covariates will be used to model temporal 

trends in demographic parameters in unison with other trend models. The use of 

environmental covariates in previous demographic analyses up to 2016 (Boulanger and 

Adamczewski 2017) suggested possible linkages; however the recent 2017-2018 

environmental data were not available for this analysis. 

Estimation of Bathurst adult females, including emigration to the Queen Maud Gulf 

The Lincoln-Petersen mark-recapture estimator (NLP) based estimate of adult Bathurst cows 

that occurred both on the Bathurst calving ground and in the Queen Maud Gulf calving area 

was 7,098 (CI=4,432-11366, CV=23%), assuming that the proportion of known Bathurst 

collared cows (8/11) on the Bathurst calving ground was indicative of the overall 

distribution of cows in the entire herd. The corresponding estimate from the survey was 

5,162 adult females in the Bathurst survey area, suggesting that 1,936 (CI=497-4,595) were 

in the Queen Maud Gulf coastal calving area. This estimate should be interpreted cautiously 

since it is based on only 11 collared caribou. 

Estimates of adult females were generated using the demographic model for the Bathurst 

herd with and without the 2018 data point included (Figure 38). The demographic model 

attempted to balance the input from collared caribou, composition surveys, and previous 

survey estimates to estimate the number of adult females in 2018. The resulting estimate 
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with the 2018 data point included was 7,833 adult females (CI=5,329-11,631, CV=21%), 

which was 35% higher than the corresponding observed estimate on the calving ground 

(5,162 CI=3,935-6,771, CV=13%). In addition, as discussed earlier, the demographic model 

estimate of adult females was less directly influenced by emigration of females to the Queen 

Maud Gulf coastal calving area in 2018 (which reduced the calving ground adult female 

estimate). Therefore, it would be expected that the demographic model estimate would be 

higher than the calving ground estimate, perhaps approaching the NLP estimate of 7,098. 

Regardless, confidence intervals overlapped for the two estimates and therefore the 

difference could be expected by chance.    

The demographic model was then run without the 2018 adult female estimate as part of the 

data set, therefore considering a scenario where all caribou occurred in the core Bathurst 

calving ground. The resulting estimate (11,423 CI=7,620-16,190) was 30% higher than when 

the 2018 adult female estimate was included in the demographic model run. The ratio of the 

estimates with and without the 2018 estimate included was 69% (CI=27-69%). This 

provides an alternative estimate of the proportion of Bathurst cows that remained on the 

traditional calving ground; this would mean that 31% of the cows had emigrated to the 

Queen Maud Gulf coastal calving area. This is relatively similar to the Lincoln-Petersen based 

estimates of 72% of the cows on the traditional Bathurst calving ground and 28% in the 

Queen Maud Gulf coastal calving area, based on collars. However, both estimates should be 

used with caution as one is based on model projections and the other on a limited number of 

collars.  

The field and model-based estimates that include the Bathurst cows that appear to have 

emigrated to the east are still lower than the estimate of adult females on the calving ground 

in 2015 (13,264, CI=8,312-18,216) suggesting that substantial decline of the Bathurst herd 

has occurred even when emigration in 2018 to the Queen Maud Gulf/Beverly calving ground 

is considered. More exactly, the collar-based estimate (7,098, CI=4,432-11,366) was 46% of 

the 2015 adult cow estimate resulting in an annual rate of decline of 23%. The estimated 

annual rate of decline based on the demographic model estimate of 11,423 (CI=7,620-
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16,190) was 5%, however, this estimate should be treated cautiously given limitations in 

directly comparing field estimates with demographic model estimates. 

 
Figure 38: Field and model-based estimates of adult females on the Bathurst calving ground 

compared to estimates that were adjusted to include Bathurst females that calved on the 

Queen Maud Gulf coast calving area in 2018. Field estimates include the base estimate of 

adult females, and the base estimate of adult females divided by the proportion of collars 

that occurred on the Bathurst calving ground. Demographic model estimates include 

Bayesian IPM runs with the 2018 adult female estimate included and excluded. 

 

Exploration of Potential Reasons for Decline in Herd Size 

The apparent large decline in breeding and adult females in the Bathurst herd 2015-2018 

could have resulted from (1) missing female caribou based on limited survey coverage or 

sightability, (2) movement of female caribou to adjacent calving grounds, and (3) 

demographic changes within the herd (low pregnancy rates, reduced calf survival, or 

reduced survival of adult caribou). We considered the likelihood of each factor contributing 

significantly to the estimated reduction in abundance. 

Survey conditions and female caribou not occurring in strata 

Survey conditions were challenging during the Bathurst 2018 survey; in particular, the snow 

conditions made caribou more difficult to see than on previous surveys with predominantly 

bare ground. It is possible that the counts from the two visual strata under-estimated true 

abundance due to poor sighting conditions. However, 96.9% of the estimated breeding 
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females and 84.2% of the estimated adult females for the overall survey area were estimated 

from the photo stratum. The comparable figures in 2015 were a very similar 96.2% of 

breeding cows and 88.9% of adult females from the photo stratum (Boulanger et al. 2017). 

In the photo stratum for 2018, extra time spent counting caribou on photos and the double 

observer check on photos provided confidence that sightability was >84% and thus that 

caribou missed had been accounted for. In addition, the 17 active collared females in the 

Bathurst Inlet area were accounted for in the three survey strata. One collared cow was south 

of the visual and photo strata at the time of the aerial photography June 8-9, but 

reconnaissance flying in this area showed there were very few caribou in that area (see 

Figure 17). Extensive reconnaissance flying north, south and west of the three survey strata 

demonstrated that there were very few caribou in these areas.  

There remains a possibility, based on very low densities of caribou observed by GN biologists 

(Figure 17) beyond the eastern boundary of the Bathurst East Visual block, that a few 

Bathurst cows were found further east. However, GN biologists observed caribou trails to 

the east of that block in the snow predominantly leading northeast to the main Beverly 

calving ground, and the Beverly collared cows continued to move north and east in the first 

and second weeks of June (M. Campbell, pers. comm.). The East Visual stratum contributed 

6.3% of the estimated breeding females and 10.1% of the estimated adult females in the 

survey area; the photo stratum, as in previous Bathurst surveys, accounted for the vast 

majority of the female caribou. Overall, we believe that the June 2018 Bathurst estimates of 

breeding females, adult females and herd size are representative of the herd and that 

sightability and distribution issues had little influence on the survey outcome. 

Movement to Adjacent Calving Grounds and Ranges 

Figures 12-16 earlier in this report documented movements of collared Bathurst caribou in 

the vicinity of Bathurst Inlet in the spring of 2017 and particularly in the spring of 2018, as 

these collar movements affected the design of the survey and interpretation of the results.  

In this section, collar fidelity is further assessed for 2018 with a comparison to previous 

years and neighbouring herds. Figure 39 displays movement in the mean location of calving 

for collared females that were monitored for successive years, for the Bathurst herd and its 



 

71 

neighbours; annual fidelity is shown for 2009-2018. The head of the arrow is the mean 

location for the current year and the tail is the location for the previous year. In general, 

collared female caribou have shown reasonable fidelity to the Bathurst calving ground until 

2018, when three collared caribou moved to the Beverly calving ground in the Queen Maud 

Gulf coastal calving area. Those three collared cows were monitored through the summer of 

2018. One died in July and the other two continued to move with collared female Beverly 

caribou; i.e. there was no apparent return to the Bathurst herd. 
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Figure 39: Yearly fidelity and movements to calving grounds in the Bluenose East (blue), 

Bathurst (red), and Beverly (green) herds 2009-2018. The head of the arrow indicates the 

current calving ground in the given year and the tail indicates the mean location from the 

previous year calving ground. 
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Frequencies of movement events between calving grounds for the Bathurst herd and 

neighbouring herds were assessed for collared female caribou monitored for consecutive 

years (Figure 40). A pair of consecutive June locations for a collared female was a single event 

or data point. Overall, the rates of switching were low 2010-2015 with 254 returns to the 

same calving ground and five switches for the three herds, indicating an overall 98% fidelity. 

Over the period 2016-2018, there were 174 returns to the same calving ground and three 

switches for the three herds, indicating again an overall fidelity of 98%. The low rate of 

switching of collared cows is consistent with previous estimates of about 3% switching and 

97% fidelity in the Bathurst herd (Adamczewski et al. 2009) and similar fidelity in the Cape 

Bathurst, Bluenose-West and Bluenose-East herds  (Davison et al. 2014). However, the only 

three switches between 2016 and 2018 were the three of 11 Bathurst collared females 

(27%) in June 2018. Movements of collared Bathurst bulls in spring 2018 (Figure 16) also 

suggested an unexpected degree of movement into the inland areas adjacent to the Queen 

Maud Gulf after collared males and females from the two herds were strongly mixed all 

winter (Figure 14).  
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Movement events: 2010-2015 

 

Movement events: 2016-2018 

 

Figure 40: Frequencies of collared caribou movement events for the Bathurst and 

neighbouring Bluenose-East and Beverly herds 2010-2015 and 2016-2018 based on 

consecutive June locations. The curved arrows above the boxes indicated the number of 

times a caribou returned to the same calving ground in successive years. The straight arrows 

indicate movement of caribou to other calving grounds.   

 

Demographic Change: Adult Survival, Calf Productivity and Calf Survival 

Comparison of the 2015 and 2018 Bathurst June survey results shows declines by more than 

half in estimates of breeding females (55.0%), adult females (61.0%) and overall herd size 

(58.5%). Part of this decline is due to a proportion (approximately 27% based on three of 11 

collared cows) of Bathurst cows calving on the Beverly/Queen Maud Gulf calving ground as 

discussed earlier (Figure 38). Demographic analysis described earlier indicates this decline 

is in part attributed to adult cow survival rates (estimated for 2017-2018 at 0.82) that have 

improved since 2015 (Figure 35) but continue to be below levels associated with stable 

populations (0.84 to 0.90).  Calf survival has also been low overall in the past ten years 

(Figure 34). Overall calf productivity (the product of fecundity and one-year calf survival) in 

the 2011-2018 period (mean productivity of 0.25) was well below the levels observed prior 

to 1997 (mean productivity=0.46) and is well below levels associated with stable 

populations (Figure 34). Both productivity and cow survival would need to increase 
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substantially to reach levels associated with a stable population. We note that demographic 

model estimates from a model that used the 2018 data point will be influenced by the 

emigration event in 2018. The three-year average survival rate was 0.84 (CI=0.78-0.89) with 

the 2018 adult female estimate excluded compared to 0.81 (CI=0.75-0.87) when the 2018 

adult female estimate was included. Therefore, survival estimates are still on the lower level 

needed for herd recovery given current levels of productivity, regardless of model scenario 

considered. 

Incidental Sightings of Other Wildlife 

Sightings of other wildlife during the June 2018 calving ground surveys are listed in Table 

19. Observations for both the Bathurst and the Bluenose-East surveys are included for 

convenience. Of particular interest are the sightings of wolves and grizzly bears as key 

predators of young caribou calves. There were 29 grizzly bear sightings and five wolf 

sightings on the Bathurst calving ground, and 44 grizzly bear sightings and eight wolf 

sightings on the Bluenose-East calving ground. In general this is consistent with previous 

calving ground surveys of these two herds, which have shown substantially more bears than 

wolves.  

Table 19: Incidental sightings of other wildlife during June 2018 calving ground surveys 

from reconnaissance flying, visual blocks, and composition surveys. Note that some areas 

were flown more than once, thus some individuals may have been sighted more than once. 

Species Bathurst calving 

ground 

Bluenose-East calving 

ground 

Red fox 1 2 

Arctic Fox 2 1 

Eagles 4 2 

Grizzly bears 29 44 

Moose 4 4 

Muskox 233 411 

Wolverine 0 0 

Wolves 5 8 
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DISCUSSION 

 

Results from the Bathurst 2018 calving photo survey documented significant declines by 

more than half in estimates of breeding females (55.0%), adult females (61.0%) and overall 

herd size (58.5%) since 2015. The reduction in herd size indicates an annual rate of decline 

of 25.5% 2015-2018. The overall decline from peak numbers in 1986 of 470,000 is on the 

order of 98%. We suggest that the most recent decline cannot be attributed to poor survey 

methods or sampling. The caribou on the visual strata may have been under-estimated 

somewhat due to the patchy snow conditions and relatively low sightability, but 96.9% of 

the estimated breeding females and 84.2% of the estimated adult females for the overall 

survey area were estimated within the photo stratum, similar to the 2015 survey. Extra time 

spent searching photos and the double observer check suggested that a very high proportion 

of the caribou were found on the aerial photos.   

An analysis of the herd’s demography suggests that low calf survival rates and improved, but 

still low adult female survival rates both contributed to the continuing decline of the 

Bathurst herd. In 2018, fecundity of the Bathurst herd was relatively good, with 70.4% 

breeding females on the calving ground. However, by October 2018 the estimated calf:cow 

ratio of 21 calves: 100 cows (D. Cluff, unpublished data) indicated that calf survival through 

the first four to five months was poor and well below levels needed for a stable population. 

An evaluation of spatial patterns of mortality in collared Bathurst cows resulted in two maps, 

one for 1996-2009 and one for 2010-2016 (Figure 41; Boulanger and Adamczewski 2017). 

Mortality risk for 1996-2009 was relatively dispersed, with some mortality on the winter 

range and some on the summer range. Some of the winter mortality in the winter may reflect 

hunter harvest, which over that period was not restricted. Mortality risk was lowest during 

calving 1996-2009. The overall geographic range of the Bathurst herd in the later period 

2010-2016 was reduced, reflecting the herd’s much reduced numbers. As in the earlier 

period, mortality risk was lowest during calving 2010-2016. This appears to support the 

longstanding view that caribou cows migrate to remote tundra calving grounds primarily to 
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reduce predation risk (Bathurst herd: Heard et al. 1996; Porcupine herd: Griffith et al. 2002, 

Russell and McNeill 2005). In the later period, mortality risk was highest on the summer 

range. While this analysis did not include an assessment of the causes of mortality in collared 

caribou, the summer mortality of collared female caribou and the poor summer calf survival 

may point to predation on the summer range as contributing significantly to mortality of 

calves and adults. Summer mortality has decreased in the Bathurst herd from 2015 to 2017 

resulting in an increased rate of cow survival (Figures 30, 31, and 35), however overall cow 

survival rates are still lower than needed for herd recovery, given current levels of 

productivity. 

 

Figure 41: Relative likelihood of mortality in collared Bathurst female caribou shown as a 

“heat map” for 1996-2009 (left) and 2010-2016 (right). Darker colours (orange and red) 

indicate areas with an above-average probability of mortality, and lighter areas (yellow) 

indicate areas with a below-average probability of mortality. If mortalities were in 

proportion to live locations of collared caribou, all of the range would have the same colour. 

From Boulanger and Adamczewski (2017). 

 

In 2018 some Bathurst collared cows were initially east of Bathurst Inlet and moved west 

across the Inlet at the time of the survey, but three of 11 (27%) Bathurst cows continued 

moving east into the Queen Maud Gulf coastal calving area with collared Beverly cows and 

remained there during the calving period. This is a limited sample and it is difficult to 
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quantify the percentage of the herd that moved east with the three collared cows; 

assessment of collars and analyses through the demographic model suggest that roughly 

30% of the herd’s cows may have emigrated in 2018. Spring-time movements of collared 

Bathurst bulls (Figure 16) suggest that some of them also moved east into the Queen Maud 

Gulf area, south of the coastal calving grounds. These movements may in part reflect strong 

mixing of the Bathurst and Beverly herds in the winter of 2017-2018, as also happened in 

the winter of 2016-2017. There is a large disparity in size of the two herds. With the Bathurst 

estimate of 8,207 caribou (this survey) and the 2018 Beverly estimate of just over 100,000 

(Campbell et al. 2019), the Beverly herd outnumbered the Bathurst by about 12:1. Caribou 

are gregarious animals and movement of collared Bathurst cows towards the calving 

grounds in the Queen Maud Gulf may indicate that they were drawn along by the northeast 

movement of the larger herd after sharing wintering ranges from November-December to 

April-May.  

As described by Gunn et al. (2012), gregariousness of female caribou during calving is a 

strategy for reducing predation risk and is a principal reason for high densities of breeding 

females on a calving ground. For the Porcupine herd, Griffith et al. (2002) demonstrated that 

newborn calves on the interior of large calving aggregations on the calving ground had 

higher survival rates than calves on the periphery of these aggregations. However, as a 

population of migratory barren-ground caribou declines below a small threshold size, spatial 

fidelity to a calving area may start to break down, resulting in a partial or complete shift in 

use of a calving area. Heavy overlap on the winter range with a larger herd, as in the Bathurst 

herd’s recent substantial overlap in recent winters with the much larger herd calving in the 

Queen Maud Gulf coastal lowlands, may also act as a factor predisposing a smaller declining 

herd to joining a much larger herd.   

The observed switching of three of 11 known Bathurst collared cows to the Queen Maud Gulf 

lowland calving ground during the 2018 calving season presents at least two possibilities. 

The first is that the switching observed for three Bathurst cows in June 2018 was an isolated 

occurrence and spatial fidelity to the Bathurst calving ground, which has generally been 97-

98% based on collared cows, is maintained. The second is that observed rates of switching 



 

79 

by known Bathurst cows to the Queen Maud Gulf lowland calving ground in 2018 will 

continue and possibly increase in subsequent calving periods, especially if the Bathurst herd 

continues to decline. In June 2019, three of 17 (17.6%) collared cows that were on the 

Bathurst calving ground in June 2018 moved well east of Bathurst Inlet with Beverly collared 

females, suggesting that some eastward emigration of Bathurst cows had continued 

(Adamczewski et al. 2019). There was evidence from 2006-2009 of several collared caribou 

females using the inland Beverly calving ground, then switching to the coastal Queen Maud 

Gulf calving ground in a following year (Adamczewski et al. 2015). The management 

implication of continued or increased calving ground switching by Bathurst cows is that a 

combination of numerical decline and emigration may further reduce the likelihood of 

recovery for the Bathurst herd. 

Harvest of the Bathurst herd has been closed in the NWT since early 2015 (see WRRB 2016), 

with a Mobile Core Bathurst Caribou Conservation Area (MCBCCA) applied as a no-harvest 

zone. The MCBCCA (i.e. mobile zone) was developed as a minimum convex polygon around 

Bathurst collared caribou locations (males and females) with a spatial buffer ranging from 

20-60 km, depending on the degree of overlap with adjacent herds and recommendations 

from a technical committee. Limited numbers of Bathurst collars in some winters may mean 

that the herd’s distribution was not fully defined, potentially leading to a limited harvest of 

Bathurst caribou outside the mobile zone. However, the heavy mixing of Bathurst and 

Beverly collars in recent winters and the 12:1 ratio of Beverly:Bathurst caribou, in addition 

to the Beverly collars generally found south and east of the mobile zone, would mean that 

the harvest in areas bordering on the mobile zone was predominantly comprised of Beverly 

caribou. 

Results of the Bayesian state space model analysis of the Bathurst herd confirm earlier 

results (Crête et al. 1996 and Boulanger et al. 2011) and suggest that cow survival levels of 

0.84-0.92 are needed for stability, given the recent range of calf productivity levels observed 

for this herd. Low natural survival rates may reflect significant predation by wolves and 

bears (Haskell and Ballard 2007), and the spatial concentration of collared cow mortalities 

2010-2016 (Figure 41) suggests that summer was the time of greatest predation risk. 
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Summer mortality as estimated by collared caribou has decreased in recent years (Figure 

30).  

Overall calf productivity in the 2011-2018 period (mean productivity of 0.25) was well 

below the levels observed prior to 1997 (mean productivity=0.46) and far below levels 

needed for a stable herd. Cyclical patterns in abundance of migratory caribou herds may also 

reflect the influence of large-scale weather patterns on vegetation and range conditions (Joly 

et al. 2011); declines of multiple NWT caribou herds from 2000 to 2006-2008 in part 

reflected late calving and sustained low calf recruitment (Adamczewski et al. 2009, 

Adamczewski et al. 2015).   

Boulanger and Adamczewski (2017) suggested that high summer drought and warble fly 

indices on the Bathurst and BNE ranges may in part have contributed to poor female 

condition and low pregnancy rates in some years. For example, very high drought and warble 

fly indices for both herds in 2014 were followed by low percentages of breeding females in 

both herds in June 2015 (Boulanger et al. 2016, 2017). These results are further supported 

by the Bayesian IPM analysis that found correlations between warble fly indices and calf 

survival, and June temperature and cow survival based upon estimates between 2008 and 

2016. 

A concurrent calving ground survey of the Beverly herd (Campbell et al 2019) estimated 

84,705 (CI=73,636-88,452) adult females and a total herd size of 103,372 (CI=93,684-

114,061) in the survey area as defined by the caribou calving in the coastal lowland Queen 

Maud Gulf area and the Adelaide Peninsula. Comparison with abundance of caribou 

estimated in 2011 in the Queen Maud Gulf coastal calving area and re-analyzed to include 

the Adelaide Peninsula indicates that this herd has declined from an estimated 136,608 at 

that time. The comparison suggests an annual rate of decline of 4-5% from 2011 to 2018. If 

our evaluations of the proportion of Bathurst caribou that emigrated to the Queen Maud Gulf 

coastal calving area (about 30%) are correct and a similar proportion of bulls emigrated in 

2018, then approximately 3,000 Bathurst caribou may have added to the estimate for the 

Beverly herd calving in the Queen Maud Gulf, a number that would have had a very limited 
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effect on the GN Beverly herd estimate for 2018 and was well within the confidence limits of 

the estimate. 

Monitoring Recommendations 

As a result of the significant declines in the Bluenose-East (Boulanger et al. 2019) and 

Bathurst (this report) herds documented by 2018 calving photo surveys, the Tłı̨chǫ 

Government and GNWT ENR submitted joint management proposals for each herd to the 

Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) in January 2019. While the WRRB has yet 

to determine what management actions and monitoring it will recommend, we include here 

the revised and increased monitoring and research included in the two proposals. 

1. Calving photo surveys every two years, an increase in survey frequency from the 

three-year interval that has been used since about 2006. Population estimates from 

these surveys are key benchmarks for management decisions. 

2. Annual composition surveys in June, October and late winter (March/April) to 

monitor initial calf productivity, survival through the first four to five months, and 

survival to nine to ten months in late winter. Results in 2018 suggested that initial 

fecundity was moderately high for the Bathurst herd (70% breeding females) but by 

late October the calf:cow ratio had dropped to 21 calves:100 cows, far below 

recruitment and productivity needed for a stable population. Annual fall surveys will 

also allow monitoring of the bull:cow ratio. 

3. An increase in numbers of collars on the Bathurst and Bluenose-East herds from 50 

(30 cows, 20 bulls) to 70 (50 cows, 20 bulls). This will improve estimation of annual 

cow survival rates and improve monitoring of herd distribution and harvest 

management, along with many other uses for collar information. Assessment of collar 

fate is essential to obtain unbiased survival estimates. 

4. Suspension of reconnaissance surveys on the calving grounds. Although 

reconnaissance surveys on the calving grounds in years between photo surveys 

generally tracked abundance of cows on the calving grounds, the variance on these 

surveys has been high. In particular, results of the June 2017 reconnaissance survey 

on the Bluenose-East calving ground suggested that the herd’s decline had ended and 

the herd had increased substantially, while the 2018 photo survey showed that in 
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reality the herd’s steep decline had continued. As noted above, however, annual 

composition surveys on the calving grounds of the two herds are planned, and were 

carried out in June 2019 (Adamczewski et al. 2019).  

5. Increased support for studies of predator abundance and predation rates, as well as 

studies of factors affecting range condition, caribou productivity and health. 

6. Increased support for on-the-land traditional monitoring programs like the Tłı̨chǫ 

Boots-on-the-Ground program (Jacobsen and Santomauro 2017) that provide 

insights into caribou health and the influence of weather and other factors on caribou. 
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Appendix 1: Double observer methods and results for visual survey strata 

 

Methods and results described in this appendix include data from the Bathurst and 

Bluenose-East surveys in June 2018. One Cessna Caravan crew was based at the Ekati Mine 

and flew all of the Bathurst reconnaissance survey and most of the Bathurst two visual 

blocks. One Cessna Caravan based at Kugluktuk flew only on the Bluenose-East 

reconnaissance and two visual blocks, and the other Caravan based at Kugkuktuk flew 

primarily on the Bluenose-East survey but also flew part of the Bathurst visual survey. Snow 

conditions were generally similar across the two survey areas. Given the overlap in survey 

flying and the similar sightability conditions on both surveys, double observer data were 

combined in the analyses and results described in this appendix. 

Visual surveys were conducted in two low density strata in June 2018 on the Bathurst survey, 

one west of Bathurst Inlet and one east of it. There were also two visual blocks in the 

Bluenose-East survey in June 2018, one north of the two photo blocks and one south of them. 

Each of the Caravans had two observers and a recorder on each side of the aircraft. The 

numbers of caribou sighted by observers were entered into the Trimble YUMA 2 tablet 

computers and summarized by transect and stratum. 

A double observer method was used to estimate the sighting probability of caribou during 

visual surveys. The double observer method involves one primary observer who sits in the 

front seat of the plane and a secondary observer who sits behind the primary observer on 

the same side of the plane (Figure 1). The method followed five basic steps: 

1 - The primary observer called out all groups of caribou (number of caribou and location) 

he/she saw within the 400 m wide strip transect before they passed about halfway between 

the primary and secondary observer. This included caribou groups that were between 

approximately 12 and 3 o’clock for right side observers and 9 and 12 o’clock for left side 

observers. The main requirement was that the primary observer be given time to call out all 

caribou seen before the secondary observer called them out. 
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2 - The secondary observer called out whether he/she saw the caribou that the first observer 

saw and observations of any additional caribou groups. The secondary observer waited to 

call out caribou until the group observed passed about half way between observers (between 

3 and 6 o’clock for right side observers and 6 and 9 o’clock for left side observer).  

3 - The observers discussed any differences in group counts to ensure that they were calling 

out the same groups or different groups and to ensure accurate counts of larger groups. 

4 - The data recorder categorized and recorded counts of caribou groups into primary (front) 

observer only, secondary (rear) observer only, or both, entered as separate records.  

5 - The observers switched places approximately half way through each survey day (i.e. on a 

break between early and later flights) to monitor observer ability. The recorder noted the 

names of the primary and secondary observers. 
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Figure 1: Observer and recorder positions for double observer methods on June 2018 

caribou survey of Bathurst caribou. The secondary observer confirmed or called caribou not 

seen by the primary observer after the caribou have passed the main field of vision of the 

primary observer. Time on a clock can be used to reference relative locations of caribou 

groups (e.g. “caribou group at 1 o’clock”). The recorder was seated behind the two observers 

on the left side, with the pilot in the front seat. On the right side the recorder was seated at 

the front of the aircraft and was also responsible for navigating in partnership with the pilot. 

The statistical sample unit for the survey was groups of caribou, not individual caribou. 

Recorders and observers were instructed to consider individuals to be those caribou that 

were observed independent of other individual caribou and/or groups of caribou. If 

sightings of individuals were influenced by other individuals then the caribou were 

considered a group and the total count of individuals within the group was used for analyses. 

The results were used to estimate the proportions of caribou that were likely missed, and 

numbers of caribou estimated on the two visual survey blocks east and west of Bathurst Inlet 

were corrected accordingly. 

The Huggins closed mark-recapture model (Huggins 1991) in program MARK (White and 

Burnham 1999) was used to estimate and model sighting probabilities. In this context, 

 

Counting strip (wheel to wing strut 

marker) 
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double observer sampling can be considered a two sample mark-recapture trial in which 

some caribou are seen (“marked”) by the (“session 1”) primary observer, and some of these 

are also seen by the second observer (“session 2”). The second observer may also see caribou 

that the first observer did not see. This process is analogous to mark-recapture except that 

caribou are sighted and re-sighted rather than marked and recaptured. In the context of 

dependent observer methods, the sighting probability of the second observer was not 

independent of the primary observer. To accommodate this removal, models were used 

which estimated p (the initial probability of sighting by the primary and secondary observer) 

and c (the probability of sighting by the second observer given that it had been already 

sighted by the primary observer). The removal model assumed that the initial sighting 

probability of the primary and secondary observers was equal. Observers were switched 

midway in each survey day (on most days there were two flights with a re-fueling stop 

between them), and covariates were used to account for any differences that were caused by 

unequal sighting probabilities of primary and secondary observers.   

One assumption of the double observer method is that each caribou group seen has an equal 

probability of being sighted. To account for differences in sightability we also considered the 

following covariates in the MARK Huggins analysis (Table 1). Each observer pair was 

assigned a binary individual covariate and models were introduced that tested whether each 

pair had a unique sighting probability. An observer order covariate was modeled to account 

for variation caused by observers switching order. If sighting probabilities were equal 

between the two observers, it would be expected that order of observers would not matter 

and therefore the confidence limits for this covariate would overlap 0. This covariate was 

modeled using an incremental process in which all observer pairs were tested followed by a 

reduced model where only the beta parameters whose confidence limits did not overlap 0, 

were retained.  

 

Table 1: Covariates used to model variation in sightability for double observer analysis for 

Bathurst caribou survey in June 2018.  
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Covariate Acronym Description 

observer pair obspair each unique observer pair 

observer order obsorder order of pair  

group size size size of caribou group observed 

Herd/calving 

ground 

Herd (h) Calving ground/herd being surveyed. 

snow cover snow snow cover (0, 25, 75, 100) 

cloud cover cloud cloud cover (0, 25, 75, 100) 

Cloud cover*snow 

cover 

Cloud*snow Interaction of cloud and snow cover 

 

Data from both the Bluenose-East and Bathurst herd calving grounds surveys were used in 

the double observer analysis given that most planes flew the visual surveys for both calving 

grounds. It was possible that different terrain and weather patterns on each calving ground 

might affect sightability and therefore herd/calving ground was used as a covariate in the 

double observer analysis. Estimates of total caribou that accounted for any caribou missed 

by observers were produced for each survey stratum.    

The fit of models was evaluated using the AIC index of model fit. The model with the lowest 

AICc score was considered the most parsimonious, thus minimizing estimate bias and 

optimizing precision (Burnham and Anderson 1998). The difference in AICc values between 

the most supported model and other models (ΔAICc) was also used to evaluate the fit of 

models when their AICc scores were close. In general, any model with a ΔAICc score of <2 was 

worthy of consideration.   

Estimates of herd size and associated variance were estimated using the mark-recapture 

distance sampling (MRDS) package (Laake et al. 2012) in program R program 

(R_Development_Core_Team 2009). In MRDS, a full independence removal estimator which 

models sightability using only double observer information (Laake et al. 2008a, Laake et al. 

2008b) was used. This made it possible to derive double observer strip transect estimates. 

Strata-specific variance estimates were calculated using the formulas of (Innes et al. 2002). 

Estimates from MRDS were cross checked with strip transect estimates (that assume 

sightability=1) using the formulas of Jolly (1969)(Krebs 1998). Data were explored 
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graphically using the ggplot2 (Wickham 2009) R package and QGIS software 

(QGIS_Foundation 2015). 

Double observer analysis 

Data from both the reconnaissance and visual surveys were used in the double observer 

analysis, however, only the visual survey data was used to derive estimates of abundance for 

survey strata. Observers were grouped into pairs which were used for modeling the effect of 

observer on sightability. A full listing of observer pairs is given in Table 2. Frequencies of 

observations as a function of group size, survey, and phase suggested that approximately half 

of the single caribou were seen by both observers in most cases (Figure 2). In previous years 

approximately 70-80% of single caribou were seen by both observers. As group size 

increased the proportion of observations seen by both observers increased. This general 

pattern suggests low sightability compared to previous surveys, which generally had much 

less snow cover.   
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Table 2: Double observer pairings with associated summary statistics. 

Observer information Frequencies Probabilities 
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1 1 did not switch 5 6 14 25 0.80 0.96 

2 2 
 

6 3 16 25 0.76 0.94 

3 2 
 

0 0 1 1 1.00 1.00 

4 3 
 

1 4 11 16 0.94 1.00 

5 3 
 

6 10 16 32 0.81 0.96 

6 4 did not switch 1

1 

8 17 36 0.69 0.91 

7 5 did not switch 1

4 

17 48 79 0.82 0.97 

8 6 
 

1

8 

19 46 83 0.78 0.95 

9 6 
 

1

7 

20 38 75 0.77 0.95 

10 7 
 

1

6 

4 23 43 0.63 0.86 

11 7 
 

5 6 8 19 0.74 0.93 

12 8 
 

0 2 3 5 1.00 1.00 

13 8 
 

2

0 

3 20 43 0.53 0.78 

14 9 
 

5 1 7 13 0.62 0.85 

15 9 
 

2

0 

18 42 80 0.75 0.94 

16 9 pooled with 9 1 0 0 1 0.00 0.00 

17 10 
 

1

4 

3 16 33 0.58 0.82 

18 10 
 

1 3 0 4 0.75 0.94 

19 11 did not switch 1

0 

9 41 60 0.83 0.97 

20 12 
 

0 0 1 1 1.00 1.00 

21 12 pooled with 

12 

0 0 3 3 1.00 1.00 

22 12 
 

9 1 20 30 0.70 0.91 
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Figure 2: Frequencies of double observer observations by group size, survey phase and 

survey for Bluenose-East and Bathurst June 2018 caribou surveys. Each observation is 

categorized by whether it was observed by the primary (brown), secondary (beige), or both 

(green) observers.  

 

Snow and cloud cover also influenced sightability, however, the pattern depended on survey 

phase and herd surveyed (Figure 3). The most noteworthy trends occurred for higher snow 

cover (75%) for the Bathurst and higher cloud cover. Snow cover was evident in all surveys 

with few observations of 0 snow cover and most within the 25-75% range. This range 

corresponds to the “salt and pepper” patchy snow cover where sightability is lower. The lack 

of “effect size” of snow cover (i.e minimal 0 and 100% snow cover observations) potentially 

made it problematic to model the effect of increasing snow cover on observations. Instead, 

sightability was lower (as modeled by an intercept term) due to the poor survey conditions. 
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Figure 3: Frequencies of double observer observations by snow cover, cloud cover, survey 

phase and survey for Bluenose-East and Bathurst June 2018 caribou surveys. Each 

observation was categorized by whether it was observed by the primary, secondary, or both 

observers.  

 

Snow cover was modeled as a continuous (snow) or categorical covariate (snow25, snow50, 

snow75) based on the categorical entries in the tablets. Model selection identified a strong 

effect of the log of group size, observers, snow cover and the interaction of snow and cloud 

cover (Table 3). An additional effect of snow cover at 75% for the Bathurst herd was evident. 

Observer pairs were reduced to the pairs to those that showed substantial differences from 

the mean level of sightability in the survey. 
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Table 3: Double observer model selection using Huggins mark-recapture models in program 

MARK for Bluenose-East and Bathurst June 2018 caribou surveys. Covariates follow Table 1 

in the methods section of the report. Reduced observer pairs are denoted as redA and redB. 

AICc, the difference in AICc values between the ith and most supported model 1 (ΔAICc), 

Akaike weights (wi), and number of parameters (K), and deviance (Dev) are presented. 

No Model AICc ∆AICc wi K Dev 

1 log(group 

size)+obs(redA)+order+herd*snow75+cloud+snow*clo

ud  

764.99 0.00 0.33 8 748.9 

2 log(group 

size)+obs(redB)+order+herd*snow75+cloud+snow*clo

ud   

767.02 2.03 0.12 9 748.9 

3 log(group 

size)+obs(redB)+order+snow75+cloud+snow*cloud   

768.15 3.16 0.07 8 752.1 

4 log(group 

size)+obs(redB)+order+herd*snow75+cloud+snow+sn

ow*cloud  

768.32 3.33 0.07 10 748.2 

5 log(group size)+obs(redB)+order+herd*snow75+cloud  768.63 3.63 0.06 8 752.5 

6 log(group size)+obs(redB)+order+snow+cloud 

+snow*cloud   

770.75 5.75 0.02 9 752.6 

7 log(group 

size)+obs(redB)+order+snow25+log(group)*snow25   

772.54 7.55 0.01 8 756.4 

8 log(group size)+obs(redB)+order+snow(categorical) 773.52 8.52 0.00 10 753.4 

9 log(group 

size)+obs(redB)+order+snow+snow2+cloud+cloud2+sn

ow*cloud   

774.15 9.15 0.00 11 752.0 

10 log(group size)  781.88 16.89 0.00 2 777.9 

11 log(group size)+snow +cloud  782.04 17.05 0.00 4 774.0 

12 group size 783.22 18.22 0.00 2 779.2 

13 log(group size)+snow25+cloud0  784.31 19.31 0.00 4 776.3 

14 log(group size)+snow25+sno50+snow75+snow100  784.84 19.95 0.00 6 772.8 

15 log(group size)+obs(all))  785.96 20.97 0.00 13 759.7 

16 constant  802.05 37.06 0.00 1 800.0 

 

Plots of single and double observation probabilities show lower probabilities for individual 

or smaller group sizes especially in moderate snow cover and higher cloud cover, for 

Bluenose-East and Bathurst June 2018 caribou surveys (Figure 4). The mean detection 

probability (across all groups) was 0.66 (CI=0.60-0.72). This compares to a mean probability 

of 0.91 (CI=0.88-0.92) for the 2015 Bluenose and Bathurst surveys. 
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Figure 4: Estimated single observer probabilities from model 1 (Table 3) by snow cover, 

cloud cover, survey phase and survey for Bluenose-East and Bathurst June 2018 caribou 

surveys. Each observation is categorized by whether it was observed by the primary, 

secondary, or both observers.  

 

Double observer probabilities (the probability that at least one of the observers saw the 

caribou) were higher but still relatively low for single caribou especially for cases of higher 

cloud cover and snow cover (and for some observer pairs) (Figure 5).  
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Figure 5: Estimated double observer probabilities from model 1 (Table 3) by snow cover, 

cloud cover, survey phase and survey for Bluenose-East and Bathurst June 2018 caribou 

surveys. Each observation is categorized by whether it was observed by the primary, 

secondary, or both observers.  

 

Estimates of total caribou in visual strata 

Double observer estimates (using the MRDS R package) were about 5% higher than non 

double observer estimates. Precision was lower than uncorrected count-based estimates but 

still acceptable (Table 4).    
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Table 4: Standard strip transect and double observer model estimates of caribou on 

Bathurst visual strata in 2018 from the MRDS package in R. 

Strata Caribou Standard estimate Double observer estimate  
 

counted Estimate SE CV Estimate SE Confidence interval CV 

West 88 551 132.1 24.0% 567 140.50 332 970 24.8% 

East 220 1,244 286.7 23.0% 1,309 332.70 773 2,216 25.4% 

Total 369 1,795 151.7 17.6% 1,877 360.9 1,265 2,783 19.2% 
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Appendix 2: Bathurst collared female caribou histories 2016-2018 

 

This figure presents the collar histories for each cow caribou from 2016 to 2018. Each black 

point represents a monthly fix of a live caribou. Color larger dots represent presence on 

delineated calving grounds. Fates of caribou are delineated by a square if the collar released 

with the caribou being alive whereas stars denote mortalities.    
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Appendix 3: Bayesian State space population model details 

 

This appendix details the development of the Bayesian IPM state space model. The primary 

state space model R coding was developed by Joe Thorley (Poisson Consulting, 

poissonconsulting.ca) in collaboration with John Boulanger (Thorley and Boulanger 2019). 

The demographic model used was similar to the previous OLS model used in previous 

analyses. The primary development was to evolve model fitting to a more robust Bayesian 

state space approach. The objective of this appendix is to provide a brief description of the 

model used in the analysis rather than a complete description of the Bayesian model 

approach. Readers interested in the Bayesian modeling approach should consult Kery and 

Schaub (2011) which is an excellent introduction to Bayesian analysis. 

Data Preparation 

The estimates of key population statistics with SEs and lower and upper bounds were 

provided in the form of an csv spreadsheet and prepared for analysis using R version 3.5.2 

(R Core Team 2018). 

Statistical Analysis 

Model parameters were estimated using Bayesian methods. The Bayesian estimates were 

produced using JAGS (Plummer 2015). For additional information on Bayesian estimation 

the reader is referred to McElreath (2016). 

Unless indicated otherwise, the Bayesian analyses used normal and uniform prior 

distributions that were vague in the sense that they did not constrain the posteriors (Kery 

and Schaub 2011, p. 36). The posterior distributions were estimated from 1500 Markov 

Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) samples thinned from the second halves of three chains (Kery 

and Schaub 2011, pp. 38–40). Model convergence was confirmed by ensuring that the split 

potential scale reduction factor #$ ≤ 1.05 (Kery and Schaub 2011, p. 40) and the effective 

sample size (Brooks et al. 2011) ESS ≥ 150 for each of the monitored parameters (Kery and 

Schaub 2011, p. 61). In addition, trace plots of Markov Chains and the posterior distributions 
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were inspected to further check convergence and symmetry of estimated parameter 

distributions. 

The sensitivity of the estimates to the choice of priors was examined by multiplying the 

standard deviations of the normal priors by ten and using the split #$ (after collapsing the 

chains) to compare the posterior distributions (Thorley and Andrusak 2017). An unsplit #$ ≤

1.1 was taken to indicate low sensitivity. 

The parameters are summarized in terms of the point estimate, standard deviation (sd), the 

z-score, lower and upper 95% confidence/credible limits (CLs) and the p-value (Kery and 

Schaub 2011, p 37 and 42). The estimate is the median (50th percentile) of the MCMC 

samples, the z-score is mean/sd and the 95% CLs are the 2.5th and 97.5th percentiles. A p-

value of 0.05 indicates that the lower or upper 95% CL is 0. 

The results are displayed graphically in the main body of the report with 95% 

confidence/credible intervals (CIs, Bradford et al. 2005). Data are indicated by points (with 

lower and upper bounds indicated by vertical bars) and estimates are indicated by solid lines 

(with CIs indicated by dotted lines). 

The analyses were implemented using R version 3.5.2 (R Core Team 2018) and the mbr 

family of packages. 

Model Descriptions 

The data were analyzed using state-space population models (Newman et al. 2014). 

Population 

The fecundity, breeding cow abundance, cow survival, fall bull cow, fall calf cow and spring 

calf cow ratio data complete with SEs were analyzed using a stage-based state-space 

population model similar to Boulanger et al. (2011). Key assumptions of the female stage-

based state-space population model include: 

• Calving occurs on the 11th of June (with a year running from calving to calving) 
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• Cow natural survival from calving to the following year varies continually and 

randomly by year. 

• Bull natural survival from calving to the following year varies randomly by year. 

• Cow and bull natural survival is constant throughout the year. 

• Harvest of cows and bulls occurs on the 15th of January. 

• Yearling survival to the following year is the same as cow natural survival. 

• Calf survival varies between the summer and winter seasons and randomly by year. 

• The calf sex ratio is 1:1. 

• The proportion of breeding cows is the fecundity the previous year. 

• Fecundity varies randomly by year. 

• Female yearlings are indistinguishable from cows in the fall and spring surveys. 

• The uncertainty in the number of breeding cows in the initial year is described by a 

positively truncated normal distribution with a mean of 200,000 and a standard 

deviation of 50,000. 

• The number of cows in the initial year is the number of breeding cows in the intial 

year divided by the fecundity in a typical year. 

• The number of bulls in the initial year is two thirds the number of cows in the initial 

year. 

• The number of calves in the initial year is the number of breeding cows in the initial 

year. 

• The number of yearlings in the initial year is the number of calves in the initial year 

multiplied the calf survival in a typical year. 

• The uncertainty in each data point is normally distributed with a standard deviation 

equal to the provided SE. 

Model Templates 

The base R code used in the analysis is summarized below. 

  



 

109 

Population (R-code) 

. model { 

  bSurvivalCow ~ dnorm(0, 2^-2) 

  bSurvivalBull ~ dnorm(0, 2^-2) 

  bFecundity ~ dnorm(0, 2^-2) 

  bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual ~ dnorm(0, 2^-2) 

  bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual ~ dnorm(0, 2^-2) 

 

  sSurvivalCowAnnual ~ dnorm(0, 1^-2) T(0,) 

  sSurvivalBullAnnual ~ dnorm(0, 1^-2) T(0,) 

  sFecundityAnnual ~ dnorm(0, 1^-2) T(0,) 

  sSurvivalCalfAnnual ~ dnorm(0, 1^-2) T(0,) 

  for(i in 1:nAnnual){ 

    bSurvivalCowAnnual[i] ~ dnorm(0, sSurvivalCowAnnual^-2) 

    bSurvivalBullAnnual[i] ~ dnorm(0, sSurvivalBullAnnual^-2) 

    bFecundityAnnual[i] ~ dnorm(0, sFecundityAnnual^-2) 

    bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i] ~ dnorm(0, sSurvivalCalfAnnual^-2) 

 

    logit(eSurvivalCow[i]) <- bSurvivalCow + bSurvivalCowAnnual[i] 

    logit(eSurvivalBull[i]) <- bSurvivalBull + bSurvivalBullAnnual[i] 

    logit(eFecundity[i]) <- bFecundity + bFecundityAnnual[i] 

    logit(eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i]) <- bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual + 

bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i] 

    logit(eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i]) <- bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual + 

bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i] 

  } 

  bBreedingCows1 ~ dnorm(200000, 50000^-2) T(0,) 

  logit(eFecundity1) <- bFecundity 

  logit(eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual1) <- bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual 

  logit(eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1) <- bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual 

 

  bCows[1] <- bBreedingCows1 / eFecundity1 

  bBulls[1]<- bCows[1] * 2 / 3 

  bCalves[1] <- bBreedingCows1 

  bYearlings[1] <- bCalves[1] * eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1^(154/365) * 

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual1^(211/365) 

  bSpringCalfCow[1] <- bCalves[1] / (bCows[1] + bYearlings[1] / 2) 

  bCowHarvestRate[1] <- CowHarvestRate[2] 

  bBullHarvestRate[1] <- BullHarvestRate[2] 

 

  for(i in 1:nAnnual) { 

    eJuneToFallCor[i] <-  FallCalfCowDays[i] / 365 

 

    eFallCows[i] <- bCows[i] * eSurvivalCow[i]^eJuneToFallCor[i] 

    eFallBulls[i] <- bBulls[i] * eSurvivalBull[i]^eJuneToFallCor[i] 
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    eFallYearlings[i] <- bYearlings[i] * eSurvivalCow[i]^eJuneToFallCor[i] 

    eFallCalves[i] <- bCalves[i] * eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i]^eJuneToFallCor[i] 

 

    bFallBullCow[i] <- (eFallBulls[i] + eFallYearlings[i]/2) / (eFallCows[i] + 

eFallYearlings[i]/2) 

    bFallCalfCow[i] <- eFallCalves[i] / (eFallCows[i] + eFallYearlings[i]/2) 

  } 

 

  for(i in 2:nAnnual) { 

    eFallToJanCor[i] <- (218 - FallCalfCowDays[i-1])/365 

    eJanToSpringCor[i] <- (SpringCalfCowDays[i] - 218) / 365 

    eSpringToJuneCor[i] <- (365 - SpringCalfCowDays[i]) / 365 

     

    eJanCows[i] <- eFallCows[i-1] * eSurvivalCow[i-1]^eFallToJanCor[i] 

    eJanBulls[i] <- eFallBulls[i-1] * eSurvivalBull[i-1]^eFallToJanCor[i] 

    eJanYearlings[i] <- eFallYearlings[i-1] * eSurvivalCow[i-1]^eFallToJanCor[i] 

     

    bCowHarvestRate[i] <- CowHarvestRate[i] 

    bBullHarvestRate[i] <- BullHarvestRate[i] 

     

    eSpringCows[i] <- eJanCows[i] * (1 - bCowHarvestRate[i]) * eSurvivalCow[i-

1]^eJanToSpringCor[i] 

    eSpringBulls[i] <- eJanBulls[i] * (1 - bBullHarvestRate[i]) * eSurvivalBull[i-

1]^eJanToSpringCor[i] 

    eSpringYearlings[i] <- eJanYearlings[i] * eSurvivalCow[i-1]^eJanToSpringCor[i] 

     

    eSpringCalves[i] <- bCalves[i-1] * eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i-1]^(154/365) * 

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i-1]^((SpringCalfCowDays[i] - 154) / 365) 

     

    bSpringCalfCow[i] <- eSpringCalves[i] / (eSpringCows[i] + eSpringYearlings[i]/2) 

 

    bCows[i] <- (eSpringCows[i] + eSpringYearlings[i] / 2) * eSurvivalCow[i-

1]^eSpringToJuneCor[i] 

    bBulls[i] <- eSpringBulls[i] * eSurvivalBull[i-1]^eSpringToJuneCor[i] + 

eSpringYearlings[i] / 2 * eSurvivalCow[i-1]^eSpringToJuneCor[i] 

    bYearlings[i] <- bCalves[i-1] * eSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual[i-1]^(154/365) * 

eSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual[i-1]^(211/365) 

    bCalves[i] <- bCows[i-1] * eSurvivalCow[i-1] * (1 - bCowHarvestRate[i]) * eFecundity[i-1] 

  } 

 

  for(i in SurvivalAnnual) { 

    CowSurvival[i] ~ dnorm(eSurvivalCow[i] * (1 - bCowHarvestRate[i+1]), 

CowSurvivalSE[i]^-2) 

  } 

 

  for(i in CowsAnnual) { 
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    BreedingProportion[i] ~ dnorm(eFecundity[i-1], BreedingProportionSE[i]^-2) 

    eBreedingCows[i] <- bCows[i] * eFecundity[i-1] 

    BreedingCows[i] ~ dnorm(eBreedingCows[i], BreedingCowsSE[i]^-2) 

  } 

 

  for(i in FallBCAnnual) { 

    FallBullCow[i] ~ dnorm(bFallBullCow[i], FallBullCowSE[i]^-2) 

  } 

 

  for(i in FallAnnual) { 

    FallCalfCow[i] ~ dnorm(bFallCalfCow[i], FallCalfCowSE[i]^-2) 

  } 

 

  for(i in SpringAnnual) { 

    SpringCalfCow[i] ~ dnorm(bSpringCalfCow[i], SpringCalfCowSE[i]^-2) 

  } 

.. 

 

Parameter estimates 

The Bayesian model estimated principal parameters pertaining to the mean estimates of 

fecundity, bull survival, calf survival and cow survival. In addition, temporal variation in calf 

survival, bull survival, fecundity, and cow survival were estimated as random effects (Table 

1). 
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Table 1: Bayesian IPM state space model coefficients. Parameters are given on the logit scale 

(which are then transformed to the probability scale using a logit transform). Parameter 

significance is determined by overlap of confidence limits with 0. The parameters are 

summarized in terms of the point estimate, standard deviation (sd), the z-score, lower and 

upper 95% CI/CLs and the p-value (Kery and Schaub 2011, p 37 and 42). The estimate is the 

median (50th percentile) of the MCMC samples, the z-score is mean/sd and the 95% CLs are 

the 2.5th and 97.5th percentiles. A p-value of 0.05 indicates that the lower or upper 95% CL 

is 0. 

term estimate sd zscore lower upper pvalue 

Main effects        

bFecundity 1.018 0.269 3.837 0.524 1.567 0.000 

bSurvivalBull 0.785 0.173 4.685 0.531 1.242 0.000 

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual -0.388 0.323 -1.135 -0.937 0.332 0.258 

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual 0.072 0.272 0.304 -0.450 0.621 0.759 

bSurvivalCow 1.650 0.127 13.104 1.441 1.946 0.000 

Random effects       

sFecundityAnnual 1.042 0.220 4.850 0.708 1.571 0.000 

sSurvivalBullAnnual 0.421 0.327 1.447 0.035 1.250 0.000 

sSurvivalCalfAnnual 1.081 0.218 5.053 0.752 1.609 0.000 

sSurvivalCowAnnual 0.554 0.175 3.274 0.291 0.969 0.000 

 

Model fit was judged using R-hat value which suggested adequate model convergence. In 

addition, the distribution of parameter estimates was inspected to assess model convergence 

(Table 2). 

 

Table 2: Model summary. N is the number of parameters, nchains is the number of Markov 

Chains used, nthin is the number of Markov Chain samples that were thinned, ess is the 

effective sample size, R-hat is the R-hat convergence metric and convergence is the score 

based on effective sample size and number of parameters in the model. 

n K nchains niters nthin ess R-hat converged 

34 10 3 1000 200 1473 1.002 TRUE 

 

Unsplit R-hat values were used to assess if choice of prior distribution influenced the 

posterior distribution of parameter estimates (Table 3).    
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Table 3: Split R-hat values indicating sensitivity of posterior distributions to the choice of 

priors. 

term R-hat 

bBreedingCows1 1.019 

bFecundity 1.023 

bSurvivalBull 1.009 

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual 1.005 

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual 1.002 

bSurvivalCow 1.002 

sFecundityAnnual 1.032 

sSurvivalBullAnnual 1.027 

sSurvivalCalfAnnual 1.006 

sSurvivalCowAnnual 1.011 

bBreedingCows1 1.019 

 

The Bayesian model generated yearly estimates of demographic parameters as well as field 

measurements which were used in the fitting of the model. These estimates are detailed in 

Table 4. Most of the actual estimates are shown in Figures 9 to 14 of the main report. 
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Table 4: Parameter descriptions for estimates generated by the model. Parameter estimates 

are shown in Figures 31 to 35 in the main report. 

Parameter Description 

Annual The year as a factor 

bCows1 The number of cows in the initial year 

bFecundity The proportion of cows breeding in a typical year 

BreedingCows[i] The data point for the number of breeding cows in the ith year 

BreedingCowsSE[i] The SE for BreedingCows[i] 

BreedingProportion[i] The data point for the proportion of cows breeding in the ith 

year 

BreedingProportionSE[i] The SE for BreedingProportionSE[i] 

bSurvivalBull The log-odds bull survival in a typical year 

bSurvivalCalfAnnual[i] The random effect of the ith Annual on 

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual and 

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual 

bSurvivalCalfSummerAnnual The log-odds summer calf survival if it extended for one year 

bSurvivalCalfWinterAnnual The log-odds winter calf survival if it extended for one year 

bSurvivalCow The log-odds cow (and yearling) survival in a typical year 

bSurvivalCowAnnual[i] The random effect of the ith Annual on bSurvivalCow 

BullHarvestRate[i] The proportion of bulls harvested in January of the ith year 

CowHarvestRate[i] The proportion of cows harvested in January of the ith year 

CowSurvival[i] The data point for cow survival from the i-1th year to the ith 

year 

CowSurvivalSE[i] The SE for CowSurvivalSE[i] 

FallBullCow[i] The data point for the bull cow ratio in the fall of the ith year 

FallBullCowSE[i] The SE for FallBullCow[i] 

FallCalfCow[i] The data point for the calf cow ratio in the fall of the ith year 

FallCalfCowSE[i] The SE for FallCalfCow[i] 

SpringCalfCow[i] The data point for the calf cow ratio in the spring of the ith 

year 

SpringCalfCowSE[i] The SE for SpringCalfCow[i] 

sSurvivalCalfAnnual The SD of bSurvivalCalfAnnual 

sSurvivalCowAnnual The SD of bSurvivalCowAnnual 

Figure 1 displays sensitivity of parameter estimates and trends in parameter estimates to 

inclusion of the 2018 breeding female estimate. It can be seen that inclusion or exclusion of 

this estimate affects both estimates of cows, breeding cows, and bull + cows, but also 

estimates of cow survival. In most cases, estimates of survival are lower as well as estimates 
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of fecundity/productivity prior to the 2018 survey. In both cases reduction of these 

parameter values results in a lower estimate of caribou on the 2018 calving ground.   

 

Figure 1: Estimates of principal demographic parameters from the IPM with the 2018 

breeding female estimate included and excluded. Confidence limits are given as dashed lines 

around model predictions. 

 

The harvest estimates used in the demographic model are given in Table 5. 
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Table 5: Harvest estimates and approximate harvest rates used in the demographic model. 

Rate is estimated harvest divided by estimate cow or bull abundance each year. Estimates 

based on Dogrib Harvest study, Boulanger et al. 2011, and approximate harvest levels 

estimated since 2010 (B. Croft, Unpublished). 

Year Harvest 

estimate 

Harvest  rate 

 cows bulls cows bulls 

1985 8380 7484 0.034 0.046 

1986 8380 7484 0.036 0.050 

1987 8380 7484 0.039 0.061 

1988 8380 4606 0.043 0.042 

1989 8380 3855 0.042 0.033 

1990 8450 8970 0.045 0.086 

1991 11626 10073 0.066 0.108 

1992 9046 9685 0.051 0.103 

1993 13107 7712 0.082 0.099 

1994 8380 7484 0.053 0.092 

1995 8380 7484 0.058 0.109 

1996 8380 7484 0.058 0.103 

1997 8380 7484 0.063 0.119 

1998 8380 7484 0.068 0.132 

1999 8380 7484 0.073 0.134 

2000 8380 7484 0.081 0.176 

2001 5000 2000 0.055 0.064 

2002 5000 2000 0.064 0.071 

2003 5000 2000 0.071 0.089 

2004 5000 2000 0.086 0.102 

2005 5000 2000 0.105 0.117 

2006 5000 2000 0.130 0.142 

2007 5000 2000 0.160 0.227 

2008 5000 2000 0.193 0.289 

2009 5000 2000 0.210 0.226 

2010 5 70 0.000 0.008 

2011 5 70 0.000 0.007 

2012 5 70 0.000 0.007 

2013 5 70 0.000 0.009 

2014 5 70 0.000 0.014 

2015 5 70 0.001 0.015 

2016 5 70 0.001 0.017 

2017 5 70 0.001 0.019 

2018 5 70 0.001 0.019 
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Appendix 4: Trends in Bathurst Calving Ground Size and Densities 2009-2018 

 

Introduction 

This document provides additional information on calving ground size, distribution of 

caribou on calving grounds, and core calving ground densities on the Bathurst herd calving 

grounds 2009-2018, based on reconnaissance survey and photo survey data. The core area 

has also been referred to as the “annual concentrated calving area” by Russel et al 2002. 

Information on the Bluenose-East herd’s calving ground size and densities and spatial 

distribution of caribou was requested during the WRRB April 2019 Bluenose-East Caribou 

Hearing. A summary on the Bluenose-East herd’s patterns 2010-2018 was included as an 

appendix in the 2018 survey report (Boulanger et al. 2019). Similar analyses were also 

carried out for the Bathurst herd 2009-2018 based on calving ground surveys, and the 

results are included here. 

This document provides a summary of data from previous surveys as opposed to full 

documentation of methods used to define core calving areas. For full descriptions of survey 

methods and results, readers should refer to calving photo survey results for the Bathurst 

herd in 2009 (Nishi et al. 2010), 2012 (Boulanger et al. 2014), 2015 (Boulanger et al. 2017) 

and 2018 (main text of this report).   

Methods 

Trends in segment densities from reconnaissance surveys flown during calving photo 

surveys were initially assessed to infer distribution and aggregation of higher densities of 

caribou. Segments that were contained within core calving strata were included in the 

analysis. Data were plotted spatially and by segment density class. Core calving area was 

defined by the presence of breeding caribou in contiguous segments.  

Estimates of density based on photo survey data and core calving ground size (based on the 

area of survey strata) were used to estimate numbers of adult and breeding females. One 

potential issue with this approach is that the degree of aggregation of adult and breeding 

females varies among years, and therefore changes in the core area will be due to both 

changes in abundance, aggregation, and survey coverage. For example, in years of high 
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aggregation the core area might be surveyed primarily by photo survey methods whereas 

photo and visual survey methods would be used when aggregation is lower. Therefore, 

defining core areas as those just photo surveyed may not represent the true density and 

distribution of breeding females. To explore this issue, we derived a weighted core calving 

ground index based on the summation of the product of stratum areas and proportions of 

breeding and adult females. For example, if a 100 km2 stratum had 20% breeding females, 

then the core calving ground index was estimated as 20 km2. Each survey stratum area was 

scaled using this approach and summed for the survey year to provide the aggregate core 

calving ground index value. Density estimates using this approach will be more robust to 

differences in calving ground surveys where layout and types of strata (i.e., photographic 

and visual) would vary. For example, this approach avoids the subjective inclusion or 

exclusion of survey strata areas for estimation of core areas and uses all the survey strata to 

estimate core area. However, the actual core calving ground index will not directly pertain 

to a defined geographic area. 

Results  

Plots of segment densities for the Bathurst herd from calving ground surveys 2009-2018 

suggest different levels of aggregation for each survey year, with the highest levels in 2012 

(Figure 1). The core area in 2018 was reduced to only low and medium density segments 

with no high density segments. The annual concentrated calving area for the Bathurst herd 

in 2018 was to the west of Bathurst Inlet. Segments near Bathurst Inlet, which contained 

intermittent pockets of females, are shown for reference purposes. This pattern of low 

densities on either side of Bathurst Inlet included some collared caribou cows, and was not 

observed in previous years. Estimation of the core area based on the survey strata detailed 

in the next section provides further inference on the core area in 2018. 
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Figure 1: Maps of segment densities from reconnaissance surveys of the Bathurst caribou 

herd from calving ground surveys 2009-2018. Low density = <1 caribou/km2, medium 

density = 1-9.9 caribou/km2, and high density = at least 10 caribou/km2.       

 

Plots of segment densities also illustrate the higher level of aggregation in 2012 with fewer 

lower and medium density segments in comparison to high density segments (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Segment densities in annual concentrated calving areas for the Bathurst caribou 

herd 2009-2018. Low density = <1 caribou/km2, medium density = 1-9.9 caribou/km2, and 

high density = at least 10 caribou/km2.        

 

Median segment densities were below 5 caribou per km2 for all years except 2012 (Figure 

3). 
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Figure 3: Boxplot of segment densities on calving ground surveys for the Bathurst herd 

2009-2018. 

 

A comparison of core areas further demonstrates the higher level of aggregation in 2012 

with a smaller core area compared to other years (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4: Area of core survey strata, area weighted by proportion of breeding females, and 

area weighted by proportion of adult females in survey strata by year for the Bathurst herd 

2009-2018. 

 

During this time, estimates of abundance of adult and breeding females stabilized from 2009-

2012 followed by a decline from 2012-2018 (Figure 5).  
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Figure 5: Estimates of abundance of adult and breeding females on core calving areas 2009-

2018 for the Bathurst herd. 

 

Density was estimated by dividing abundance (Figure 5) by core area (Figure 4). Plots of core 

densities suggest an increase from 2009-2012 followed by a decrease from 2012-2018 

(Figure 5). The increase in density in 2012 was partially due to a decrease in core area of the 

calving ground rather than a substantive increase in overall abundance (Figure 6). Trends in 

density estimates using the core and weighted methods were reasonably similar. 



 

125 

 
Figure 6: Densities (number/km2) of adult females and breeding females in survey strata 

using total area (Strata area) and corresponding breeding female or adult female areas, for 

Bathurst calving ground 2009-2018. The size of symbols is proportional to the calving 

ground area used for density estimates. 

 

Discussion 

This report is based on Bathurst caribou calving photo surveys (2009-2018) and provides a 

summary of trends in caribou distribution, core calving ground area, and caribou densities 

in core calving ground areas. Defining the core calving area is challenging due to differences 

in levels of aggregation of caribou during each survey year. We describe a weighted method 

used to describe trends based on a calving ground core area index, which attempts to 

confront this issue by weighting the contribution of survey stratum to the overall estimate 

of core area by the proportion of adult and breeding females estimated in the given strata. 

The resulting core area index values are best used to infer trends rather than define an 

absolute area.   

In general, aggregation of the Bathurst herd increased in 2012, as indicated by a reduced 

core calving ground area with increasing density, followed by a decline in density from 2012-

2018 (Figure 6). 
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Alternative methods such as use of collared caribou locations could be used to further infer 

core areas. This type of analysis could be useful for the 2018 survey year when the core area 

was mainly defined in a single small area. This type of analysis is beyond the scope of this 

report but could be pursued in the future.  

LITERATURE CITED – see main text 
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HIVULIUYUNIK TUNIYAKGAIKHIMAYUNIK TAHAPKUNUNGA NUNAVUT ANGUHIKIYIT 

HAVAKATIGIKPAKTUNIK 
KAKUNGUKGANGUT KATIMADJUTAUVAKTUNIK #004/2019 

UBLUIKVIANI UVANI 4, 2019 
 

MIKHARUT 
 

TUKIHIGIARUTINIK:  XX    TIKUAKTAUYUKHANIK: 
 
Kingaokmiutanik Tuktu 
 
Aah Tamatkiumayunik Angunahuaktautaaktunik Anguyaulutik 30 nik tuktunik 
havakhikhimayunik malikgakhanik uvani 2017 mi tuktutainik Kingaukmiutanik Tuktutainik 
ammihuakyuinik talvanitunik Kitikmeot Nunatuttukanik. Kitikmeot Nunatuttukat Anguhikiyit 
Katimayit tutkikhaaihimayunik tahapkuninga 30 nik pihimayunik malikgakhanik: Kugluktuk 10; 
Omingmaktok 10; Kingaok 10. Tahapkuat Kugluktuk Angoniaktit imalu Nanirgiaktukpaktunik 
Katimayit (HTO) tutkikhaihimayunik tahapkuninga nanaitkutauvaktunik atukgiakaktunik 
tuktunuut nungudjutilingnik ubluinik atugakhanik atuknianut tahapkununga ilaagiktunik 
nunagivaktanik ukiukpakgulluakhuni aihikpaanitpaktunik nunamiuplutik talvani Tahikyoak. 
 
Tahapkuat Kavamat Nunatsiami Tunungani talvanilu Nunavut iniktikpakhimayunik havagiplugit 
aah kufiutilanginik nallautakgutauvaktunik uvani 2018 uvunalu nallautakgutauvaktunik 
mikharut uvuna 8,200 nirgitinik, aah ikiklivaliayunik talvanganit 2015 ihiviukhinikmun 
naunaiyainikmun naunaitkutakhanik uvuna 20,000 nirgitinik. 
 
Tahapkuat Kavamat talvani Nunavut, Havakvit talvani Nunalikiyit katimakatigivakgaait 
tahapkunani tutkikhakhikariakaktunik talvanilu Kitikmeot HTOs uvani Hikutilikvia 7, 2019 talvani 
Ikaluktutiak. Tahapkuat havakvit Nunalikiyit pinnahuat uktukniaklutik aullaktikgutikhanik 
mikhilaaktauyukhanik uvanga uvunga 30 nik nirgitnik pilugit 0 nik paaiktaulutik 
hungnaamiklugit. 
 
Aah ammigaitunik tikuaktauvaktunik avaatingnukpaktunik nikikhakhiukpaktunik nirgitinik 
nirgitit havagiyauvaktukhanik. Tadja nunalingni havakatauvaktunik mikharut amagoit niakuinik 
katitiktauvaktunik manikhakhautigiplugit havagiyauvaktunik tadja tahapkunanga Havakvit 
Nunalikiyit. Talvanganit tahapkunani havagiyauliktunik uvani ukiumi 2018/19, 101 nik amagonik 
angunnahuaktauvaktunik. Tahapkununa kufiutilanginik kilaminuak ammigaikhimayunik 
pidjutaugumik havakhikhimagumik $300/ihiviuktauyukhanik. Angunnahuakpaktunik 
ukaalukhimayunik mikharut akikhautikhanik piyauyukhanik akittukyumiyauyukhanik, 
tahapkuatlu pidjutivakniaktugulluit angunnahuakpaktukhauyugulluit 
amagokhiukpakniakgulluaktutlu pidjutivakhimayut taimani 101 nik 
angunnahuaktauvakhimayunik pidjutivaktukhanik angunnahuaktauvaktukhaniklu. 
 

mailto:kugluktuk@krwb.ca
mailto:kugluktuk@krwb.ca


Tahapkuat HTO apikhukhimayunik tahapkuat Kavamat talvani Nunavut aah kufiuyunik 
apikuutauvaktunik talvanitunik uvani Hikutilikvia 7 katimadjutauvaktunik. Ilauhimayuniklu 
kanukgitunik havagiyauvaktukhaniklu Kavamat talvani Nunavutmi pilutik havagiplugit 
aahikuknikmunlu mikhitivaktunik tahapkununa TAH ima 0 nik paaiktaulutik hungnaamiklugit 
tahapkununalu aah amagonik havagiyauvaktunik havakhautikhanik, pinnahuaknikmun 
ungniguutinakpaktukhanik nauvulliafaakpaktukhaniklu nirgitinik, pihimayunik kiudjutinik 
havakhimayukhanik kiudjutaitunik havakhimayunik. Tahapkunanilu apikhuktauhimayuut 
kanuktun tahapkuat Kavamani Nunavutmi kinauyunit havaginiagulluakihiggit mikharut 
ilingaituukhanik ammihuakyunik. Havagiyaulimaitunik pilimaituniklu. Tahapkuat HTO pihimayut 
apikhukhimayunik kanuktun ihuigutivaktunit havakhikhimayunik aah TAH talvunalu 100 nik 
naliak 30 nik naliak 0 nik paaiktaulutik hungnaamiklugit pilakilutiklu tahapkunani 
ammihuakyunik uvunalu havagiyauyuitkumik taakuyauyuitkumik upikgiyaulimaituniklu. 
 
Ikiikliyauhimayunik havakhikhimayunik tahapkununa TAH taimailiukgumayunik 0 nik 
paaiktaulutik hungnaamiklugit pipkaihunguyuk pilaakilutinilu aah ayuuknakhihunguyuk 
ihuikgutilutiklu tahapkunani ilaagiktunik nunagivaktanik ukiukpakgulluakhuni 
aihikpaanitpaktunik nunamiuplutik talvani Tahikyoak, mikharutlu pitkuhiktukpaktunik atukhugit 
havagiplugit nikikhakhiuknikmun huli ublumimuut atukhugit. 
 
 
 
 
 



 Good afternoon Denis, 

The Burnside HTO, the Umingmaktok HTO, Boyd Warner, and myself at Adventure Northwest put 
together a little film we would like to show at the upcoming December 4th meeting. I understand today 
is the deadline for a submission. Its a short film highlighting the importance of the caribou tags for the 
HTO's that are hunting the Bathurst Caribou herd.  

  

Here is the link to the video taken this fall at our Contwoyto Lake camp. I am not a very tech savvy guy 
so please let me know if the link does not work.   

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1gjwFyqRCm5zWbgRKvQcvQ-D4a8x5IB3c/view?usp=sharing 

 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1gjwFyqRCm5zWbgRKvQcvQ-D4a8x5IB3c/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1gjwFyqRCm5zWbgRKvQcvQ-D4a8x5IB3c/view?usp=sharing
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ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ:     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ: X 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑖ:  ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (Ovibos moschatus) ᓇᓃᑉᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ MX-10 (ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ) 

 
 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

 ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑲᓴᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1900ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1999−ᒥ, 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 1,522±679 (95%−ᖓᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ). 

 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᒥ, ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ MX-10-ᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ.  

 2008−ᒥ, ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ (NQLs) ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 3%-ᒥᑦ 5%−ᒧᑦ.   

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ 

(HTOs) ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ) 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ MX-10−ᒥ. 

 
 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ  

 

 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ MX-10 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓲᖑᔪᓂ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2017−ᒥ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓕᒫᓂᒃ, 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 2017−ᒥ.   

 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ MX10 (ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪ 

MX13 (ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓲᖑᔪᓂ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓵᓕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ MX-10−ᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᔪᓚᐃ 

2017−ᒥ.   

 MX-10-ᒥ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ 3,239−ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓐᓇᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017−ᒥ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 2,341−ᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᕐᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ 

2012−ᒥ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  
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 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ MX-10−ᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ 41%-u4 1999 ᐊᒻᒪ 2017 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ 60,576 Km2 − ᒥᒃ. 

 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᓖᑦ NKMX−ᒥ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ.  

 
 

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓃᑦ: 

 

 ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2018−ᒥ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ (KWB) 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᖅ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐅᑎᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᙵᖅᑐᓂ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ MX-10−ᒥ MX-13-ᒥᓗ. 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓈᖅᑎᖅᐸᒡᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᑲᐅᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᖃᖅᖢᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᓗ. ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ. ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ.  

 
 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ: 

 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ (90-ᓂᒃ 

95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ) MX-10−ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   

 
 



ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1917-ᒥ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑲᓴᒃᖢᑎ.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓯᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ.  ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᑕᐅᕙᓃᑉᐳᑦ ᑲᖏᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᒍᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᓐᓄᐊᑉ 

ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓂ.  ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᓪᓗᓂ MX-10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒃ, ᑕᒫᓃᖃᑕᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ (ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1).  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ 

(ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-13 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒃ), ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

(MX-13) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ (MX-10) ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖃᕐᕕᐅᕗᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᖅ, 

ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑉ ᓴᓂᒨᖓᓂᖓ 66º, 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ/Thelon Game Sactuary boundaries, ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓂᒡᓗ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᒍᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᒫᓂᑑᐸᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᒍᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ, ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖃᕐᓂᐅᓲᒥᒃ (ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2).   

2010−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᓯᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 1985, ᔪᓚᐃ 1986, ᔪᓚᐃ 1991, ᔪᓚᐃ 1999 ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 

2000-ᒥ.   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᔪᓚᐃᖑᓕᕌᖓᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒡᔫᒥᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ, 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓃᕌᖓᑕ ᐊᐳᑎᖃᓕᕌᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᖃᓕᕌᖓᑦ.  

ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ MX-10 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ.   ᓯᕗᓪᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 1999-ᒥ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᕐᒥ MX-10 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓵᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ MX-

20 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ.  ᔪᓚᐃ 1999-ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᔪᓂᒃ 

1,522 (95% CI = 679; CV = 0.22) ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒥᖕᒫᕋᐃᑦ MX-10−ᒥ.   

ᐅᑭᐅᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 1999−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕌᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ, 

ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᐅᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᐅᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ MX-10−ᒥ, ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᕙᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ MX-10−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ MX-13−ᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.  

2008−ᒥ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᑖᖅ ᖃᔅᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 

MX-13 ᐊᒻᒪ MX-10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 3%−ᒥ, 5%−ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 1999−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᓐᓃᑐᐊᖅᐸᑦ.   

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-10 ᐊᒻᒪ MX-

13 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ.   



ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2010−ᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓱᓕ 

2016−ᒥ, MX-13 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 2012−ᒥ MX-10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ.   

ᔪᓚᐃ 2012−ᒥ MX-10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᓄᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 2,341 

(95% CI =545; CV = 0.12) ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒥᖕᒫᕋᐃᑦ.  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ MX-10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.  ᐃᒪᓐᓇᓗ, 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒦᑦᑐᑦ MX-13 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ, ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓄᑦ MX-10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ (ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2).  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ MX-

10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ 

ᐊᑕᖐᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᑎᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᓄᑖᕐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᓪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓰᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓛᕈᒥᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖁᙱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓰᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᒡᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑕᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ, ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒌᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕌᖓᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᖑᕗᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑖᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᒃᐸᓪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᓕᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑉᐸᓕᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒌᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᓕᒫᒥ. 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓱᓕ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐳᕙᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓖᑦ (Omingnakstrongylus pallikuukensis) ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ MX-10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑐᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ 

ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ.  ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ Yersisiosis-ᖃᖅᑐᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ, 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᖓᓂᒃᑭᐊᖅ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐸᓴᒋᔭᐅᔪᖃᑐᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ.  

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 1980 ᐃᓱᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᕝᕕᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ.  

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᔪᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ.  ᑖᑯᐊ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᒫᓂ, 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑕ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᓯᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ MX-13 ᐊᒻᒪ MX-10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᓕᕌᖓᑕ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᐳᑦ 5% ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 



ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ 95% ᑲᖐᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᓕᓴᐅᓛᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ.  

ᒫᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90−ᐅᕗᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ (ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

MX-10−ᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ) (ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1).  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖁᔭᐅᙱᖦᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᙱᑉᐳᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅ.   

ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2017−ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ MX-10 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-10 ᐊᒻᒪ MX-13 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ.  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ MX-10 ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 3,239 ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒥᖕᒫᕋᕐᓂᒃ, ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2012−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2,341-ᓂᒃ.   ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᓗ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017−ᒥ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90−ᒥ 95-ᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ MX-10 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ.  ᐅᓄᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᐅᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓚᒌᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.   



 

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.  ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ (MX-10). 

 



 
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖔᖓᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂ 2000-ᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᔪᓚᐃ 2010−ᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 2016-ᒧᑦ.  

 
 



  
 

 

 

 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᔪᑦ: 

ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨ,ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᕐᒥ, 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᕐᒥ 

 

  

 

MX-10  & MX-13 Muskox Abundance and Management 

Recommendations 

ᑐᓴᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

September 23rd to 26th, 2019 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

 
 



ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ - ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ  ᒪᒃᐱᖅᑐᒐᖅ i of 16 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (HTOs) ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᑲᐅᑎᒋᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 23-ᓗ 30-ᓗ, 2019 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ.  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ MX-10 ᐊᒻᒪ MX-13 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-10−ᒥ) 90-ᓂᑦ 95-

ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ, ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-13) 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑏᑦᑐᖅ) 182−ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ.    

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᖃᕋᓱᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᖏᖕᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᔪᓐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᑲᑕᒐᓱᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᓪᓗ, ᓱᓕ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ.  ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑰᖅᑐᓕᒫᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑯᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ MX-13-u (ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ), 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ (MX-10−ᒥ) 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ.  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᑎᑭᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᓂ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ MX-13 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ MX-10-ᒥ 90-

ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ.  
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1.0  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑖ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓗ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᑎᕆᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ.  ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 23-ᒥᑦ 

26-ᒧᑦ, 2019  

 ᓇᐅᔮᑦ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 23, 2019 

 ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 24, 2019 

 ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 25, 2019 

 ᓴᓪᓕᖅ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 26, 2019 

 ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30, 2019 

**ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 24-ᒧᑦ, 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᕕᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖏᖕᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.** 

**ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30-ᒧᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓂᑭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.** 

 

2.0  ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑖ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ MX-10 

ᐊᒻᒪ MX-13 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ 

ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-13−ᒥ) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ) 182−ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-10−ᒥ) 90-ᓂᑦ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ.   

2.1 ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ  

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ.  

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᓕᒫᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ MX-13 ᐊᒻᒪ MX-10 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᐊᓂᒍᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂ.  ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
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ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ.  ᐃᒻᒪᖄ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᐅᑉ ᑐᖔᓂ (45 ᑎᑦᑕᑯᓗᐃᑦ) 

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒐᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.   

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ: 

 ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑲᓴᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1900ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ (MX-13−ᒥ) 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐊᕐᔪᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2012−ᒥ (ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ = 4,506, 95% CI = +/- 

948), ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 2016 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ = 4,437, 95% CI = +/- 

1,054).   ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᕐᕋᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᖅᑰᔨᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᖁᔨᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᕈᔪᒃ.  

 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ (MX-10−ᒥ) 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1999−ᒥ, ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 1,522 ± 679 (95%−ᖓᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ).  

 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ (MX-10−ᒥ MX-13-ᒥᓗ) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᒥ, ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ MX-10-ᒥ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ.  

 2008−ᒥ, ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ (NQLs) 

ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

(TAH) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 3%-ᒥᑦ 5%−ᒧᑦ. 

 ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ (MX-10) ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2,341−ᓂᑦ (95% CI = +/- 545) 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 2012−ᒥ 3,239−ᓄᑦ (95% CI = +/- 1,050) ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 

2017−ᒥ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᕐᓂᖃᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   

ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕌᕐᔪᖁᔨᓕᖅᑐᑦ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ. 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᔨᔪᑦ MX-13−ᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ).  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
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ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ MX-10−ᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ. 

 

3.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓰᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 23, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 6:45 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  

- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

- ᑖᓕ ᒪᓪᓕᒃ (ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ** ᐅᐸᒍᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ** 

 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ. ᑳᒻᐳᓪ   

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 

3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 
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ᕼᐃᐅ − ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕌᖓᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᐹᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᑦ?  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᖅᑰᖅᐸᙱᑦᑐᑦ.  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕝᕕᐅᑲᑕᒃᑯᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᑲᑕᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ.  

ᐲᑕ ᒪᓂᖅ − ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᔨᖃᖔᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᓪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ. 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ, ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑎᒋᓇᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ KWB−ᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᑦᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ. 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕈᑦᑕ ᑕᖅᑭᐅᑉ ᓄᙳᐊᓄᐊᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᓈᕋᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖅᑖᖅᓵᓕᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓯ.  

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᖅ − ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᓂᓗ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐋᒃᑲᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᔅᓯ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ, 

ᐊᓕᐊᓇᐃᒋᑦᑎᐊᕋᒃᑯ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᓂᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ 7:05−ᒧᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ 

 

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᖃᑎᒌᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 24, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 7:13 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  

- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 
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- ᐋᓐᑐᕆᐊ ᐄᓴᓗᒃ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑖᒪᔅ ᕼᐃᐊᑕᓛᖅ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑖᒪᔅ ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᓵᒻ ᒪᒃᐸ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᓗᐃ ᐊᖓᓕᒃ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᒎᕐᑎ ᑭᓪᓛᐱᒃ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑕᐃᐸᓇ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ    

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 

3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᑖᒪᔅ ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅ − ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕗᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᒐᒪ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ. 

ᓗᐃ ᐊᖓᓕᒃ − ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦᒧᑐᐊᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᕚ? ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒧᓕᒫᖅ? 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒧᓕᒫᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ KWB−ᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ. 
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ᒍᐊᑎ ᑭᓪᓛᐱᒃ − ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ 

ᐃᓂᒦᑦᑐᒪᖃᑦᑕᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᐸᙱᓐᓂᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ, 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕋᔭᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ.  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅᒻ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓗᐊᖅᑰᔨᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  ᐃᓚᖓ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᙵᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ 

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃ ᖄᖏᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

ᐅᑎᑲᑕᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᒥ, ᐃᓚᖃ ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᓗᐊᖁᔨᔾᔮᙱᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔭᕐᓂᒃ. 

ᑖᒪᔅ ᕼᐃᐊᑕᓛᖅ − ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᕐᒧᑦ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕕᓰ ᓇᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᖃᕐᒪᖔᖏᓐᓂᒃ?  ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂᐅᖅᑰᖅᑐᖅ, 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥ?  ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᑎᒋᕙᒃᐸᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ? ᖃᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥ 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᐱᑦ? 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑕ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕆᔭᖃᖃᑦᑕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 60km 

ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒥ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ.  ᓂᕆᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᓄᓕᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ.   

ᐊᖏᓛᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᔭᓐᓂᒃ 120−ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᒥ/ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥ.  ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓂᕈᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ.  ᑲᑎᙵᖃᑦᑕᕋᓱᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓘᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐊᒡᒐᑦᑎᐊᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐳᒻᒥᒃ ᓂᓚᖕᒥᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᑖᕋᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕋᓱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᖅ ᓄᖑᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ.  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᕕᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐅᑐᐱᕆᐅᑉ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ.  
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ᑖᒪᔅ ᕼᐃᐊᑕᓛᖅ - ᐊᒃᓲᓐ ᒥᑦᔅ ᑐᓂᓂᐊᖅᐸᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᒥᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑐᖅ.  

ᒍᐊᑎ ᑭᓪᓛᐱᒃ − ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖃᖁᔨᕗᖓ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᑕ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᒥᒃ 

ᒫᓐᓇ.  

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ MX 10-ᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ, ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ  

ᑖᒪᔅ ᕼᐃᐊᑕᓛᖅ − ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᖕᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ.  

 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ 7:47−ᒧᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ  

 

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 25, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 6:37 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  

- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)  

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᒃᓖᑕᓐ ᑕᕐᑕᖅ (ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᐳᕋᐃᔭᓐ ᓯᒎᕐᑦᓴᓐ (ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ    

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 
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3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᐳᕋᐃᔭᓐ ᓯᒎᑦᓴᓐ − ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖃᑕᐅᖁᔨᕖᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᖕᒧᑦᑕᐅᖅ? 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐋᒃᑲ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᓄᑐᐊᖅ.   ᐊᓯᔾᔩᖁᔨᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-13−ᒥ) 2010−ᒥ 2016−ᒥᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᒃᓖᑕᓐ ᑕᕐᑕᖅ − ᑭᐅᕐᓘᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕕᓰ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓯᒪᔭᕐᓂᒃ?  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐋᒃᑲ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᐊᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕝᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᑕᕐᕕᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  

ᐳᕋᐃᔭᓐ ᓯᒎᑦᓴᓐ − ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᖃᙱᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᙱᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓯᒪᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑰᓕᖅᑕᕗᑦ.  

 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ 7:47−ᒧᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 26, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 7:20 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  
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- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 

 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ    

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 

3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᒨᓯᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ − ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐱᐊᓂᓚᐅᙱᑕᕗᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᒫᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ, 

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐱᑖ ᓂᕿᓂᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᓂᕿᑖᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ?  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐊᐱᕆᕙᒌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕈᒪᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 

ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒡᕕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐄ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ.    ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔭᑎᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓲᓄᑦ/ᓄᓇᒧᙵᐅᔾᔨᔨᓄᑦ ᕿᓂᒡᒍᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ.  

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓯ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᖕᒪᖔᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ KWB−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓕᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ. 

ᒨᓯᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ − ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ KWB−ᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖅᑖᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ KWB-ᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓲᓄᑦ.  
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ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖓ, ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋ 

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓲᓄᑦ.  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ − ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐹ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ?  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᕗᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓇᓱᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᒍᓂ 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᔅᓯᕌᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᖅᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ.   

ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᖕᒥᔪᑦᑕᐅᖅ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᑲᓚᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᒫᔾᔨᒥ. ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑦᑎᒍᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ 5% ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᓐᓇᔭᖅᑕᖓ. 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑰᔨᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ.  

ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆᒥ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥᓗ.  

 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ 7: 40 

 

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 6:58−ᒥᑦ 7:01−ᒧᑦ 

 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  

- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᕕᒃᑑᕆᐊ (ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 
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ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ    

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 

3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᔨᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ.  ᕕᒃᑑᕆᐊ ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ 

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓗᓂᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ. 
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ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1: ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ: 
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Introduction / Summary  

Prior to the enactment of protection in 1917 (Burch, 1977), muskox 
subpopulations throughout the central Arctic were hunted to near extirpation.  
Muskox populations within Nunavut are currently re-colonizing much of their 
historical range (Fournier and Gunn, 1998; Campbell, 2017), but there remain 
gaps in information on the status of muskox subpopulations in the area 
collectively known as the Northeastern Mainland north of the Thelon River, Baker 
Lake, and Chesterfield Inlet where the Northern Kivalliq Muskox subpopulation 
(NKMX) resides, within the MX-10 muskox management unit (Figure 1). This 
subpopulation is part of a greater population in Kivalliq which also includes the 
subpopulation south of MX-10, the Central Kivalliq Muskox (CKMX) in 
management unit MX-13. 

At its greatest extent, the distribution of muskox in the Kivalliq region of Nunavut 
occurred within an area extending south of 66o latitude, west to the Northwest 
Territories (NWT)/Thelon Game Sanctuary boundaries, east to the Hudson Bay 
coast line and south to the Manitoba border (Barr, 1991).  Survey work 
conducted within the last 20 years has indicated a range expansion of Kivalliq 
muskox subpopulations to the northeast, east, and south of their historical range 
(Campbell, 2017) (Figure 2).   

Prior to 2010, Kivalliq muskox subpopulations were estimated using fixed-width 
line transect surveys in July of 1985, July 1986, July 1991, July 1999 and July 
2000 (Campbell and Setterington, 2006; Fournier and Gunn, 1998; Case and 
Graf 1986; Graff et al. 1989; Mulders and Bradley 1991).  Surveys were generally 
flown in July when muskox are distributed more evenly across the landscape, as 
compared with the winter season when groups can often coalesce due to limited 
forage accessibility due to snow and ice (Banfield, 1974).  The history and 
reasons behind fluctuations in muskox numbers for the NKMX subpopulation are 
poorly understood.  The first abundance survey of this subpopulation was 
undertaken in July 1999 within the southern extents of the MX-10 management 
zone, formerly known as the MX-20 management zone.  This July 1999 survey 
resulted in an estimated population size of 1,522 (95% CI = 679; CV = 0.22) adult 
and yearling muskox (Campbell and Setterington, 2006) for the NKMX in MX-10.   

In the five years following the July 1999 survey estimates, local hunters from 
Arviat, Whale Cove, Rankin Inlet, Chesterfield Inlet and Baker Lake reported 
increased muskox abundance in MX-10 and a continued expansion of muskox 
into previously unoccupied range.  Motivated by this local knowledge, the 
Government of Nunavut Department of Environment (GN DOE) met with the 
Kivalliq Wildlife Board (KWB) to discuss an increase in the Total Allowable 
Harvest (TAH), and the removal of the seasonal Non-Quota limitations (NQL), 
based on a new population assessment of both the CKMX and NKMX 
subpopulations.  
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By the fall of 2008, a new TAH was established for both the CKMX and NKMX 
subpopulations.  All parties agreed to increase the TAH from 3%, to 5% of the 
lower confidence intervals of the 1999 survey estimates, with the understanding 
that aerial surveys to confirm hunter observations of increased muskox numbers 
would be flown as soon as possible.  Additionally, all NQLs were removed for 
both the CKMX and NKMX subpopulations.   

A re-evaluation of Kivalliq muskox subpopulations was undertaken in July 2010, 
and again in 2016, for the CKMX subpopulation, and in July 2012 for the NKMX 
subpopulation.  Using the Jolly (1969) method for unequal sample sizes to 
analyze survey observations, the 2010 CKMX survey suggested continued 
growth from the estimated 2,143 (95% CI = 396; CV = 0.09) adults and yearlings 
in MX-13 in July 1999 to an estimated 4,506 (95% CI = 948; CV = 0.11) adult and 
yearling muskox in MX-13 by July 2010.  The most recent survey of the CKMX 
subpopulation flown in July 2016, resulted in an abundance estimate of 4,437 
(95% CI = 1,054; CV = 0.12) adult and yearling muskox, suggesting that the 
muskox population had remained stable between survey periods.   

The July 2012 NKMX subpopulation abundance survey estimated 2,341 (95% CI 
= 545; CV = 0.12) adult and yearling muskox, an increase from the July 1999 
survey estimate of 1,522 (95% CI = 679; CV = 0.22) adult and yearling muskox 
(Campbell and Setterington, 2006).  The results of this survey suggested strong 
growth within the NKMX subpopulation.  Additionally, range expansion to the 
south and east for the CKMX subpopulation, and eastward for the NKMX 
subpopulation was evident (Campbell and Lee, 2013) (Figure 2).  The following 
report provides a re-assessment of the NKMX subpopulation and summer range.  

To date, there are no indications of disease within the herd.  Research into the 
distribution of the lungworm (Omingmakstrongylus pallikuukensis) amongst 
mainland muskox has included samples from the NKMX subpopulation, but no 
evidence of the disease had been found (Kutz et al., 2002; Gunn and Wobeser, 
1993).  Similarly, no evidence of Yersisiosis has been discovered in muskox 
within the Kivalliq region, though no screening has occurred for Kivillaq muskox 
in recent years (Blake et al., 1991).  Despite the lack of evidence of prevalent 
disease within Kivalliq muskox subpopulations, continued screening of suspect 
samples provided by hunters is strongly recommended. 

From the late 1980s to present, hunters have been reporting increased 
observations of muskox closer to their communities both south and east of 
previously known distributions (Mulders and Bradley, 1991; Rankin Inlet (HTO 
pers. comm.; Baker Lake HTO pers. comm.; Arviat HTO pers. comm.; 
Chesterfield Inlet HTO pers. comm.; Repulse Bay HTO pers. comm.; Coral 
Harbour HTO, pers. comm.; Whale Cove HTO, pers. comm. 2008).  Ideally, 
communities in the Kivalliq region would like to have access to healthy muskox 
populations.  Both population estimates and distribution observations discussed 
herein will provide information that will enable Regional Wildlife Organizations 
(RWOs), local Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs), and biologists to 
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determine the potential long-term effects of current harvest regimes on muskox 
populations in the Kivalliq, while also providing information on the continued 
expansion of muskox into their historical range. 

At present, the Government of Nunavut continues to use aerial surveys and strip 
transect quantitative methods to estimate both CKMX and NKMX subpopulation 
numbers, and uses these estimates to re-assess the TAH for both management 
units (Heard, 1985; Heard, 1987; Jolly, 1969).  The TAH for Kivalliq muskox 
subpopulations is currently based on 5% of the estimated lower 95% Confidence 
Interval (CI) of the mean population estimate.  At present there is a TAH of 182 
muskoxen for the CKMX subpopulation (MX-13) and a TAH of 90 for the northern 
Kivalliq muskox subpopulation (southern extents of MX-10) (Figure 1). There are 
no NQLs established for either subpopulation.   

In this report we provide the detailed analysis of the results of our 2017 
abundance survey for the NKMX subpopulation, and discuss management 
recommendations for both the NKMX and CKMX subpopulations, who are likely 
related by exchange.  

The abundance survey of MX-10 in July 2017 resulted in an estimated 3,239 
adult and yearling muskox in July 2017 and significant range expansion within 
the management unit. While further analysis is still pending, as a result of high 
variance from the analysis of data from the dependent double observer pair 
method, but preliminary estimates have been generated and consulted in 
October, 2018 with the Kivalliq Wildlife Board and representatives from Arviat, 
Whale Cove, Rankin Inlet, Baker Lake, Chesterfield Inlet, Repulse Bay, and 
Coral Harbour. 

A slight increase in TAH is recommended for the subpopulation of muskox in 
MX10 from 90 to 95 animals, given the slight detected increase in abundance, 
and potential for this additional amount to generate income or enhance food 
security for communities which subsist from this muskox subpopulation. 
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Figure 1. Nunavut’s muskox management zones.  The northern Kivalliq 
muskox subpopulation (NKMX) extents are represented by the 
southern extents of the northeastern mainland group (MX-10). 
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Figure 2. Indicated central and northern Kivalliq muskox range expansion 

from pre-2000 extents, to July 2010, and to July 2016 extents 
(Campbell, 2017). 
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Study Area: 

The NKMX survey study area was based on the July 1999 and 2012 survey 
observations and extents, as well as observations from local hunters and other 
reported sightings, collected during consultations with local HTOs.  Local HTO 
representatives taking part in the survey also indicated areas where muskox 
range expansion had likely occurred in recent years.  Efforts were also made to 
survey outside of known distributions to ensure questions regarding range 
expansion were addressed, and to ensure overlap between survey years was 
achieved, for distributional and density-related comparisons.  The July 2017 
NKMX survey area is an estimated 60,576 km2 and encompassed the lower half 
of the MX/10 muskox management zone (Figure 3).  The NKMX study area 
included portions of the Back River Plain, the Garry Lake Lowland ecoregions of 
the Southern Arctic ecozone, and the Wager Bay Plateau ecoregion of the 
Northern Arctic ecozone (Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification Working Group, 
1996) (Error! Reference source not found., Figure 3).   

 

 

 

Table 1. Ecoregions of the northern Kivalliq muskox survey study areas in the 
Kivalliq region of Nunavut. 

Study Area Ecozone Ecoregion 

NKMX 

Southern Arctic 

 

Back River Plain 

Garry Lake Lowland 

 

Northern Arctic Wager Bay Plateau 
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Northern Arctic Ecozone: 

The Northern Arctic Ecozone covers an estimated 1.5 million square kilometres, 
or about one seventh of Canada, and extends over most of the non-mountainous 
areas of the Arctic islands and parts of northeastern Kivalliq, western Baffin 
Island, and northern Quebec.  This ecozone covers the eastern half of the NKMX 
survey area and is one of the largest arctic ecosystems in the world (Figure 3).  
Winters in this ecozone pass in near darkness. Snow may fall any month of the 
year and usually remains on the ground from September to June.  Extremely low 
temperatures and an average precipitation of about 200 mm per year 
characterize the climate.  When not covered in snow, much of the landscape is 
typified by barren plains covered in frost-patterned soils and the occasional rock 
outcrop (Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification Working Group, 1996).   

The Wager Bay Plateau ecoregion, a part of the Northern Arctic Ecozone, covers 
the eastern half of the survey area (Figure 4).  This ecoregion is classified as 
having a low arctic ecoclimate with a mean annual temperature of approximately 
-11°C.  Seasonal mean temperatures are 4.5°C in summer and -26.5°C in winter.  
The mean annual precipitation ranges between 200 and 300 mm.  Vegetation of 
the ecoregion includes a discontinuous cover of tundra plant communities 
dominated by dwarf birch (Betula glandulosa), willow (Salix spp.), northern 
Labrador tea (Ledum decumbens), Mountain Avens (Dryas integrifolia), and 
Vaccinium spp. Taller dwarf birch, willow, and alder (Alnus spp) occur on warm 
sites while wet sites are dominated by willow and sedge (Carex spp).  Lichen-
covered rock outcroppings are prominent throughout the ecoregion.  Massive 
Archean rocks of the Canadian Shield form broad, sloping uplands, plains, and 
valleys within this ecoregion, rising gradually westward from Chesterfield Inlet to 
600 m asl 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 (Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification Working Group, 
1996).   

 

Southern Arctic Ecozone: 

The Southern Arctic Ecozone forms an extensive ecosystem covering close to a 
million square kilometres of sprawling shrub lands, wet sedge meadows, and 
cold, clear lakes.  This ecozone covers the western half of the NKMX survey area 
(Figure 3).  Habitats within this ecozone are characterized by intense frost action 
and the resultant formation of frost-patterned soils.  The two ecoregions covering 
the western half of the NKMX survey area and include the Garry Lake Lowland, 
covering the central quarter of the survey area, and the Back River plain, 
covering the western quarter (Figure 4).   
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The Garry Lake Lowland extends across a vast area of massive granitic Archean 
rocks, forming a broad, level to gently sloping plain that reaches about 300 m asl 
in elevation. This ecoregion is classified as having a low arctic ecoclimate with a 
mean annual temperature of -10.5°C.  Summer and winter mean temperatures 
are 5.5°C and -26.5°C, respectively.  The mean annual precipitation ranges from 
200 to 275 mm.  Dominant plant communities include shrub tundra composed 
predominantly of dwarf birch, willow, and alder on warm, dry sites.  Poorly 
drained sites are dominated by willow, sedge, and moss.  Soils within this 
ecoregion are composed of Turbic and Static Cryosols developed on 
discontinuous, thin, sandy moraine with Organic Cryosolic soils on level high-
centre peat polygons.  Permafrost is continuous with low ice content throughout 
the ecoregion (Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification Working Group, 1996). 

The Back River Plain ecoregion occurs in the central Kivalliq from the Back River 
south to Aberdeen Lake.  The ecoregion is characterized by relatively level 
terrain, differing from adjacent ecoregions which tend to have greater relief.  The 
Back River Plain has a low arctic ecoclimate and an estimated mean annual 
temperature of -10.5°C with a summer mean of 5.5°C and a winter mean of -
26.5°C.  Mean annual precipitation ranges from 200 to 300 mm.  Plant 
communities within the ecoregion are characterized by shrub tundra consisting of 
dwarf birch, willow, Labrador tea, Mountain avens, and the genus Vaccinium.  
Tall dwarf birch, willow, and alder occur on warm sites with well-drained upper 
slopes tending to have a discontinuous vegetative cover.  Wet sites are 
dominated by willow, moss, and sedge hummocks and tussocks.  The ecoregion 
includes areas of nearly flat-lying sandstones and volcanic rocks that are 
commonly expressed on the surface by sandy flats covered with sparse 
vegetation.  Soils of the ecoregion are typified by Turbic Cryosols developed on 
level to undulating, discontinuous veneers of sandy morainal and fluvioglacial 
material.  Within wetlands, Organic Cryosols with associated frost-formed 
patterned ground are typical.  Permafrost is continuous with low ice content 
throughout the ecoregion (Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification Working Group, 
1996). 
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Figure 3. Ecozones of the northern Kivalliq muskox subpopulation (After 

Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification Working Group, 1996). 
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Figure 4. Ecoregions of the northern Kivalliq muskox subpopulation and 

survey area (After Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification Working 
Group, 1996). 
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Methods: 

Two methods were used to determine the geographical extent of the July 2017 
NKMX abundance survey: the first being the collection of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 
(IQ) and local knowledge to determine contemporary distributions of the NKMX 
subpopulation, and the second: an examination of past survey extents and 
estimates based on muskox observation data.  IQ and local knowledge was 
collected and compiled during annual consultation visits with the communities of 
Rankin Inlet, Baker Lake, Chesterfield Inlet and Naujaat.  The whole of the 
information collected was then used to help determine subpopulation boundaries 
and survey study area extents.  Once the survey study area was designated, 
systematic transects were drawn every 7.0 kilometers, with a random starting 
point.  Survey transect placement was the same as that used in July 2012, with 
some necessary additions and/or extensions to accommodate hypothesized 
range expansion (Campbell and Lee, 2013).  All transects were placed 
perpendicular to the longitudinal axis of the survey area (Campbell and Lee, 
2013).  Transects were numbered west to east and oriented north-south across 
major riparian habitat as in previous Kivalliq based muskox surveys (Fournier 
and Gunn, 1998; Campbell, 2017; Campbell and Setterington, 2006; Case and 
Graf 1986; Graff et al. 1989; Mulders and Bradley 1991).  Transects were flown 
at an altitude of 152 meters (500 ft.) above ground level (agl) which, when 
configured on the survey planes wing struts, provided a cumulative left side and 
right side observer strip width of 2,000 meters (1,000 meters per side).  The 
2,000 meter strip width yielded 29.2% coverage of the entire survey area (Figure 
5).  Due to the size of the study area, the relatively limited data on muskox 
densities within much of the study area, and time and other logistic limitations, 
we decided to allocate all of the survey effort into one systematic random 
transect survey.  We also used this same allocation of effort during the previous 
July 2012 survey of the NKMX population.   

Due largely to the exceptional sightability of muskox in July, visual transect 
survey methods are widely accepted as being the most cost-effective means of 
estimating muskox populations, while also still providing an acceptable level of 
precision (Case and Graf, 1986; Graf and Case, 1989; Graf et al, 1989; Gunn, 
1995; Mulders and Bradley, 1991).  The July 2017 visual survey was flown using 
a Cessna 206 Grand Caravan high wing single engine turbine aircraft, based out 
of Rankin Inlet and Baker Lake.  To facilitate distance sampling techniques, strip 
widths of 0 to 250 meters, 250 to 500 meters, 500 to 750 meters and 750 to 
1,000 meters were established on the wing struts on both sides of the aircraft 
using streamers to mark off the 0 meter, 500 meter and 1,000 meter markers and 
tape to delineate the remaining 250 and 750 meter segments (Buckland et al., 
1996; Buckland et al., 2004; Buckland et al., 2010).  Strip width (w) was 
calculated using the formula of Norton-Griffiths (1978, Figure 6).  The strip width 
area for density calculations was 1,000 meters out each side of the aircraft, for a 
total of 2,000 m strip width along each transect.  To investigate the accuracy of 
distance bins, each observed group of muskox was overflown at survey altitude 
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and a waypoint of the exact location of the group recorded.  Following any 
deviations from the transect to mark the position of groups, the aircraft would 
backtrack, parallel to the transect, and then rejoin the transect 1 to 2 kilometers 
behind the point of departure thus ensuring continuous observations along each 
transect.  Survey altitude was maintained as close as possible to 152 m above 
ground level (agl,) using a radar altimeter.  Ground speed was maintained 
between 175 and 195 kilometers per hour.  The July 2017 NKMX abundance 
survey was initiated on July 21st, and completed July 29th, 2017. 

The July 2017 NKMX survey was flown using an independent double observer 
pair, sight-re-sight method (Borchers et al., 1998; Buckland et al. 2010; Laake, et 
al., 2008).  To configure the double observer pair and distance sampling 
methods, we employed a survey crew of 7; two (2) data recorders/navigators 
(one in the front right seat and the second in the rear left seat), two left side 
observers, two right side observers and the pilot in the front left seat (Figure 7).  
We installed visual barriers between each of the left and right side front (primary) 
and rear (secondary) observers to ensure no visual cues to muskox presence 
could be passed between same side observers.  Additionally, we isolated all 
intercom systems between the front observers, data recorder and pilot, and the 
rear observers and data recorder.  We also installed a quick intercom link 
between the front and rear in case of emergency.  As part of the double observer 
pair sampling method, front and rear observers on both the left and right side 
switched between the front and rear positions half way through the day though 
remained on their designated sides.  This switching between front and rear 
positions was important to determine potential sightability, issues either with 
aircraft related limitations to viewing, and/or differences between observer ability. 

Observations from all survey crew members were recorded along with the 
observer’s role and position.  Where a dedicated observer was indisposed, the 
data recorder would move to the appropriate side to temporarily cover that 
position.  In the case, this was to happen to the front left observer, and then the 
pilot, when feasible, would temporarily cover that side.  For survey estimates, 
only observations from the four dedicated observers were used.  Two of the 
selected observers, one for each side of the aircraft, had experience surveying 
wildlife visually from aircraft while the two remaining observers were selected by 
the local HTO/HTOs and were both Nunavut Inuit who had hunting grounds 
located within the survey area (Rankin Inlet, Baker Lake, Chesterfield Inlet, and 
Naujaat).  The observers were further divided into front and rear teams, each 
isolated from the other using visual barriers between the seats as well as isolated 
through the use of two independent, intercom systems monitored by each of a 
front data recorder/navigator and a rear data recorder/navigator.  The pilot’s 
responsibilities were to monitor air speed and altitude while following transects 
pre-programmed on a Garmin Montana 650 T geographic positioning system 
device (GPS).  The data recorder/navigators were responsible for monitoring a 
second and third identically programmed GPS unit for the purposes of double-
checking the position, as well as to record the waypoints and numbers of 
observed muskox groups, composed of adults and calves, on data sheets.  The 
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responsibilities of the observers were to constantly and thoroughly search their 
1,000 meter strips and call out numbers of muskox within each of the delineated 
bins marked out on the wing struts.  All observations were separated into adults 
and calves within each designated 250 meter wide sub-strip.  In addition to 
binning observations, actual group locations were also recorded by flying off 
transect to each observation to record position.  The rear right and front left 
observers, the pilot and the two data collector/navigators remained consistent 
throughout the 2017 survey.  Though calves were recorded, only counts of adults 
and yearlings were used in the final population estimate. 

 

Statistical Analyses: 

Survey data collected within the NKMX strata were analyzed using the Jolly 
method (1969).  This method has been used effectively for several decades to 
estimate the abundance of numerous wildlife populations including muskox 
(Campbell and Setterington, 2006; Jolly, 1969; Mulders and Bradley, 1991).  
Only counts of adults and yearlings (> 1 year old) were used for the final 
population estimates and lake areas were not subtracted from the total area 
calculations used in density calculations.  To further assure reliability in the 
setting of any TAH using the current analysis, this report will base any harvesting 
recommendations on the lower 95% Confidence Interval of the population mean 
estimate. 

As of writing this report, we are continuing analysis of the survey data using sight 
re-sight and distance sampling methods, which will appear in the final GN DOE 
file report.  The double observer pair sight-re-sight and distance sampling 
analysis might provide a more precise estimate of muskox abundance within the 
NKMX survey area.  As a result, the final estimates presented in this report could 
change, though we are confident that any changes in estimated abundance will 
likely fall within the current 95% confidence limits given here using the Jolly 
method.  The completion of the full file report is expected in the fall of 2019 and 
will replace any and all previous reports produced for co-managers including the 
present work.  As other analyses are ongoing, the authors of this report and the 
GN DOE would like to ensure the reader understands that the results presented 
herein may change following more comprehensive analyses and may update the 
results presented in this report within the final GN DOE File Report.  Any and all 
GN DOE research projects are required to produce a comprehensive thoroughly 
peer reviewed File Report following the completion of the research program.  The 
GN File Reports represent the most comprehensive and complete reporting 
format and as a result will be the main documents used to make management 
recommendations.  
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Trend Analyses: 

For the purposes of determining the significance of any change detected, we first 
conducted a z-test to compare the most recent population estimate (2017) and 
the previous population estimate (2012) to assess any significant difference in 
the population estimates.  Specifically, we compared the 2017 population 
estimate to the 2012 population estimate using equation 5.3 of Thompson et al. 
(1998):  

 

 
Where:  

 = Muskox Population Estimate  

 = z Statistic;  

 = Population Estimate for Year  

 = Variance of the Population Estimate 

 
We then compared the 2017 population estimate to the 1999 population 
estimate.  We used the two-tailed probability of the z statistic because there was 
no a priori prediction about whether there would be an increase or decrease in 
the population size.  Hence the research hypothesis stipulated that there is a 
significant difference between 2012 and 2017, and the null hypothesis stated that 
there is no significant difference.  To further explore potential differences 
between the 2017 and 2012 population estimates, we used Monte Carlo 
computer simulation methods.  We assumed a log-normal distribution and built a 
probability distribution for each survey through random draws (n = 1,000,000) 
that were based upon the population estimate and standard error of each aerial 
survey.  Several levels of difference between the two surveys were then 
assessed.  We plotted the three survey estimates and applied a simple linear 
model, Poisson (log) model, and binomial (logit) model to further assess the 
observed changes in abundance. 
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Figure 5. Study area and transects of the July 2017 northern Kivalliq muskox 

survey.  The study area delineated based on estimated densities from IQ 
studies and past survey results. 
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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 

 

 

Figure 6. 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 streamers are 
attached to the struts at a and b. a’ and b’ are the window marks. 
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Figure 7. Observer position for the double observer sight-re-sight and 
distance sampling methods deployed on this survey.  The 
secondary (rear) observer calls out muskox not seen by the primary 
(front) observer after the muskox have passed the main field of 
vision of the primary observer to their 9 (left side) or 3 (right side) 
o’clock.  The small hand on a clock is used to reference relative 
locations of muskox groups (e.g. “muskox group at 3 o’clock” would 
suggest a muskox group 90o to the right of the aircrafts longitudinal 
axis.). 
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Results and Discussion: 

Initial results of the July 2017 NKMX muskox survey using Jolly (1969) indicate a 
continued increase in abundance from July 1999 through July 2017 (Figure 8).  
Current estimates show the northern Kivalliq muskox subpopulation to have 
increased from an estimated 1,522 (95% CI = 396; CV = 0.09) adult and yearling 
muskox in July 1999 to 2,341 (95% CI = 545; CV = 0.12) in July 2012, and 3,239 
(95% CI = 1,050; CV = 0.16) by July 2017 (Campbell and Setterington, 2006; 
Campbell and Lee, 2013).   

There was not a significant statistical difference between the 2012 and 2017 
population estimates (z = 1.55, p =0.12) using the z-test.  However, there was a 
significant statistical difference (z =2.83, p= 0.0047) between the 1999 mean 
estimate of 1,522 (CI = 843—2201, CV=0.22) and the 2017 mean estimate of 
3,239 (CI = 2221—4257, CV=0.16) using the z-test, which is consistent with 
information gathered through local hunters that the numbers of muskox observed 
in the area have increased over the past two decades.  In the Monto Carlo 
simulations, 92.4% of the runs demonstrated an increase of 100 animals from 
2012 to 2017 (Figure 8).  See Table 2 for levels of increase ranging from 100 to 
500. 

 

 

Table 2 – Percentage of Runs that resulted in an increase, for each level of 
difference value explored. 

Level of Difference 
between 2012 and 
2017 (absolute 
numbers) 

Percentage of Runs 
demonstrating an 
increase by the Value 
indicated 

+100 92.4% 

+200 89.2% 

+300 85.3% 

+400 80.5% 

+500 74.9% 
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Figure 8.  Distributions that were generated and used in the Monte Carlo 
simulation exercise to explore differences between the northern 
Kivalliq muskox 2012 and 2017 aerial surveys. 
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Generalized Linear Models: 

We also fit a simple linear model, Poisson (log) model, and binomial (logit) model 
to the three years of survey data.  The observations and models suggest 
population growth occurred between 1999 and 2017 in NKMX.  Based on the 
simple linear regression model (R2= 0.92, p= 0.18), the population was 
increasing at an average rate of 4.3% per year from 1999 to 2012 and 6.5% from 
2012 to 2017 (Figure 9).  Carrying capacity for the population is unknown.   

 

 

Figure 9.  Plots of northern Kivalliq muskox population estimates with 
generalized Linear Models. 

 

As with the CKMX subpopulation (MX/13), survey observations also suggest an 
expansion of the NKMX subpopulation’s geographic distribution, eastwards 
(Figure 10).  Survey areas, based on the extents of previous survey observations 
and IQ, have increased from 35,378 Km2 in July 1999 to 49,302 Km2 in July 2012 
and to 60,576 Km2 by July 2017, yielding an estimated increase in NKMX range 
area, between 1999 and 2017, of 41% (Table 3).  A comparison using survey 
observations of muskox to construct a minimum convex polygon show continued 
expansion of the NKMX primarily to the east and southeast between July 1999 
and July 2017 (Campbell et al. 2012) (Figure 11).  Although our survey was not 
designed to estimate predator densities, in total we observed five wolves and no 
grizzly bears in July 2017.  This provides no indication of quantitative changes in 
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predator numbers from July 2012, when we observed 8 wolves and single grizzly 
bear (Figure 12).   

 
 

Table 3. A summary of northern Kivalliq muskox survey results north of 
Chesterfield Inlet/Thelon River and west to the NWT/Thelon Game 
Sanctuary boundaries (1999–2017). 
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1999 
(July) 

35,378 1,522 331 0.22 843 2,365 12.5 
Campbell & 
Setterington, 

2006 

2012   
(July) 

49,302 2,341 275 0.12 1,796 2,886 13.2 
Campbell & 
Lee, 2013. 

2017 
(July) 

 

60,576 3,239 510 0.16 2,228 4,249 17.0 This Study 

 

 

In addition to range expansion, the relative densities of the NKMX subpopulation 
have also increased when compared to the July 1999 abundance survey (Table 
4).  Relative densities of adult muskox within survey areas has increased from 
0.043 muskox/km2 in July 1999, to 0.048 muskox/km2 in July 2012, and most 
recently, to 0.054 muskox/km2 , in July 2017.  Relative densities within the 2017 
survey extents are consistent with muskox densities of adjacent subpopulations, 
outside the survey area, and suggest that population stability and/or growth had 
occurred, compared with earlier findings of density in NKMX.  A survey flown in 
July 1998 in the vicinity of the Thelon Game Sanctuary found between 0.021 and 
0.063 adult muskox/km2 (Bradley et al., 2001).  Surveys flown to the north of the 
NKMK survey area in the vicinity of the Queen Maud Gulf (1996) found between 
0.030 and 0.090 adult muskox/km2, while a survey flown over the Adelaide 
Peninsula in June 1992 recorded 0.78 adult muskox/km2 (Gunn et al., 1996; 
Nishi, 2001).  Further north on the Boothia Peninsula, a survey flown in late July-
early August recorded 0.030 adult muskox/km2 (Gunn and Dragon, 1998).  The 
most recent assessment of abundance and relative densities north of the survey 
area was reported following the July 2000 Northeast Kitikmeot muskox survey 
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(Figure 13).  This July 2000 survey led to estimates which suggested stability in 
muskox abundance in Northeast Kitikmeot since the late 1990s, with reported 
relative densities within the southern extents of the survey area extending to the 
north shores of Garry Lakes of 0.056 adult muskox/km2.  Northern extents of the 
2000 survey, extending to the northern shores of Adelaide Peninsula, reported 
adult muskox densities of 0.030/km2, which was well below the June 1992 
findings of 0.78/km2 (Campbell and Setterington, 2006; Gunn et al., 1996).   

Calf proportions within the NKMX subpopulation have increased between survey 
years: from 12.5% in July 1999, to 13.2% in July 2012 and to 17.0% in July 2017.  
The 2017 calf proportions are consistent with the estimated productivity that 
would be related with a stable to increasing abundance.  An examination of 
muskox abundance on the Adelaide Peninsula across three abundance survey 
years including July 1986, June 1992, and July 2000, suggested a period of 
strong growth between July 1986 and June 1992, which was reflected in an 
estimated increase in abundance from 213 (Coefficient of Variation, CV = 0.59) in 
July 1986 to 1,165 (CV = 0.33) adult muskox in July 1992.  However, the high 
CVs for both surveys make it difficult to determine the confidence of this 
increase, although actual observations support the likelihood of an increase. 

On-transect observations of animals increased from 44 adult muskox in 1986 to 
233 adult muskox in 1992.  Over the same survey periods calf proportions were 
reported as 17.1% in 1986 and 6.6% in 1992 (Gunn et al., 1996).  While a survey 
flown in July 2000 over the Adelaide Peninsula did not subsample nor estimate 
the population of the Adelaide Peninsula due to low abundance, an examination 
of the July 2000 observations over the same survey area covered by Gunn et al. 
(1996) revealed a total count of 142 adult muskoxen and calf proportions of 
14.8%.  Examining these past trends suggest that caution must be exercised 
when extrapolating calf proportions as an indication of longer term trends.  
Additionally, calf proportions can vary widely from year to year.  With this caution 
in mind, a comparison between calf proportions recorded in 1986, just prior to a 
reported increase in muskox relative densities within an area close to the July 
2017 survey area, though qualitative, does corroborate the likelihood of the 
observed calf proportions in July 2017 as being consistent with increasing 
muskox abundance between July 2012 and 2017, when compared to a similar 
muskox subpopulation with a similar relative distribution and shared Ecozone.   

Overall, the July 2017 NKMX surveys CV exceeded ten percent of the mean 
estimate, suggesting the need for stratification into two to three strata in future.  
The more clumped distributions of muskox encountered in 2017 were the main 
cause of the increased CVs.  Because of the relatively high variance within the 
current analysis, these results should be used with caution.  In an attempt to 
reduce overall survey variance, more statistical analysis of the July 2017 results 
are ongoing for the entire Kivalliq Muskox survey program.  The complete 
reassessment of the July 1999, 2010, and 2016 central Kivalliq muskox surveys 
and the July 1999, 2000, 2012 and 2017 northern Kivalliq muskox surveys 
utilizing the double observer pair sight-re-sight and distance sampling analysis 
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procedure is nearing completion and will be provided to all co-management 
partners in the form of a GN File Report fall 2019. 
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Table 4. Data summary for the July 1999 northern Kivalliq muskox abundance 
survey, Nunavut. 

Statistic 
July 

1999 

July 

2012 

July 

2017 

Maximum number of transects N 136 205 227 

Number of transects surveyed n 28 60 65 

Total stratum area (km2) Z 35,378 49,302 60,576 

Transect area (km2) z 7,276 14,405 17,600 

Number of adult muskox counted y 313 684 941 

Number of Calves Counted  39 90 160 

Muskox density (muskox/km2) R 0.043 0.048 0.054 

Proportion Calves Observed  12.5 % 13.2 % 17.0 % 

Population estimate (Adult Muskox) Y 1,522 2,341 3,239 

Population variance Var (Y) 109569 75543 259659 

Standard error SE (Y) 331 275 510 

95% confidence limits (±) 679 566 1,050 

Coefficient of variation CV 0.22 0.12 0.16 
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Figure 9. Abundance trends in the northern Kivalliq muskox subpopulation 

(July 1999 to July 2017). 
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Figure 10.  Northern Kivalliq muskox aerial survey observations of muskox 

from July 1999 (blue), to July 2012 (yellow), and July 2017 (red). 
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Figure 11. Indicated central and northern Kivalliq muskox range expansion 

between July 1999 and July 2016 (Central Kivalliq) and July 2017 
(Northern Kivalliq). 
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Figure 12. Predator observations during the July 2012 and 2017 northern 

Kivalliq muskox aerial surveys. 
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Figure 13. Survey areas and the transects flown over the northeastern Kitikmeot 
survey area in July 2000 (Campbell and Setterington, 2006). 

 
 
 



Department of Environment Campbell, M.W. & D.S. Lee (2019) 32 

Community consultation: 

In October 2018, the GN DOE met with the Kivalliq Wildlife Board (KWB) and its 
representatives from the communities of Arviat, Whale Cove, Rankin Inlet, Baker 
Lake, Chesterfield Inlet, Repulse Bay, and Coral Harbour, to discuss all 
preliminary results and draft population estimates for NKMX.  During this 
meeting, it was agreed that until the northern Kivalliq muskox survey results were 
ready, no decision would be made concerning the adjustment of either the 
subpopulations TAH and/or NQL.  Following the completion of this report, all 
Kivalliq HTOs and the KWB will be provided with a copy for discussion. Letters 
indicating agreement with initial survey findings and support of GN management 
recommendations have been requested from all HTOs and the KWB.  Presently, 
HTO members, local Conservation officers and local hunters are taking part in 
the continued collection of local knowledge concerning the location of muskox 
groups across the central and northern Kivalliq, and incorporating IQ and local 
knowledge in the possible mechanisms surrounding their continued range 
expansion into new habitats.   
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Management Findings/Actions/Recommendations: 

 

Central Kivalliq Muskox Subpopulation (MX-13): 

1. By July 2010, the central Kivalliq muskox subpopulation (MX-13) had 
expanded outside of its previously documented distribution, particularly to the 
south (towards the Manitoba Border) and eastward (to the coast of the 
Hudson Bay).  The July 2016 survey observations provided evidence of a 
slowing of this expansion, though small areas along the eastern and southern 
extents indicated some continued expansion of their contemporary range 
extents;  

2. A management plan was developed in 2010 by the Kivalliq Wildlife Board, GN 
DOE, and NTI Wildlife and Environment. The July 2016 initial survey results 
have been released (Campbell, 2017).   

3. Additional monitoring of muskox must include the ongoing collection of IQ as 
well as periodic population assessments as deemed necessary by local 
communities, HTOs, and IQ.   

4. To improve TAH recommendations and overall management, additional 
muskox research should focus on determining demographic parameters such 
as sex and age characteristics and levels of natural mortality within the 
population; 

5. To improve TAH recommendations and overall management, additional 
muskox research should also focus on barren-ground grizzly bear abundance, 
distribution, and feeding behavior and their effects on muskox behavior, 
distribution, and general ecology; 

6. The central Kivalliq muskox subpopulation (MX-13) boundaries should remain 
as indicated (Figure 13); 

7. Due to the lack of a statistically significant change in abundance of the central 
Kivalliq muskox subpopulation, and in the absence of more recent abundance 
information, the DOE give a preliminary recommendation of no change in 
TAH, which is currently set at 182 muskox and calculated using 5% of the 
July 2016 estimates lower 95% Confidence Interval) (Figure 13).  Following 
the complete reassessment using double observer pair sight re-sight and 
distance sampling analytical methods, the GN DOE recommends conducting 
consultations on these recommendations with all co-management partners to 
generate management recommendations for CKMX; 

8. We continue to recommend no non-quota limitations of seasons and sex 
selectivity for subsistence muskox harvesting based on the most recent 
abundance estimate.
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Northern Kivalliq Muskox Subpopulation (MX-10): 

The DOE is planning to speak with the KWB (by teleconference) to discuss 
survey results in spring 2019.  During this meeting, a new TAH will be discussed 
and recommendations to the GN DOE and NWMB made; 

1. The northern Kivalliq muskox subpopulation (Southern extents of MX-10) has 
continued to expand outside of previously documented distribution, 
particularly eastward along the north shore of Chesterfield Inlet (Figure 11); 

2. A management plan was developed in 2010 by the Kivalliq Wildlife Board, 
NTI and GN DOE.  The management plan utilizes the results of abundance 
surveys to help guide management actions and recommendations for Kivalliq 
muskox populations; 

3. The northern Kivalliq Muskox subpopulation appears to have increased from 
2,341 +/- 545 (95% CI) in July 2012 to 3,239 +/- 1,050 (95% CI) adult 
muskox in July 2017, although the change was not statistically significant 
(Figure 9);   

4. Utilizing a harvest ratio of 5% of the July 2017 adult estimate (lower 95% 
confidence interval) is not directly applicable in the current situation due to 
the lack of statistical significance detected between the 2012 and 2017 
surveys. For Monte Carlo simulations, 92.4% of the runs demonstrated an 
increase of only 100 animals from 2012 to 2017 and for this reason, we 
would recommend a more cautious approach (Table 2).  Pending 
consultation with co-management partners, we would recommend the 
northern Kivalliq muskox subpopulation TAH be increased from 90 to 95 
muskox to maintain the stability of the population.  This recommendation is  
based on the increase in abundance indicated between survey years and the 
upward trend detected in the trend analysis. (Figure 14); 

5. Pending consultation with co-management partners, we would also 
recommend no NQLs (Non Quota Limitations) for the northern Kivalliq 
subpopulation be maintained until such time as observed changes in muskox 
abundance and distribution suggests a re-consideration of these restrictions, 
following full consultation with all co-management partners;   

6. To improve TAH recommendations and overall management, additional 
muskox research should also focus on barren-ground grizzly bear 
abundance, distribution and feeding behavior; 

7. The boundaries of the northern Kivalliq muskox subpopulation (within MX-10) 
should be re-examined to assess the relevance of expanding northern and 
eastern extents (Figure 11, Figure 14). 
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Figure 14. Recommended population boundaries and TAH for the Central Kivalliq 
Muskox (MX-13) and Northern Kivalliq muskox (MX/10) subpopulations.  
TAH based on July 2016 and July 2017 preliminary survey estimates 
respectively. 
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ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ:     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ: X 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑖ:  ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (Ovibos moschatus) ᓇᓃᑉᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ MX-13−ᒥ (ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ) 

 
 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

 ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑲᓴᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1900ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1999−ᒥ, 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 1,522 ± 679 (95%−ᖓᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ).  

 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᒥ, ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ. 

 2008−ᒥ, ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ (NQLs) ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 3%-ᒥᑦ 5%−ᒧᑦ. 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ 

(HTOs) ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ) 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ MX-13−ᒥ. 

 
 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ  

 

 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ MX-13-ᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂ ᐊᕝᕗᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ 2016−ᒥ. 

 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ MX10 (ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪ 

MX13 (ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓵᓕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᔪᓚᐃ 

2016−ᒥ.  

 ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐊᕐᔪᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ  2012 

(ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ = 4,506, 95% CI = +/- 948), ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 2016 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ = 4,437, 95% CI = +/- 1,054).   ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ MX-13−ᒥ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ.   

 
 
 

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓃᑦ: 
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 ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2018−ᒥ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ (KWB) 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᖅ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑎᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᙵᖅᑐᓂ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ MX-10−ᒥ MX-13-ᒥᓗ. 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ MX-13−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ, 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒥᒡᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 182-ᖑᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ. ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᑲᐅᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᖃᖅᖢᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᓗ. ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ.  ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ.  

 
 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ: 

 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 182−ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ MX-13−ᒥ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   

 
 



ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑦ:   

 
ᐱᐅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1917-ᒥ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑲᓴᒃᖢᑎ.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓯᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᑐᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ.  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᖅ 

ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑉ 

ᓴᓂᒨᖓᓂᖓ 66º ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ/Thelon Game Sactuary boundaries, 

ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓂᒡᓗ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᒫᓂᑑᐸᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᒍᑦ.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᒦᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ 50−ᓂᒃ.   

 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᓯᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 1985, ᔪᓚᐃ 1986, ᔪᓚᐃ 1991, ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 1999.   

2010−ᖑᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖏᑕ ᖁᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 201−ᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 2016−ᒥᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2012−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓕᓴᐅᓛᖅ 

ᔪᓚᐃ/ᐊᒌᓯ 2017−ᒥᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓕᓴᐅᓛᖅ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖏᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2010−ᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᖢᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 

ᓱᕐᕌᔪᓐᓃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2010-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 2016−ᒧ.  ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓕᓴᐅᓛᖅ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒥᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 2000-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 2012−ᒥ.   

 

ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓱᓕ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐳᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓖᑦ 

(Omingmakstronglus Pallikuukensis) ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐅᓲᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ MX-10-

ᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ.   ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓛᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒧᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᕝᕕᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ.  ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᔪᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕈᒪᓲᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ.  ᑖᑯᐊ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᒥ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑕ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ. 

 



ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᕝᕕᖓ ᓴᓂᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ (ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ Thelon 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ/ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᑦ ᑰᒃᑯᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ -  MX-10) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖏᑦ 

ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᑦ (ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ − MX-13) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5%−ᒥᑦ 

ᐅᓄᓂᕆᔭᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑑᓂᖏᑦ (ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ 95%− ᒦᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ).  

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

(TAH) 182−ᖑᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ (MX-13). 

 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 2016 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ. ᓄᑖᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 182−ᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᑖᒥᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᖦᖢᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ MX10−ᒥ.  



 
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1.  ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ (ᔪᓚᐃ 2010 ᐊᒻᒪ 16) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

(ᔪᓚᐃ 2012) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (MX-13 ᐊᒻᒪ MX-10). 

 

 



 
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.  ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕗᑦ MX-10, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕗᑦ 

MX-13−ᒥ. 

 
  



  
 

 

 

 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᔪᑦ: 

ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨ,ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᕐᒥ, 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᕐᒥ 

 

  

 

MX-10  & MX-13 Muskox Abundance and Management 

Recommendations 

ᑐᓴᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

September 23rd to 26th, 2019 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

 
 



ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ - ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ  ᒪᒃᐱᖅᑐᒐᖅ i of 16 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (HTOs) ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᑲᐅᑎᒋᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 23-ᓗ 30-ᓗ, 2019 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ.  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ MX-10 ᐊᒻᒪ MX-13 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-10−ᒥ) 90-ᓂᑦ 95-

ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ, ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-13) 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑏᑦᑐᖅ) 182−ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ.    

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᖃᕋᓱᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᖏᖕᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᔪᓐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᑲᑕᒐᓱᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᓪᓗ, ᓱᓕ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ.  ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑰᖅᑐᓕᒫᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑯᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ MX-13-u (ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ), 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ (MX-10−ᒥ) 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ.  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᑎᑭᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᓂ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ MX-13 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ MX-10-ᒥ 90-

ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ.  
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1.0  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑖ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓗ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᑎᕆᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ.  ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 23-ᒥᑦ 

26-ᒧᑦ, 2019  

 ᓇᐅᔮᑦ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 23, 2019 

 ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 24, 2019 

 ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 25, 2019 

 ᓴᓪᓕᖅ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 26, 2019 

 ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ − ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30, 2019 

**ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 24-ᒧᑦ, 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᕕᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖏᖕᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.** 

**ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30-ᒧᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓂᑭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.** 

 

2.0  ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑖ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ MX-10 

ᐊᒻᒪ MX-13 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ 

ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-13−ᒥ) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ) 182−ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-10−ᒥ) 90-ᓂᑦ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ.   

2.1 ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ  

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ.  

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᓕᒫᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ MX-13 ᐊᒻᒪ MX-10 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᐊᓂᒍᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂ.  ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
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ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ.  ᐃᒻᒪᖄ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᐅᑉ ᑐᖔᓂ (45 ᑎᑦᑕᑯᓗᐃᑦ) 

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒐᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.   

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ: 

 ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑲᓴᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1900ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ (MX-13−ᒥ) 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐊᕐᔪᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2012−ᒥ (ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ = 4,506, 95% CI = +/- 

948), ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 2016 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ = 4,437, 95% CI = +/- 

1,054).   ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᕐᕋᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᖅᑰᔨᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᖁᔨᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᕈᔪᒃ.  

 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ (MX-10−ᒥ) 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1999−ᒥ, ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 1,522 ± 679 (95%−ᖓᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ).  

 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ (MX-10−ᒥ MX-13-ᒥᓗ) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᒥ, ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ MX-10-ᒥ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ.  

 2008−ᒥ, ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ (NQLs) 

ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

(TAH) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 3%-ᒥᑦ 5%−ᒧᑦ. 

 ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ (MX-10) ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2,341−ᓂᑦ (95% CI = +/- 545) 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 2012−ᒥ 3,239−ᓄᑦ (95% CI = +/- 1,050) ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 

2017−ᒥ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᕐᓂᖃᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   

ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕌᕐᔪᖁᔨᓕᖅᑐᑦ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ. 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᔨᔪᑦ MX-13−ᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ).  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
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ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ MX-10−ᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ. 

 

3.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓰᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 23, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 6:45 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  

- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

- ᑖᓕ ᒪᓪᓕᒃ (ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ** ᐅᐸᒍᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ** 

 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ. ᑳᒻᐳᓪ   

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 

3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 
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ᕼᐃᐅ − ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕌᖓᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᐹᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᑦ?  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᖅᑰᖅᐸᙱᑦᑐᑦ.  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕝᕕᐅᑲᑕᒃᑯᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᑲᑕᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ.  

ᐲᑕ ᒪᓂᖅ − ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᔨᖃᖔᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᓪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ. 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ, ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑎᒋᓇᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ KWB−ᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᑦᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ. 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕈᑦᑕ ᑕᖅᑭᐅᑉ ᓄᙳᐊᓄᐊᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᓈᕋᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖅᑖᖅᓵᓕᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓯ.  

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᖅ − ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᓂᓗ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐋᒃᑲᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᔅᓯ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ, 

ᐊᓕᐊᓇᐃᒋᑦᑎᐊᕋᒃᑯ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᓂᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ 7:05−ᒧᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ 

 

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᖃᑎᒌᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 24, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 7:13 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  

- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 
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- ᐋᓐᑐᕆᐊ ᐄᓴᓗᒃ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑖᒪᔅ ᕼᐃᐊᑕᓛᖅ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑖᒪᔅ ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᓵᒻ ᒪᒃᐸ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᓗᐃ ᐊᖓᓕᒃ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᒎᕐᑎ ᑭᓪᓛᐱᒃ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑕᐃᐸᓇ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ    

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 

3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᑖᒪᔅ ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅ − ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕗᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᒐᒪ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ. 

ᓗᐃ ᐊᖓᓕᒃ − ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦᒧᑐᐊᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᕚ? ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒧᓕᒫᖅ? 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒧᓕᒫᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ KWB−ᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ. 
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ᒍᐊᑎ ᑭᓪᓛᐱᒃ − ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ 

ᐃᓂᒦᑦᑐᒪᖃᑦᑕᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᐸᙱᓐᓂᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ, 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕋᔭᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ.  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅᒻ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓗᐊᖅᑰᔨᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  ᐃᓚᖓ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᙵᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ 

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃ ᖄᖏᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

ᐅᑎᑲᑕᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᒥ, ᐃᓚᖃ ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᓗᐊᖁᔨᔾᔮᙱᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔭᕐᓂᒃ. 

ᑖᒪᔅ ᕼᐃᐊᑕᓛᖅ − ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᕐᒧᑦ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕕᓰ ᓇᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᕕᖃᕐᒪᖔᖏᓐᓂᒃ?  ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂᐅᖅᑰᖅᑐᖅ, 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥ?  ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᑎᒋᕙᒃᐸᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ? ᖃᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥ 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᐱᑦ? 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑕ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕆᔭᖃᖃᑦᑕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 60km 

ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒥ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ.  ᓂᕆᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᓄᓕᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ.   

ᐊᖏᓛᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᔭᓐᓂᒃ 120−ᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᒥ/ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥ.  ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓂᕈᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ.  ᑲᑎᙵᖃᑦᑕᕋᓱᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓘᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐊᒡᒐᑦᑎᐊᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐳᒻᒥᒃ ᓂᓚᖕᒥᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᑖᕋᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕋᓱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᖅ ᓄᖑᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ.  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᕕᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐅᑐᐱᕆᐅᑉ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ.  
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ᑖᒪᔅ ᕼᐃᐊᑕᓛᖅ - ᐊᒃᓲᓐ ᒥᑦᔅ ᑐᓂᓂᐊᖅᐸᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᒥᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑐᖅ.  

ᒍᐊᑎ ᑭᓪᓛᐱᒃ − ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖃᖁᔨᕗᖓ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᑕ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᒥᒃ 

ᒫᓐᓇ.  

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ MX 10-ᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ, ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ  

ᑖᒪᔅ ᕼᐃᐊᑕᓛᖅ − ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᖕᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ.  

 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ 7:47−ᒧᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ  

 

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 25, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 6:37 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  

- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)  

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᒃᓖᑕᓐ ᑕᕐᑕᖅ (ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᐳᕋᐃᔭᓐ ᓯᒎᕐᑦᓴᓐ (ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ    

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 
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3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᐳᕋᐃᔭᓐ ᓯᒎᑦᓴᓐ − ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖃᑕᐅᖁᔨᕖᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᖕᒧᑦᑕᐅᖅ? 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐋᒃᑲ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᓄᑐᐊᖅ.   ᐊᓯᔾᔩᖁᔨᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ (MX-13−ᒥ) 2010−ᒥ 2016−ᒥᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᒃᓖᑕᓐ ᑕᕐᑕᖅ − ᑭᐅᕐᓘᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕕᓰ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓯᒪᔭᕐᓂᒃ?  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐋᒃᑲ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᐊᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕝᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᑕᕐᕕᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  

ᐳᕋᐃᔭᓐ ᓯᒎᑦᓴᓐ − ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᖃᙱᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᙱᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓯᒪᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑰᓕᖅᑕᕗᑦ.  

 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ 7:47−ᒧᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 26, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 7:20 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  
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- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 

 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ    

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 

3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᒨᓯᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ − ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐱᐊᓂᓚᐅᙱᑕᕗᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᒫᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ, 

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐱᑖ ᓂᕿᓂᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᓂᕿᑖᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ?  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐊᐱᕆᕙᒌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕈᒪᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 

ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒡᕕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐄ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ.    ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔭᑎᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓲᓄᑦ/ᓄᓇᒧᙵᐅᔾᔨᔨᓄᑦ ᕿᓂᒡᒍᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ.  

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓯ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᖕᒪᖔᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ KWB−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓕᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ. 

ᒨᓯᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ − ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ KWB−ᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖅᑖᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ KWB-ᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓲᓄᑦ.  
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ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖓ, ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋ 

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓲᓄᑦ.  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ − ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐹ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ?  

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ − ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᕗᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓇᓱᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᒍᓂ 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᔅᓯᕌᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᕐᕋᖅᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ.   

ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᖕᒥᔪᑦᑕᐅᖅ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᑲᓚᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᒫᔾᔨᒥ. ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑦᑎᒍᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ 5% ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᓐᓇᔭᖅᑕᖓ. 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑰᔨᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ.  

ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆᒥ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥᓗ.  

 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ 7: 40 

 

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᑦ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30, 2019 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: 6:58−ᒥᑦ 7:01−ᒧᑦ 

 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᑦ:  

- ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᑮᓇᓐ ᓕᓐᑎᐅᓪ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

- ᕕᒃᑑᕆᐊ (ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 
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ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ − ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ    

1- ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.   

2- MX-13−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ MX-10−ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ 95-ᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ MX-13 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ MX-10. 

3- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᑖᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4- ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.   

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᔨᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ.  ᕕᒃᑑᕆᐊ ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ 

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓗᓂᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ. 
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ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1: ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ: 
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Introduction / Summary:   

 
Prior to the enactment of protection in 1917 (Burch, 1977), muskox populations 
throughout the central arctic were hunted to near extirpation.  Muskox populations 
throughout Nunavut are currently re-colonizing much of their historical range, but there 
remain gaps in information on the status of muskox populations in much of the eastern 
Mainland (Fournier and Gunn, 1998).  At its greatest extent the distribution and 
abundance of muskox in the Kivalliq region of Nunavut has occurred within an area 
extending south of Latitude 660 north, west to the NWT/Thelon Game Sanctuary 
boundaries, east to the Hudson Bay coast line and south to the Manitoba border.  
Distribution and abundance of muskox within the Kivalliq reliably occurs within a slightly 
smaller geographic area that has been expanding for over 50 years (Figure 1).  Kivalliq 
muskox subpopulations have been estimated using fixed-width line transect surveys in 
July of 1985, July 1986, July 1991, and July 1999.  By 2010 concern was raised over 
the ten year lapse of information coupled with hunter’s observations of muskox closer to 
communities.  A re-evaluation of the central Kivalliq muskox status was conducted in 
July 2010, and July/August 2016, while a re-assessment of the Northern Kivalliq 
Muskox subpopulation was undertaken in July 2012 and most recently in July/August 
2017.  Based on these most recent survey results, central Kivalliq muskox numbers 
steadily increased up to July 2010, and then appeared to have stabilized between 2010 
and 2016.  The most recent survey of the northern Kivalliq subpopulation is still in the 
analysis stage, however, an increasing trend was documented between July 2000 and 
2012.   
 
To date there are no indications of health problems within the herd. A research program 
examining the distribution of the lungworm (Omingmakstrongylus pallikuukensis) 
amongst mainland muskox has been initiated in MX-10 but all tests have shown no 
indication of presence in the Kivalliq subpopulations.  Future research should continue 
to examine the extent to which muskox have occupied range outside presently defined 
management areas.   
 
Recently, hunters have been reporting increased observations of muskox closer to their 
communities both south and east of previously known distributions (Mulders and 
Bradley, 1991; Rankin Inlet HTO pers. comm.; Baker Lake HTO pers. comm.; Arviat 
HTO pers. comm.; Chesterfield Inlet HTO pers. comm.; Repulse Bay HTO pers. comm.; 
Coral Harbour HTO, pers. comm.; Whale Cove HTO, pers. comm. 2008).  Ideally 
communities in the Kivalliq region would like to have easier access to healthy muskox 
populations.  Both population estimates and distribution observations discussed herein 
will provide information that will enable regional wildlife organizations, local HTOs and 
biologists to determine the potential long-term effects of current harvest regimes on 
muskox populations in the Kivalliq while providing information on the continued 
expansion of muskox into their historical range. 
 
Based on the results derived from strip transect quantitative methods, total allowable 
harvests for the 2 populations of muskox within the Kivalliq region (one north of the 
Thelon/Chesterfield Inlet waterways (Northern Kivalliq – MX-10) and the second south 
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(Central Kivalliq – MX-13) are currently based on 5% of the estimated adult muskox 
population (lower 95% confidence limit).  At present within the Nunavut Wildlife Act and 
Regulations, a total allowable harvest (TAH) of 182 muskox is recommended for the 
central Kivalliq muskox population (MX-13) (Figure 2). 

 

At this time, and based on the 2016 population re-assessment of muskox in the central 
Kivalliq region, there is no new recommended change to the TAH of 182 and no new 
recommendations to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB).   
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Figure 1. Survey study areas for the central (July 2010 &16) and northern (July 

2012) Kivalliq muskox subpopulations (MX-13 & MX-10). 
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Figure 2. Nunavut’s muskox management zones.  The Northern Kivalliq 

muskox subpopulation extents are represented by MX-10, and the 
central Kivalliq muskox subpopulation extents are represented by 
MX-13. 
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Objectives:  

 
The objectives of the project were to utilize Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and aerial 
survey methods to determine the subpopulation status of muskox in the Central 
(MX-13) and Northern (MX-10) Kivalliq Region of Nunavut. The results are 
currently being used to address requests by Kivalliq HTOs to sustainably harvest 
more muskox closer to their communities.  The results of the surveys have 
provided recommendations for harvest levels (TAH) and population boundaries 
as well as the adjustment to non quota limitations (NQL).  The information from 
these surveys has been used to determine the numbers of muskoxen within MX-
10 and MX-13 as part of the requirement outlined in the Central Kivalliq Muskox 
Management plan developed by the Kivalliq Regional Wildlife Board in 
partnership with the Department of Environment, Government of Nunavut, and 
Nunavut Tunngavik Inc..  Muskox populations in the Kivalliq must be estimated 
regularly in order to provide recommendations on sustainable harvest.   
 
Another objective of this research program was to determine the number of 
muskoxen on the periphery of previously delineated distributions.  A 
comprehensive estimation of the muskoxen population outside known and 
historic distributions needs to be updated.  Observations made by hunters 
suggest that there has been an increase in the number of muskox and that 
muskox have occupied a much larger range than reported in July 1999 and 2010.  
The expansion of muskox beyond previously delineated boundaries is confirmed 
in this report.  The shorter growing season and thicker snow cover reported for 
the eastern arctic could make muskox expansion into historic range more 
sensitive to harvesting (Gunn, 1983; Forchammer and Boertmann, 1993).  In 
order to develop harvest management recommendations, effort was put into 
determining the present status of the periphery of muskox populations relative to 
previous management zones.  
 
 

Study Area: 

 
The July 2010 and 2016, and 2012 and 2017 central and northern Kivalliq 
Muskox surveys incorporated an area stretching from the Hudson Bay coast to 
the Kivalliq Regional Boundary in the West, and North from the Manitoba 
Boundary to latitude 660 north.  The study area exists primarily within tundra 
habitats characterized by continuous permafrost, while a smaller portion extends 
along the fringe of the forest ecotone (Taiga) (Figure 1). 
 
The central and northern study areas included portions of the Maguse River 
Upland, Dubawnt Lake Plain/Upland, Back River Plain, and the Garry Lake 
Lowland ecoregions of the Southern Arctic ecozone, and the Wager Bay Plateau 
ecoregion of the Northern Arctic ecozone (Environment Canada 2001; Table 1).  
These ecoregions are characterized by a cover of shrub vegetation consisting of 
dwarf birch (Betula glandulosa), willow (Salix spp.), and alder on warm, dry sites. 
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Poorly drained sites are dominated by willow, sphagnum moss, and sedge.  The 
region is associated with areas of continuous permafrost and Turbic Cryosolic 
soils, but unfrozen organic (Mesisol and Regosolic) soils also occur.  Bedrock 
forms broad, sloping uplands and lowlands.  Hummocky bedrock outcrops 
covered with till are dominant, and prominent esker ridges occur in some parts of 
the area.  Twenty-five to 50% of the Maguse River Upland ecoregion is wetlands 
that are characteristically lowland low- and high-centered polygon fens 
(Environment Canada 2001).  Sandy flats sparsely covered with vegetation 
characterize the Dubawnt Lake Plain/Upland ecoregion, and the southwestern 
portion is characterized by rolling terrain forming broad sloping uplands and 
lowlands where small and medium sized lakes are common.  Soils in most of the 
southern study area are Turbic and Static Cryosols on level to undulating 
discontinuous veneers of sandy morainal and fluvioglacial deposits.  The small 
portion of the central study area that falls within the northern Arctic ecozone is 
characterized by discontinuous cover of tundra vegetation including dwarf birch, 
willow, Labrador tea, Dryas spp., and Vaccinium spp.  Lichen-covered rock 
outcroppings are common (Environment Canada 2001). 
 
 
Table 1. Ecoregions of the central (MX-13) and northern (MX-10) muskox 

survey study areas in the Kivalliq and northeast Kitikmeot region of 
Nunavut. 

 

Study Area Ecozone Ecoregion 

Central    
(MX-13) 

Southern Arctic 

Maguse River Upland 

Dubawnt Lake Plain/Upland 

Back River Plain 

Garry Lake Lowland 

Northern Arctic Wager Bay Plateau 

Northern   
(MX-10) 

Southern Arctic 
Chantrey Inlet Lowland 

Queen Maud Gulf Lowland 

Northern Arctic 

Wager Bay Plateau 

Victoria Island Lowlands 

Boothia Peninsula Plateau 
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Methods: 

 
Survey Area 

Two methods were used to meet the stated objectives.  The first was a collection 
of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and local knowledge to determine currently known 
distributions of muskox.  Information was collected and compiled during 
consultation visits with the communities of Rankin Inlet, Baker Lake, Whale 
Cove, Chesterfield Inlet and Arviat.  The information collected was then used to 
help determine the survey study area extents.  Once the survey study area was 
designated, systematic transects, drawn with a random starting point, were 
placed throughout the survey study area at a spacing of 7.0 km which when 
flown at an altitude of 152 meters (500 ft.) provided a maximum strip width of 
2000 meters.  All surveys were flown using an independent double observer pair 
(sight-resight) distance sampling method.  The 2000 meter strip width provided 
29.2 percent coverage of the entire survey area (Figure 3).  Due largely to the 
exceptional sightability of muskox in July, visual transect survey methods are 
widely accepted as being the most cost effective means of estimating muskox 
populations while still providing an acceptable level of precision (Case and Graf, 
1986; Graf and Case, 1989; Graf et al, 1989; Gunn, 1995; Mulders and Bradley, 
1991). 
 
Aircraft Configuration 
All surveys were flown using a Cessna 206 Grand Caravan high wing single 
engine turbine aircraft based out of Rankin Inlet and Baker Lake.  Strip widths of 
0 to 250 meters, 250 to 500 meters, 500 to 750 meters and 750 to 1000 meters 
were established on the wing struts on both sides of the aircraft using streamers 
to mark off the 0 meter, 500 meter and 1000 meter markers and tape to delineate 
the remaining 250 and 750 meter segments (Figure 4).  Strip width (w) was 
calculated using the formula of Norton-Griffiths (1978): 
 

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 
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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 streamers are 
attached to the struts at a and b. a’ and b’ are the window marks. 

 
 
The strip width area for density calculations was 1000 meters out each side of 
the aircraft, for a total of 2000 m along each transect.  The further division of the 
1000 meter markers into 250 meter segments was to facilitate estimates using 
distance sampling techniques.  Due to the size of the study area, the relatively 
limited data on muskox densities within much of the study area, and time and 
other logistic limitations, it was decided to allocate all of the survey effort into one 
systematic random transect survey over both survey years.  Survey altitude was 
maintained as close as possible to 185 m above ground level (agl) using a radar 
altimeter.  Ground speed was maintained between 175 and 195 kilometers per 
hour.  The 2010 central Kivalliq muskox survey was initiated July 10, and 
completed July 22, 2010, while the 2016 central Kivalliq muskox survey was 
initiated July 24, and completed August 24.  The 2012 northern Kivalliq muskox 
survey was initiated July 6th, and completed July 11th, while the 2017 northern 
Kivalliq muskox survey was initiated July 21 and completed July 29. 
 
The entire survey was set up as an independent double observer sight-resight 
(capture/mark-recapture) distance sampling platform utilizing a survey crew of 7; 
two data recorders/navigators, two left side observers, two right side observers 
and the pilot (Figure 5).  Two of the selected observers, one for each side of the 
aircraft, had experience surveying wildlife visually from aircraft.  The two 
remaining observers were selected by the local HTO pertinent to each of the 
survey areas (Rankin Inlet, Baker Lake, and Arviat).  The observers were further 
divided into front and rear teams, each isolated from the other using visual 
barriers between the seats as well as isolated through the use of two 
independent intercom systems monitored by each of a front data 
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recorder/navigator and a rear data recorder/navigator.  The pilot’s responsibilities 
were to monitor air speed and altitude while following transects pre-programmed 
on a Garmin GPS 176 and 650t geographic positioning system devices (GPS).  
The data recorder/navigators were responsible for monitoring a second and third 
identically programmed GPS unit for the purposes of double-checking the 
position as well as to record the waypoints and numbers of observed muskox 
groups composed of adults and calves on data sheets.  The responsibilities of 
the observers were to monitor their 1,000 meter segmented strips and call out 
numbers of muskox, separated by adults and calves observed within each 
designated 250 meter wide sub-strip (distance sampling).  The rear right and 
front left observers, the pilot and the two data collector/navigators remained 
consistent throughout the 2010, 2012, 2016 and 2017 surveys while the 
observers varied depending on survey.  All experienced observers remained 
consistent across each individual survey period.  The 2012, 2016 and 2017 
survey observers switched positions half way through the day (front to rear and 
rear to front) to provide data with which to asses changes in sightability between 
the front and rear positions.  Only counts of adults and yearlings were used in the 
population estimate. 
 
Statistical Analyses 
Survey data collected within each of two pre-stratified strata were analyzed using 
Jolly’s Method 2 for unequal sample sizes (Jolly 1969 in Norton-Griffiths 1978).  
Only counts of adults were used for the final population estimates. Lake areas 
were not subtracted from the total area calculations used in density calculations.  
 
Sight-resight and Distance sampling analysis are ongoing and will appear in their 
entirety following the completion of a fully reviewed GN DOE file report.  The 
completion of the file report is expected in the fall of 2018 and will replace any 
and all previous reports produced for co-managers including the present work.  
As other analyses are ongoing, the authors of this report and the GN DoE would 
like to ensure the reader understands that the results presented herein may 
change following further more comprehensive analysis and to this end reserve 
the right to update the results presented in this report within the final GN DOE 
File Report.  Any and all GN DOE research projects are required to produce a 
comprehensive thoroughly peer reviewed File Report following the completion of 
the research program.  The GN File Reports represent the most comprehensive 
and complete reporting format and as a result will be the main documents used 
to make management recommendations.  
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Figure 3. Study area and transects of the July 2010, 2016, and 2012 central and 

northern Kivalliq Muskox surveys.  Study area in 2010 & 2016 was divided 
into a western and eastern stratum based on estimated densities from IQ 
studies and past survey results. 
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Figure 5. Observer position for the double observer method employed on this 
survey.  The secondary observer calls muskox not seen by the 
primary observer after the muskox have passed the main field of 
vision of the primary observer.  The small hand on a clock is used 
to reference relative locations of muskox groups (e.g. “muskox 
group at 3 o’clock” would suggest a muskox group 90o to the right 
of the aircrafts longitudinal axis.). 
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Results and Discussion: 

 
 

Central Kivalliq Muskox Survey 
 
The Central Kivalliq muskox subpopulation had been steadily increasing between 
July 1986 and July 2010 (Figure 6).  The most recent July 2016 estimate, 
however, suggests a stabilization in abundance across the central Kivalliq.  
Central Kivalliq muskox abundance estimates of 838 (+/- 362, 95% CI) in July 
1986 steadily increased to 1,203 (+/-284, 95% CI) in July 1991, 2,143 (+/- 396, 
95% CI) in July 1999, and finally 4,506 (+/- 948, 95% CI) by July 2010.  An 
estimate of 4,437 muskox (+/- 1,054, 95% CI) in July 2016 indicates a 
stabilization in growth with no statistically validated change detected (Figure 6, 
Table 2).  Of note was the survey flown in July 1991 which found muskox in a 
much smaller area than the July 1999 survey over the same general survey 
extents.  Despite this discrepancy in area occupancy, similar relative densities 
were recorded.  The 2010 survey results did indicate an increase in abundance 
but for the first time since 1985 showed a dramatic decline in muskox density 
within the survey area.  This same general trend in relative density continued into 
2016.  This could be an artifact of the much larger survey area or it could suggest 
a punctuated/accelerated range expansion since the July 1999 survey.  Further 
research and analysis is necessary before making any conclusions as to the 
mechanisms behind these changes in relative density. 
 
Limitations to comparisons made with pre-1999 muskox surveys in the central 
Kivalliq were noted above. The primary limitation relates to variations in survey 
study areas, where the 1999, 2010 and 2016 central Kivalliq survey extents 
included a broader area designed to encompass all muskox within the central 
Kivalliq region and as a result were overlapping.  Overall, central Kivalliq muskox 
were found over a much broader area in both 2010 and 2016 than previously 
recorded, suggesting not only an increase in abundance but an expansion of 
their range as well (Figure 7, Figure 8).  During the July 1999 survey, muskox 
were more concentrated within smaller geographic areas than observed in July 
2010 and 2016.  One of the most surprising observations was the presence of 
numerous carnivores, and most specifically grizzly bears.  A total of 21 grizzly 
bears (of all ages and sexes) were observed within both the July 2010 and July 
2016 survey areas.  All were observed in very good to exceptional body condition 
(Figure 9). This represents a considerably higher number than the 6 observed 
during the July 1999 survey though the survey area in July 1999 was 
considerably smaller.  Additionally, wolf relative densities appeared to be higher 
in more recent years.  In July 1999, 16 wolves were observed on transect while 
in July 2010, 39 wolves were observed.  In July 2016, 30 wolves of all ages and 
sexes were observed on transect. 
 
Observations of muskox in what was previously considered marginal habitat 
raised several questions, while at the same time densities in what was previously 
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considered better quality habitat dropped substantially.  All these observations 
raise questions as to whether muskox populations are poised to increase further 
or are reacting to change in environmental conditions, predator-prey dynamics, 
or anthropogenic changes within the environment.  Further analysis is ongoing in 
attempts to explain the changes observed in both July 2010 and 2016. 
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 Figure 6. The trend of the central Kivalliq Muskox Population from 1985 through July 2016. 
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Table 2. A summary Central Kivalliq muskox survey results south of 
Chesterfield Inlet/Thelon River and west to the NWT/Thelon Game 
Sanctuary boundaries (1985–2010). 
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1985 
(Nov) 

19,706 1,262 563 0.45 159 2,365 17.9 
Case & Graf 

1986 

1986 
(July) 

8,261 838 176 0.21 476 1,200 11.5 
Case et al. 

1986 

1991 
(July) 

12,555 1,2031 145 0.13 919 1,487 15.9 
Mulders & 

Bradley 1991 

1999 
(July) 

19,475 2,143 199 0.09 1,747 2,539 18.4 
Campbell & 
Setterington, 

2001 

2010   
(July) 

114,618 4,506 478 0.11 3,558 5,455 15.4 
Campbell & 
Lee, 2015. 

2016  
(July) 

129,074 4,437 531 0.12 3,383 5,491 22.6 This Study 

1 The calculation of lake areas were subtracted from the Mulders and Bradley (1991) estimate. 
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Figure 7.  Central Kivalliq muskox survey observations of muskox from July 

1999 through July 2016. 
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Figure 8. Indicated central and northern Kivalliq range expansion between 

July 1999 and July 2016 (Central Kivalliq) and July 2012 (Northern 
Kivalliq). 
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Figure 9. Carnivore observations during the July 2010 (Central Kivalliq), 2012 

(Northern Kivalliq), and 2016 (Central Kivalliq) aerial surveys. 
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Northern Kivalliq Muskox Survey 
 
Results of the 2012 northern Kivalliq muskox survey are still in the analysis stage 
but clearly indicate an increase from the July 1999 abundance estimates (Figure 
10).  Initial estimates show the northern Kivalliq muskox population to have 
increased from an estimated 1,522 (SE = 331; CV = 0.22) in July 1999 to 2,341 
(SE = 275; CV = 0.12) in July 2012.  As with the central Kivalliq population, 
survey observations (Figure 7) also suggest an expansion in the subpopulations 
geographic distribution eastward (Figure 8).  Once again, these results should be 
used with caution as more extensive statistical analysis of the July 2012 results 
are ongoing as a completion to the July 2017 northern Kivalliq Muskox survey 
program.  The complete reassessment of the July 1999, 2010, and 2016 central 
Kivalliq muskox surveys and the July 1999, 2000, 2012 and 2017 northern 
Kivalliq muskox surveys utilizing the double observer pair sight-resight and 
distance sampling analysis procedure is nearing completion and will be provided 
to all stake holders in the form of a GN File Report on or about April 2018. 
 
The GN DOE has met as recently as October 2017 to discuss all preliminary 
results and draft estimates with the Kivalliq Wildlife Board and its representatives 
from the communities of Arviat, Whale Cove, Rankin Inlet, Baker Lake, 
Chesterfield Inlet, Repulse Bay, and Coral Harbour.  During this meeting it was 
agreed that until the northern Kivalliq muskox survey results are ready, no 
decision will be made concerning the adjustment of either the subpopulations 
TAH and/or NQL.   
 
 

Community consultation: 
 
All seven Kivalliq communities (Arviat, Whale Cove, Rankin Inlet, Chesterfield 
Inlet, Baker Lake, Repulse Bay and Coral Harbour) and the Kivalliq Wildlife 
Board (KWB) have been informed of the projects preliminary results and are in 
agreement with the management recommendations presented in this report.  All 
Kivalliq community HTOs agreed that the preliminary results are consistent with 
local IQ.  All parties agree that the TAH should be re-assessed following the 
production of the Departmental File Report.  To this end, validated results from 
the 2010 and 2012 surveys were used to apply an exemption permit for the 
2012/2013 harvesting season.  Northern Kivalliq muskox survey results are still in 
the analysis stage and will be discussed further at the next KWB meeting 
expected in late January or early February, 2018.  Presently, HTO members, 
local Conservation officers and local hunters are taking part in the continued 
collection of local knowledge concerning the location of muskox groups across 
the central and northern Kivalliq, and incorporating IQ in the possible 
mechanisms surrounding their continued range expansion into marginal habitats 
and observed lower relative densities.   
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Northern Kivalliq Muskox Population Trend (1999 to 2012) 
For muskox found north of Baker Lake/Chesterfield Inlet/Thelon River and west to the NWT/Thelon Game Sanctuary 
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Figure 10. Trends of muskox abundance within the northern kivalliq 

subpopulation, July 2012. 
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Management Findings/Actions/Recommendations: 
 
 

Central Kivalliq Muskox Subpopulation (MX-13) 
 

1. By July 2010, the central Kivalliq muskox subpopulation (MX-13) had 
expanded outside of previously documented distribution, particularly to the 
south (towards the Manitoba Border) and eastward (to the coast of the 
Hudson Bay).  The July 2016 survey observations provided evidence of a 
slowing of this expansion, though small areas along the eastern and southern 
extents indicated some continued expansion of their contemporary range 
extents;  
 

2. A management plan was developed in 2010 by the Kivalliq Wildlife Board, GN 
DOE, and NTI Wildlife. The July 2016 initial survey results presented herein, 
are meant to provide an update with which to assess the validity of current 
management actions as laid out within the 2010 Management Plan.  These 
results are not meant to supersede the results provided in a reviewed GN 
DOE File Report expected in March 2018; 

 
3. Additional monitoring of muskox must include the ongoing collection of IQ as 

well as periodic population assessments as deemed necessary through 
collected IQ.  We suggest that the aerial survey flown in July 2016 be 
repeated in future survey years and expanded as necessary; 

 
4. To improve TAH recommendations and overall management, additional 

muskox research should focus on determining demographic parameters such 
as sex and age characteristics and levels of natural mortality within the 
population; 

 
5. To improve TAH recommendations and overall management, additional 

muskox research should also focus on barren-ground grizzly bear abundance, 
distribution, and feeding behavior and their effects on muskox behavior, 
distribution, and general ecology; 

 
6. The central Kivalliq muskox subpopulation (MX-13) boundaries should remain 

as indicated (Figure 8); 
 
7. Due to the lack of a statistically significant change in abundance of the central 

Kivalliq muskox subpopulation, we recommend status quo (TAH set at 5% of 
the July 2010 estimates lower 95% Confidence Interval) and that no changes 
be made to the current management recommendations including any and all 
recommendations concerning NQLs (Figure 11).  Following the complete 
reassessment using double observer pair sight re-sight and distance sampling 
analytical methods, the GN DOE recommends re-visiting and re-assessing 
these recommendations with all stake holders; 
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8. We continue to recommend that the non-quota limitations of seasons and sex 
selectivity be dropped for subsistence muskox harvesting based on the most 
recent abundance estimate. 
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Figure 11. Recommended population boundaries and TAH for the Central Kivalliq 
Muskox (MX-13) and the Northern Kivalliq muskox population (MX-10).  
TAH based on July 2016 and July 2012 preliminary survey estimates 
respectively. 
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ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ:  

 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᒫᔾᔨ 2014−ᒥᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂᓗ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᐅᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ.  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᓪᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ 4,652 

ᑐᒃᑐᑦ (3,462-6,250−ᓂᑦ 95-ᐳᓴᒥᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ).  

 ᐊᒡᒌᓯ 2015−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 

250-ᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂ, ᑕᖅᑭᓂ 8−ᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2015-

ᒥᑦ.   

 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑦ, 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2014 ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑑᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ, 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᒫᔾᔨ 2016−ᒥᑦ. ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑦ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ. 

 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑦ ᒫᔾᔨ 16-ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 7, 2015 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 7-18, 2019. ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂ ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᒥᓂᒡᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᒥᖕᓄᑦ.  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ 2015-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᖅᑯᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ. 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ 2019-ᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

 ᐅᖓᓯᒌᒃᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᙱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᓂᑦ, ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕐᓂᖕᒥᒡᓗ. 
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 ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2015−ᒥ 2016−ᒥᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐊᖑᕙᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᒥ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ. 2017 ᐊᒻᒪ 2018 ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ, ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ 

ᓄᕐᕋᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒻᒪᖃᑦᑕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑦᑕ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ, ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᔮᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕈᓗᖕᒥᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ.  

 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 2015-2018 ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖕᒥᑦ 

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2018-ᒥᑦ.  

 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ: 

 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 2019 ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖕᒥᑦ 

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2019-ᒥᑦ.  

 2019 ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖓᓂ ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ 1,584 ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ (ᐸᖕᓃᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ, ᑎᕿᑐᕋᑦ, 

ᓄᕐᕋᐃᓪᓗ) ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ.  

 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᖢᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ 30 ᓄᕐᕋᑦ 100 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᓕᖕᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᑦ. ᓄᕐᕋᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑐᑦ 2019-ᒥᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ, 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒡᓗ.  

 ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᑦ:ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᓂᒌᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ (100 

ᑭᓛᒥᑕ ᑐᖔᓂ), ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᑦ. 

ᓯᓚᐃᑦᑑᓇᔭᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓕᒫᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᓗᓂᑦ. 

 ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᕐᕋᑦ:ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᙱᓚᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᓕᒫᒧᑦ. ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᒪᒍᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᒋᓂᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑰᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ.  

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕈᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ. 

 

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ:  
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 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕈᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᑭᒻᒥᕈᒻᒥ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ, 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥ, ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ, ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ, ᑭᙵᓂ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒥ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᖕᒥ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ 2019 ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2020 ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ.  

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ:  

 ᐊᑐᙱᑦᑐᖅ 



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 2019 

ᔮᓐ ᕆᖕᕉᔅ1, 

1ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ,  

P.O. Pond Inlet 400, NU  X0A 0S0 

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓃᙵᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒦᑉᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓛᖏᓂᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1990 ᐃᓱᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ. ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᔾᔨ 2014 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ, 

ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᑦ, ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕋᓱᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ. 

2014−ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 4,652 (95%CI=3,462-6,250; SE=702.79; CV=0.15) 

ᐃᓐᓇᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᕐᕋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕆᐊᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ. 

2014−ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᔾᔪᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᑕᖅᑭᑦ 8-ᓄᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᖢᓂᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 1, 2015. ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖕᒥᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ, 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ 250-ᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  

ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 2014 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᙶᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᖓᑕᔪᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 2015-ᒥᑦ 2019-ᒧ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᓕᒫᒥ. 

ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ:  

1) ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᓂᒋᖓᓂ, 

ᕿᑎᐊᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ; ᐆᒃᑑᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᕙᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ, ᐸᖕᓃᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ, ᑎᕿᑐᕋᑦ, ᓄᕐᕋᐃᓪᓗ.  

2) ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖓᓲᓕᖓᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ. ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᖕᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᒃᑯᓂᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ, 

ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᖕᓂᖏᑦ (ᓄᕐᕋᖅ 100 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑕᒫᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᓗᓂᑦ) ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᖔᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᖔᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  



3) ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᖕᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᒪᓗᒍᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᕐᓂᑐᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᓂᕐᕆᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖕᒥᑦ.  

4) ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᒪᕝᕕᖕᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 2014-ᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  

5) ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ) 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕐᓂᖕᒧᓪᓗ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖕᒧᑦ.  

2019 ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖓᓂ ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ 1,584 ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ (ᐸᖕᓃᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ, ᑎᕿᑐᕋᑦ, ᓄᕐᕋᐃᓪᓗ) 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ. ᓄᕐᕋᑦ:ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ 42 ᓄᕐᕋᑦ:100 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ ᓴᐅᒥᖕᒥᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᕆᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ 69 ᓄᕐᕋᑦ:100 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ ᑕᖁᓕᔾᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ 2019 ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖓᓂ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒃᖢᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ 30 ᓄᕐᕋᑦ 100 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᓕᖕᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᓕᖕᒥ−ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓚᕐᒦᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ. 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᑦ:ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᒌᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᒪᓗᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒍᓗ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒧᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑖᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ: 1) ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᑦ 2014−ᒥᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 2019 ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ (ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᓂᖅᑎᒍᓪᓗ), 2) 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᖕᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ), 3) 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓲᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 4) ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓗᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᕐᓗ ᐅᓄᙱᓈᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᕆᓗᒋᑦ, ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ. ᖃᖓᑦᑕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑕᒻᒪᕇᒃᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ. 
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Executive Summary 

Barren-ground caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus) occur across Baffin Island and are distributed 

roughly into north, south and central groupings across Baffin, and ancillary Islands. Local hunters, 

trappers, and community members began to suspect a decline in the Baffin Island caribou population in 

the mid to late 1990s. In February and March of 2014 the Government of Nunavut, Department of 

Environment (DOE), conducted aerial surveys on Baffin Island, Melville Peninsula and surrounding islands, 

to estimate the number of caribou on Baffin Island. The 2014 survey effort estimated 4,652 (95%CI=3,462-

6,250; SE=702.79; CV=0.15) adult and yearling caribou across Baffin Island and ancillary islands. This 

finding confirmed a major decline of caribou on Baffin Island from the estimates of caribou in the 1990s 

based on Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit. 

The 2014 survey results and community-based observations lead to the establishment of an eight-month 

moratorium beginning on January 1, 2015. Following a round of intensive consultations with all Baffin 

Island communities, and a letter submitted for decision to the NWMB recommending the establishment 

of a TAH of caribou be established on Baffin Island, a decision was reached to establish a Total Allowable 

Harvest (TAH) of 250 male caribou.  

Since the 2014 survey, the DOE has conducted fall and/or spring aerial composition surveys from 2015 to 

2019 as a means to monitor productivity and relative densities of caribou across Baffin Island. The 

objectives of these monitoring indices were to:  

1) Estimate the overall composition of the subpopulations including the north Baffin grouping, south 

Baffin grouping, and central Baffin grouping (Figure 1); i.e. what proportion of the population are young 

bulls, old bulls, cows, yearlings, and calves.  

2) Estimate the trajectory of abundance of the three main groupings of the Baffin Island caribou 

population based on demographic composition. Using spring composition results, determine through a 

comparison between fall composition results, and where possible, similar tundra-wintering barren-

ground subpopulations, if an index of calf productivity (measured as calves per 100 cows) suggests an 

increasing or decreasing population trend.  

3) Monitor the proportion of bulls in the population to ensure that the bull only harvest is not reducing 

bulls to a proportion that could interfere with breeding (rutting) success.  

4) Build a database with which to estimate the current population trend through demographic modeling, 

utilizing all demographic composition data to project a trend from the 2014 population estimate.  

5) Provide information for discussions regarding management actions (including TAH) and monitoring 

plans and intensity.  

In the spring of 2019, we classified 1,584 caribou (bulls, cows, yearlings, and calves) on southern Baffin 

Island. Calf:cow ratios for South Baffin were varied from the lowest ratio of 42 calves:100 cows on Hall 

Peninsula to the highest ratio of 69 calves:100 cows on Loks Land, suggesting good productivity in the 
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spring of 2019. All regions combined or otherwise, produced ratios within or above the suggested 30 

calves per 100 cow baseline for taiga-wintering populations. However, there is risk associated with using 

baseline values from taiga-wintering populations to identify population trend in tundra-wintering caribou. 

The regional variation in calf:cow ratios between relatively close areas highlights the importance of 

surveying multiple regions to determine trends in productivity. 

To effectively monitor and manage the successful recovery of caribou on Baffin Island, there are many 

additional pieces of information required. These include: 1) The total harvest between the 2014 

population estimate and the 2019 spring composition survey (legal and illegal), 2) Multiple year estimates 

of recruitment (over winter calf survival), 3) Productivity and sex ratio trends for the different sampling 

areas, and 4) Overall health of caribou within the different survey regions. 

 Delineation of caribou groups on Baffin Island would allow management and monitoring to occur at 

smaller scales, specific to group/subpopulations. A Global Positioning System (GPS) telemetry program 

would greatly increase the effectiveness of composition surveys and could provide the information 

required to delineate subpopulations/groupings of caribou on Baffin.  
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Introduction 

Caribou on Baffin Island are of the barren-ground subspecies, Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus. This 

subspecies can be further divided into two separate ecotypes: taiga wintering and tundra wintering. Baffin 

Island caribou remain on Baffin Island and ancillary Islands year round and are therefore of the tundra 

wintering ecotype. Tundra wintering caribou generally occur in small groups and vary widely in their 

migratory behaviour. This can make surveying more difficult as the animals tend to be distributed 

unevenly across the landscape, and in smaller groups than the taiga wintering ecotypes, particularly when 

their numbers are low.   

There has been limited scientific research conducted on Baffin Island caribou, however, there is a wealth 

of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) that depicts the long-term population and distributional trends for the 

region. Due to the lack of quantitative data available, historical population estimates of caribou on the 

island are largely speculative. Telemetry studies (2008-2011) in North Baffin along with past survey 

findings, IQ studies (Ferguson, 1993; Ferguson and Gauthier, 1992; Ferguson and Messier, 1997; Ferguson 

et al 1998), and an island-wide collaring program from the late 80s to early 90s, point to the existence of 

potential sub-populations on the island (Figure 1). However, further research is required to delineate 

specific groupings and/or subpopulations across Baffin Island.  
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Figure 1. Caribou grouping annual range delineation based on telemetry studies from 1987 to 1994 (primarily 
South Baffin), and 2008 to 2011 (North Baffin).  Polygons created utilizing a kernel analysis (See methods) of 
telemetry point data collected for 107 collars (North=35; Central = 17; South = 55). Excerpt from Campbell et al. 
2015. Used to identity survey area during 2015-2019 composition studies. 

Local hunters, trappers, and community members began to detect declines in the caribou population on 

the island in the mid to late 1990s (Jenkins et al 2012; Ferguson, 1993; Ferguson and Gauthier, 1992; 

Ferguson et al. 1998). In February/March 2014 the Government of Nunavut, Department of Environment 

(DOE) conducted aerial surveys across Baffin Island, Melville Peninsula and surrounding islands to 

estimate the abundance and general distribution of caribou. Aerial surveys were conducted in February 

and March of 2014 using a combined double observer pair and distance sampling method (Campbell et 

al, 2015). The survey identified the estimated number of caribou within different geographic locations, 

including North and South Baffin Island, Baffin Island as a whole, Baffin Island and its ancillary islands, and 

Baffin Island and northern Melville Peninsula. A total of 1,157 Caribou were observed during the survey, 

50 caribou in 8 groups in North Baffin, 347 in 104 groups in South Baffin, 557 caribou in 164 groups on 

Prince Charles Island, and 31 caribou in 7 groups on Melville Peninsula (Campbell et al. 2015).  From these 

results, it was estimated that 315 (95% CI=159-622; SE=109; CV=0.35) caribou were in North Baffin, 2,734 

(95% CI=1,777-4,207; SE=607; CV=0.22) caribou in South Baffin (including Foxe Peninsula and Central 
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Baffin), 1,603 (95% CI=1,158-2,220; SE=250; CV=0.16) caribou on Prince Charles Island, and 220 (95% 

CI=88-551; SE=101; CV=0.46) caribou within northern Melville Peninsula, yielding a Baffin wide  estimate 

of 4,872 (95% CI=3,462-6,484; SE=712.23; CV=0.15) caribou.  Campbell et al. (2015) also re-analyzed 

results from surveys flown in North Baffin in April 2009, and South Baffin in 2012, and found no statistically 

significant change in abundance between these and the 2014 surveys. 

As a result of the low abundance of caribou on Baffin Island estimated in 2014, an eight-month 

moratorium was put in place on January 1, 2015. Following this moratorium, a Total Allowable Harvest 

(TAH) and a non-quota limitation (NQL) of a male-only harvest was implemented by the Nunavut Wildlife 

Management Board (NWMB) in 2015. The total number of male-only tags allocated to the communities 

of Baffin Island were 170 in 2015/2016 and 250 in 2016 to present.  Allocations of the 250 tags to Baffin 

communities are controlled by the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB) and can vary.  

Since the 2014 survey the DOE has conducted fall and/or spring aerial composition surveys from 2015-

2019 as a means to monitor productivity and relative densities of caribou across Baffin Island.  The 

objectives of these monitoring indices were to:  

1) Estimate the overall composition of the subpopulations including the north Baffin grouping, south 

Baffin grouping, and central Baffin grouping (Figure 1); i.e. what proportion of the population are young 

bulls, old bulls, cows, yearlings, and calves.  

2) Estimate the trajectory of abundance of the three main groupings of the Baffin Island caribou 

population based on demographic composition. Using spring composition results, determine through a 

comparison between fall composition results, and where possible, similar tundra-wintering barren-

ground subpopulations, if an index of calf productivity (measured as calves per 100 cows) suggests an 

increasing or decreasing population trend.  

3) Monitor the proportion of bulls in the population to ensure that the bull only harvest is not reducing 

bulls to a proportion that could interfere with breeding (rutting) success.  

4) Build a database with which to estimate the current population trend through demographic modeling, 

utilizing all demographic composition data to project a trend from the 2014 population estimate.  

5) Provide information for discussions regarding management actions (including TAH) and monitoring 

plans and intensity. 

Methods 

Surveys were conducted in the spring of 2019 (March 27-April 15) on Baffin Island, Nunavut. Weather and 

logistical constraints limited the extent of surveying to key areas where a greater chance of caribou 

encounters were suspected based on past telemetry studies, surveys, and IQ in South Baffin for the spring 

season (Figure 2). Surveys were conducted using a Eurocopter AS350 B2 rotary wing aircraft, and a survey 

crew consisting of a biologist, two HTO (Hunters and Trappers Organization) appointed observers and a 

pilot. Study areas were selected based on previous aerial surveys and telemetry programs, and 
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information gathered from hunters from each of the 12 Baffin communities during consultations 

conducted in 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015 (DOE 2013, 2014, 2015a, 2015b; Jenkins and Goorts 2013). 

Refinement of survey locations was completed based on advice from the HTO observers prior to and 

during the survey flights. Refined survey study areas were flown through using two to three transects 

evenly spaced, bisecting riparian habitat, or until a track was sighted. The method mainly relied on tracking 

groups and/or individual caribou until they were sighted; however, visual sighting methods were used 

when tracking was either difficult or not possible. Once tracks were sighted, they would be followed until 

the group was sighted. Once a group was sighted, transects through the study area would be tightened 

up to 1 to 2 km apart to take advantage of clustering behaviour observed during previous survey and 

tracking studies where many caribou groups were observed in small geographic clusters during late winter 

and spring. Once sighted, caribou would be classified into 5 categories; 1) Cow, 2) Calf, 3) Yearling, 4) 

Mature Bull and 5) Young Bull. We used image stabilizing 14X binoculars to reduce approach distances as 

much as possible to limit disturbance to animals, however, in the spring of 2019 the binoculars were 

damaged early in the survey so identifications required closer approach distances to obtain accurate 

composition data. In cases where groups could not be located due to fuel and/or weather related issues, 

and where time allowed, tracking was resumed the following day or after refuelling.  
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Results 

We flew a total of 61 hours in South Baffin from 27 March-15 April 2019. Flights were focused in similar 

locations to previous spring and fall surveys (Figure 2). We observed a total of 1,584 caribou (bulls, cows, 

yearlings and calves) (Table 1).   

Considering the high number of caribou observed within the south Baffin grouping, we suggest the 

number of caribou observed is sufficient to address our main objectives. With increased sample effort and 

spatial coverage, more individuals would have been observed, however the current method of high-

grading/target areas with high encounter rate probability has been effective and efficient and we suggest 

continued use of this method. 

 

Figure 2.  Baffin Island Composition Survey flight lines 2019 in the South Baffin survey area. Search areas based on 
“high grading” historically and recently known areas with seasonally high to moderate densities of caribou. South 
Baffin survey area is based on Campbell et al. 2015 (Figure 1). 
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Table 1 Number of observed caribou by sex/age group during Baffin Island composition surveys in South Baffin 2019. 
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Discussion 

Calf recruitment is an important factor in the assessment of population growth for caribou 

(Boulanger and Adamczewski 2015). Calf:cow ratios can indicate general trends in abundance population 

trends which in turn provides important information for effective population monitoring and 

management. It is important to compare the observed calf:cow ratios to baseline values of similar barren-

ground caribou populations to determine the population trajectory. There has been little research 

conducted on tundra-wintering caribou and as a result there is no directly comparable baseline value that 

exists for either calf:cow ratio or bull:cow ratio for this ecotype. However, we believe until such a baseline 

is developed for Baffin Island caribou, it is reasonable to use the baselines for taiga wintering barren-

ground caribou as a guide. Previous studies suggest that calf:cow ratios in barren-ground caribou can be 

as high 70-90 calves:100 cows at calving, 50-70 calves:100 cows in the fall and 30-50 calves:100 cows 

following winter (Adamczewski et al. 2009; Tobey 2001; Gunn et al 2005). These same studies further 

suggest that spring calf/cow ratios in excess of 30 calves per 100 cows represents an increasing 

population, and anything under that ratio, a decreasing population. There is an inherent amount of risk 

associated with using baseline values from a different population and therefore these composition 

baselines, when used with Baffin Island caribou, should be treated with caution.  

Surveys were not completed in South Baffin in the fall of 2018 and therefore estimating the overwinter 

survival compared to fall ratios is not possible. Due to weather and logistical constraints, some areas had 

less than desired coverage. As a result, the identification of  regional variation in calf:cow ratios in the 

south Baffin survey area is reported  as  calf:cow ratios for each of  Hall Peninsula, Loks Land and  ancillary 

islands, and Meta Incognita Peninsula (Table 1). Ratios are reported in two different ways; 1) as an average 

calf:cow ratio for all calves and cows in a particular region; 2) an average calf: cow ratio for observed 

groups. 

Spring calf:cow ratios were 52 calves per 100 cows, 42 calves per 100 cows, and 69 calves per 100 cows 

on Meta Incognita Peninsula, Hall Peninsula, and Loks Land, respectively. Similarly, average group calf:cow 

ratios were 63 calves per 100 cows, 42 calves per 100 cows, and 88 calves per 100 cows on Meta Incognita 

Peninsula, Hall Peninsula and Loks Land. Combining Hall Peninsula and Loks Land resulted in a ratio of 52 

calves per 100 cows. Combining all results from spring 2019 resulted in a calf:cow ratio of 52 calves per 

100 cows. All regions combined or otherwise, produced ratios within or above the suggested 30 calves 

per 100 cow baseline, which suggests an increasing population in South Baffin. However, there is risk 

associated with using baseline values from taiga-wintering populations to identify population trend in 

tundra-wintering populations.  

During spring composition surveys in 2018, the calf:cow ratio for South Baffin was 39 calves per 100 cows, 

which when compared to spring 2019 results, suggests improved calf survival in 2019. In fact, the spring 

of 2019 had the highest calf:cow ratio in southern Baffin in the past 4 years.  

Of particular interest are regional variations in calf:cow ratio on Hall Peninsula. Although being in relatively 

close proximity (approximately 100 km apart), calf:cow ratios on Hall Peninsula were 42 calves per 100 

cows, whereas the ratio was 68 calves per 100 cows on Loks Land. The regional variation becomes more 
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evident when comparing the average group calf: cow ratio; 42 calves per 100 cows and 88 calves per 100 

cows on Loks Land, and Hall Peninsula, respectively.  This difference in calf:cow ratios between relatively 

close areas highlights the importance of surveying multiple regions to determine an overall trend in 

productivity.  

Limitations of the data 

The calf:cow ratios we report from this study should not be taken out of context and applied to the 

population across Baffin Island in its entirety. A second abundance survey is needed to verify observed 

trends and the applicability of the taiga wintering caribou baseline values. To limit seasonal and sampling 

variability, trend indices require long term data sets and therefore caution should be taken until more 

years of data have been collected.  

Since survey areas are being high graded to locations where the highest concentration of caribou are 

expected, it is possible that seasonal variation in productivity may be influenced by survey timing and 

location. Therefore, the total number of caribou observed in 2019 could be skewed by large aggregations 

of caribou that were missed the previous year. Our ability to determine the best areas to conduct these 

composition surveys would be greatly improved with information collected using a Global Positioning 

System (GPS) telemetry program.  

Because composition surveys mainly provide demographic proportions and indices of productivity, they 

are limited in their ability to predict short-term trends, particularly when there are external factors, such 

as disease or overharvest, which influence mortality of age classes other than calves. Over the longer-

term, these surveys can provide a useful index of population trend, offering a tool with which to determine 

the most effective timing of the more costly abundance estimates.  

Given that regional variations in calf:cow ratios were observed over relatively short distances (less than 

100 kms), and that some evidence supports different groupings or subpopulations across the island, it 

would be unwise to manage island-wide populations on trends observed at this scale. Trends observed in 

South Baffin are likely not reflective of trends in North Baffin (1000 kilometres away). Instead, long-term 

trends should be used as an index to inform on the necessity of abundance surveys, and influence their 

frequency and timing. Trend assumptions must be taken with caution as sampling is completed within 

few, relatively small geographic areas. There are also many other factors, in addition to productivity 

(calf:cow ratios),  that contribute to population growth and decline. In order to accurately predict 

population growth or decline, it is important to use results from these surveys in conjunction with other 

data driven indices, such as local knowledge, IQ, and semi-regular reconnaissance and abundance surveys.  

Consultation progress 

HTO consultations are being planned for the fall of 2019 to inform HTOs of the results from the 2019 

spring composition surveys on Baffin Island. The intent of these discussions is to inform HTOs of yearly 

variation in calf:cow ratios as an index for calf survival and associated trends.  

 Management implications and next steps 
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There has been relatively limited research on Baffin Island caribou so there are many areas where 

additional information could be collected through IQ and scientific studies. One limitation to effective 

caribou management on Baffin Island is the large spatial extent, greater than 500,000 km2, of the island. 

There has been some indication based on IQ, and supported by early telemetry surveys, that Baffin Island 

caribou form distinct herds or subpopulations, but this delineation has not been verified. If in fact there 

are distinct caribou herds on Baffin, survey efforts could more efficiently focus their limited resources and 

timing windows on smaller spatial and temporal scales, ultimately increasing survey effectiveness and 

decreasing costs associated with monitoring. Successful delineation of caribou groups on Baffin Island 

would also allow the use of different management techniques and recommended actions, specific to the 

group/subpopulation being identified. If the suggested delineations are confirmed, harvesting pressure 

could be allocated proportionally with higher allocations to populations with greater abundance, 

providing groups with lower populations some relief from excessive harvesting pressure. Shifting harvest 

pressure will allow faster recovery of groups with low abundance. The most effective method to delineate 

subpopulations/groupings on Baffin Island would be to utilize GPS tracking collars. Additionally, GPS 

tracking of caribou would provide valuable information on seasonal movement patterns and key habitats 

for behaviours such as calving, to help all stake holders have critical information for land use planning, 

environmental assessment, and wildlife management processes. 

Calf productivity, recruitment (over-winter survival), and adult sex ratios can vary by season, and sampling 

region. Continued island-wide sampling is essential to determine long-term trends and population 

trajectory.  In the absence of a multi-year satellite collaring program or second abundance estimate, 

additional composition surveys should be completed to determine the long term trend of Baffin Island 

caribou. Regular aerial reconnaissance surveys should also be considered as a best practice; however, in 

the absence of a collaring program these surveys could be excessively expensive, and possibly ineffective. 

Barren-ground caribou on Baffin Island have experienced a cyclical pattern of abundance lasting 60-80 

years from highs through to the current low. Presently, the population is believed to be at the low cycle 

with recovery expected to take approximately 30-50 years (Ferguson et al. 1998). Caribou on Baffin Island 

will likely face different factors during recovery that have not been faced previously, including; climate 

change, increased industrial development, increased harvest pressure and success due to advances in 

snowmobile technology and navigation, and the establishment of additional road corridors (Campbell et 

al 2015). In order to effectively monitor and manage the successful recovery of caribou on Baffin Island, 

there are many key pieces of information required. These include: 1) The total harvest between the 2014 

population estimate and the 2019 spring composition survey (legal and illegal), 2) Multiple year estimates 

of recruitment (over winter calf survival), 3) Productivity and sex ratio trends for the different sampling 

areas, and 4) Overall health of caribou within the different survey regions.  The results of the past 4 years 

of composition surveys have been extremely helpful in allowing us to begin to understand the basic 

population dynamics of the Baffin Island caribou groups, however, much more needs to be done if we are 

to effectively steer harvest management into recovery. 

Support provided 
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Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs) provided valuable local knowledge and locational 

information that contributed to the success of this survey. A special thanks to volunteer observers 

Moses Kilabuck, Davidee Qaumariaq, Levi Qaumariaq, Drikus Gissing, and our pilot Daniel Belanger.  

Amaruq HTO was particularly helpful this year and without their support, we would not have had such 

high quality HTO observers. 
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ RM004-2019 

ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 
 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

 

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓄᑦ: X       ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ:  

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ:  2018-ᒥ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ:  

 ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᓇᓱᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ, ᑰᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐋᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ. 

 ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ Queen Maud Gulf−ᒥ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖕᓂ 2006, 2007, 

2008, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2016, ᐊᒻᒪ 2018-ᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ. 

 ᔫᓂ 2011-ᒥ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖕᓂ, Queen Maud Gulf ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ/ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓕᓲᖑᕗᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

2011−ᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 2018−ᒥ, ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ 2011−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 136,608 ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑎᕿᑐᕋᕐᓂᒃ. 

 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᔫᓂ 2011−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 1994−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 276,000−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ 2011−ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ. 

 ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ, ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ, 

ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ−ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 

ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᓱᓕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ. 

 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐋᓐᒥᙶᖅᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
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ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᐳᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 ᐱᓇᔪᒋᐊᓪᓚᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᕕᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ/ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᕈᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 ᑐᒃᑐᓐᓇᓱᓲᑦ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕆᔭᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐋᓐ−ᒥ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓃᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᐃᓛᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ. 

 ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᓇᓱᓲᓂᒃ (ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ) ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, $15 ᒥᐊᓂ−ᑐᓲᖑᕗᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. 

 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ: 

 ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 2018−ᒥ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

103,372 (95% ᑲᖐᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ =9,688; ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ (CV)=4.9%) 

ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2011−ᒥ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

136,608 (95% CI = 12,506; CV=4.8%) ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.  

 ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ 2018−ᒥ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ 

ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019-ᒥ.    

 ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ ᔫᓂ 

1994−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 276,000-ᒥ 1994-

ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 136,608−ᒧᑦ 2011-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 103,372-ᒧᑦ ᔫᓂ 2018-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

 ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᖕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᔫᓂ 

2018-ᒥ.  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᒐᕈᓘᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᖓᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᔫᓂ 2018−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᒐᕈᓘᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᒐᕈᓘᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᑭᕈᓘᔭᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᒐᕈᓘᔭᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐅᓄᙱᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖃᓂᒃᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒡᔪᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᑐᒃᑑᔭᖅᑑᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᕿᖓᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᔫᓂ 2018−ᒥ.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕈᓘᔭᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓃᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᒐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐃᑎᓐᓈᕐᔫᑉ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. 

 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ:  
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 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2017−ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᔫᓂ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  

ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᐳᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᓐᓃᑐᐊᖅᐸᑦ. 

 ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕋᓱᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕕᕗᐊᕆᒥ 

2018, ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 

ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᖁᙱᐊᖅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᖃᓕᕌᖓᑦ.  

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ, 

ᑰᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ.  

 ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒡᕕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2019−ᒥ.  ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑲᑕᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᒪᙱᑲᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓛᕐᒪᑕ, 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖅᐸᑕ.    

 ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᑦ 2018−ᒥ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐅᑐᐱᕆᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᕕᐱᕆᒥ, 2019.  

 

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ: 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓐᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.   

 

 



ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᐅᑕᑦ 

(Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus) ᔫᓂ 2011-ᒥᑦ − ᔫᓂ 2018−ᒧᑦ 

 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ − ᓈᓴᐅᑖ: 01-2018 

 

ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

 

ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᓖ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐋᑐᕚ, ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ 

 

ᐊᒻᒪ 

 

ᔮᓐ ᐴᓛᖕᒍ 
ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ, ᓂᐅᓪᓴᓐ, ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ 

 

 

 
 

ᒪᐃ 30, 2019 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

 

ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᐅᑕᑦ (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus) ᑕᒡᔪᐊᓲᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐋᓐ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᓂᒋᖅ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓃᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ           276 000−ᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1994 

136,608−ᖏᓐᓃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ 2011−ᒥ.  ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 2011−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 2013-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 2016−ᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐊᓘᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2018−ᒥ.  ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑕᒡᔪᐊᖔᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᔾᔭᕕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ.  

ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᖕᒥᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᓂ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 

Lorillard−ᒥ).   

 

ᔫᓂ 2018-ᒥ, ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᒋᓲᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᒋᓲᖏᑦ Queen Maud Gulf ᓯᒡᔭᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐃᑎᓐᓈᕐᔪᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᑕ 

ᓯᒡᔭᖓᒍᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᐸᕗᑦ 2011−ᒥ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᑕᒡᔪᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ 2011 ᐊᒻᒪ 2018 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ. 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕆᕗᒍᑦ ᔫᓂ 2011-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 2018-ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑕ, ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᑕ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖕᒪᖔᑕ 
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ.  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᓯᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᕋᓱᒃᖢᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᓂᒃᑲᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 

ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᓯᓕᖅᓱᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑐᒪᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᐅᓲᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᓴᓇᔨᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖁᙱᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ 2011−ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.   ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᓈᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔭᕆᑐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ.  ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᒍᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐸᖕᓃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ, 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (> ᓄᕐᕋᕕᓃᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑦ 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ/ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖏᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ, ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ/ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  

 

ᔫᓂ 2018−ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ, 

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 48,977 (SE = 2600.9; CV = 0.053) 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 61,070 (ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ (SE) = 2887.8; 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ (CV) = 0.047).  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ 2018−ᒥ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 103,372 (SE = 5109.3; CV = 0.049).  

 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᐸᕗᑦ ᔫᓂ 2011−ᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᖢᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 2011-ᒥ −ᒧᑦ, ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
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NEM ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ 2011−ᒥ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 52,834−ᒥ (SE = 

2638.0; CV = 0.05) ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᙱᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, 67,414-ᒧᑦ (SE = 

3250.5; CV = 0.048) ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ, 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 62, 620-ᒥ (SE = 2936.3; CV - 0.047) 

80,705-ᒧᑦ (SE -3724.3; CV = 0.046).  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔮᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 105,995−ᒥ (SE = 5199.0; CV = 0.049) 136,608-ᒧᑦ 

(SE = 6603.3; CV = 0.048) ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.  ᔫᓂ 2018−ᒥ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ 2011−ᒥ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᓱᒋᓐᓈᕗᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᔫᓂ 2011−ᒥ ᔫᓂ 2018−ᒧᑦ 4 ᐊᒻᒪ 5% 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᙱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖅᐹᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ. 

 

 

 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᖅ: ᓂᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ, 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ, ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ ᖁᙱᐊᖅᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᑎᔾᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᐅᑕᑦ, 

ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᐅᑉ ᑲᖏᖔᖓᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, Queen Maud Gulf-ᒥ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

The Beverly barren-ground caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus) herd migrates 

annually into Nunavut from winter ranges in northern Saskatchewan and the 

southeastern Northwest Territories.  Abundance estimates suggest that the herd has 

declined from an estimated 276 000 individuals in 1994 to approximately 136,608 

animals in 2011.  Since 2011, reconnaissance surveys conducted in 2013 and 2016 

indicated further declines in relative densities of Beverly caribou.  The results of these 

monitoring efforts provided impetus for an updated estimate of the Beverly 

subpopulation abundance in 2018.  A general eastward shift in the Beverly herd’s 

calving distribution towards the Adelaide Peninsula was also detected.  While the 

Adelaide Peninsula is also used by the Ahiak subpopulation, analysis of historical collar 

data demonstrated that the Beverly herd showed a greater affinity for the area than the 

Ahiak or other NEM herds (Wager Bay and Lorillard).   

 

In June 2018, we estimated the abundance of the Beverly barren-ground caribou herd 

based on the estimated numbers of breeding and non-breeding female barren-ground 

caribou within the herd’s annual concentrated calving area (ACCA).  The Beverly ACCA 

extends from the Queen Maud Gulf coastline to the eastern shores of Chantrey Inlet.  

We further re-assessed our 2011 abundance estimate to include the Adelaide Peninsula 

based on updated information gathered from collared Beverly caribou movements 

between 2011 and 2018. 

 

We conducted the June 2011 and 2018 abundance surveys in five main stages, 

including a collar reconnaissance, Reconnaissance survey, abundance survey, calving 

ground composition survey, and fall composition survey.  We used a systematic aerial 

transect visual survey technique for reconnaissance surveys to stratify the survey area 

by caribou density.  Following reconnaissance, we flew a stratified systematic aerial 

transect visual survey to estimate the number of adult and yearling female and breeding 

female caribou within the Beverly ACCA.  Our survey protocol employed a dependant 
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double observer pair method, developed during the 2011 abundance survey, and 

survey effort focused on estimating the number of adult and yearling caribou during 

peak calving.  Additionally, we conducted composition surveys within all abundance 

survey strata to estimate the proportion of breeding and non-breeding females in each 

stratum.  To obtain estimates of females, breeding females, males, and overall adult 

and yearling caribou within the the survey area, the estimated number of adult caribou 

(≥1 year-old) for each survey stratum were multiplied by the sex and age class 

proportions of that stratum as estimated during composition surveys.  Finally, whole 

herd estimates were extrapolated using sex ratios, quantified during fall composition 

studies.  

 

The June 2018 abundance survey, including the Adelaide Peninsula, yielded a breeding 

female estimate of 48,977 (SE = 2600.9; CV = 0.053) and a total female estimate of 

61,070 (SE = 2887.8; CV = 0.047).  The extrapolated June 2018 whole herd estimate, 

based on the proportion of females within the herd, was 103,372 (SE = 5109.3; CV = 

0.049).  

 

Following an in-depth analysis of collar movement data, we reanalyzed June 2011 

results to include the Adelaide Peninsula as an abundance stratum based on new 

findings suggesting the Beverly subpopulation from 2011 through 2018, showed a 

greater affiliation to the Adelaide Peninsula than the NEM caribou subpopulations.  The 

reanalysis of the June 2011 results showed a change in the breeding female estimated 

abundance from 52,834 (SE = 2638.0; CV = 0.05) not including the Adelaide Peninsula, 

to 67,414 (SE = 3250.5; CV = 0.048) when the Adelaide Peninsula was included.  

Similarly, the estimate of adult females changed from 62,620 (SE = 2936.3; CV = 0.047) 

to 80,705 (SE = 3724.3; CV = 0.046).  The extrapolated herd size using the proportion 

of females quantified using fall composition studies, changed from 105,995 (SE = 

5199.0; CV = 0.049) to 136,608 (SE = 6603.3; CV = 0.048) with the inclusion of the 

Adelaide Peninsula.  Our June 2018 estimate and revised 2011 estimate suggest an 

annual rate of decline from June 2011 to June 2018 of between 4 and 5%.  We 
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performed t-tests for the significance of the observed decline.  The decline in females, 

the most precise metric of change from our survey method, proved statistically 

significant, confirming a continued decline in the Beverly subpopulation. 
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ABSTRACT. 

 

The Beverly barren-ground caribou herd migrates annually from winter ranges in 

northern Saskatchewan and the southeastern Northwest Territories.  Abundance 

estimates suggest that the herd has declined from an estimated 276 000 individuals in 

1994 to approximately 124 000 animals in 2011 (but note that we have provided a re-

analysis of the survey and revised estimate herein).  Since 2011, reconnaissance 

surveys conducted in 2013 and 2016 indicated further declines in relative densities, and 

a general shift in the calving distribution east toward the Adelaide Peninsula.  These 

monitoring efforts provided impetus for an updated estimate of the Beverly 

subpopulations abundance.  In June 2018, we estimated the abundance of the Beverly 

barren-ground caribou herd based on the estimated numbers of breeding and non-

breeding female barren-ground caribou within the herd’s annual concentrated calving 

area (ACCA).  The Beverly ACCA extends from the Queen Maud Gulf coastline to the 

eastern shores of Chantrey Inlet.  We further re-assessed our 2011 abundance estimate 

to include the Adelaide Peninsula based on updated information gathered from collared 

Beverly caribou movements between 2011 and 2018. 

 

We conducted the June 2011 and 2018 abundance surveys in five main stages 

including a collar reconnaissance, Reconnaissance survey, abundance survey, calving 

ground composition survey, and fall composition survey.  We used a systematic aerial 

transect visual survey technique for reconnaissance surveys to stratify the survey area 

by caribou density.  Following reconnaissance, we flew a stratified systematic aerial 

transect visual survey to estimate the number of adult and yearling female and breeding 

female caribou within the Beverly ACCA.  Our survey protocol employed a dependant 

double observer pair method, developed during the 2011 abundance survey, and 

survey effort focused on estimating the number of adult and yearling caribou during 

peak calving.  Additionally, we conducted composition surveys within all abundance 

survey strata to estimate the proportion of breeding and non-bredding females in each 

stratum.  To obtain estimates of females, breeding females, males, and overall adult 
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and yearling caribou within the the survey area, the estimated number of adult caribou 

(1+ year old) for each survey stratum was multiplied by the sex and age class 

proportions of that stratum that were estimated with the composition surveys.  Finally, 

whole herd estamitas were extrapolated using sex ratios quantified during fall 

composition studies.  

 

The June 2018 abundance survey, including the Adelaide Peninsula, yielded a breeding 

female estimate of 48,977 (SE = 2600.9; CV = 0.053) and a total female estimate of 

61,070 (SE = 2887.8; CV = 0.047).  The extrapolated June 2018 whole herd estimate 

based on the proportion of females within the herd was 103,372 (SE = 5109.3; CV = 

0.049).  

 

Following an in-depth analysis of collar movement data, we reanalyzed June 2011 

results to include the Adelaide Peninsula as an abundance stratum based on new 

findings suggesting the Beverly subpopulation from 2011 through 2018, showed a 

greater affiliation to the Adelaide Peninsula then the NEM caribou subpopulations.  The 

reanalysis of the June 2011 results showed a change in the breeding female estimate 

from 52,834 (SE = 2638.0; CV = 0.05) not including the Adelaide Peninsula, to 67,414 

(SE = 3250.5; CV = 0.048) when the Adelaide Peninsula was included.  Similarly, the 

estimate of adult females changed from 62,620 (SE = 2936.3; CV = 0.047) to 80,705 

(SE = 3724.3; CV = 0.046).  The extrapolated herd size using the proportion of females 

quantified using fall composition studies, changed from 105,995 (SE = 5199.0; CV = 

0.049) to 136,608 (SE = 6603.3; CV = 0.048) with the inclusion of the Adelaide 

Peninsula.  Our June 2018 estimate and revised 2011 estimate suggests an annual rate 

of decline from June 2011 to June 2018 of between 4 and 5%.  We performed t-tests for 

the significance of the observed decline.  The decline in females, the most precise 

metric of change from our survey method, proved statistically significant. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

 

Following the last glacial period, caribou (Rangifer tarandus) in North America 

recolonized their range from several refugia, resulting in the emergence of multiple 

ecotypes (Yannic et al., 2014).  Although Inuit have relied on several caribou 

subpopulations and ecotypes for survival over centuries, the first written reference 

to barren-ground caribou was likely that of Martin Frobisher in 1576 (Banfield, 

1951).  Hearne recorded the earliest detailed account of migratory behavior, 

distribution and movements, and the use of caribou by subsistence harvesters, in 

1795 (Banfield, 1951).  Early reports and interviews with residents, however, 

yielded little insight into the dynamic nature and distributions of barren-ground 

caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus) subpopulations west of Hudson Bay 

(Figure 1). 

 

The mid 1900s through to the late 1980s saw an increase in demographic studies 

of barren-ground caribou herds (Calef, 1979).  Eight major barren-ground caribou 

herds were identified within the then Northwest Territories (NWT), now the NWT 

and Nunavut (NU), during this period.  Together these herds likely exceeded 

600,000 caribou (Calef, 1979).  Work during this period identified subpopulations 

including the Melville Peninsula, Wager Bay, and Bluenose herds (then thought to 

be increasing).  Also included were the Bathurst, Beverly and Porcupine herds 

(then thought to be stable), and the Qamanirjuaq and Baffin Island herds (then 

thought to be declining) (Calef, 1979; Heard and Jackson, 1990; Thomas, 1969; 

Rippin, 1971; Moshenko, 1974; Gunn and Decker, 1982; Stephenson et al., 1984; 

Gunn, 1984; Heard, 1982; Gunn and Sutherland, 1997; Williams and Heard, 1990; 

Williams et al., 1989; Thomas and Kiliaan, 1985; Thomas and Barry, 1990).   

 

Our study focuses on one of these subpopulations, the Beverly, which migrates 

annually into Nunavut from winter ranges in northern Saskatchewan and the 

southeastern Northwest Territories.  Abundance estimates suggest that the herd 
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has declined from an estimated 276 000 individuals in 1994 to approximately 

136,608 animals in 2011 (estimate revised in this report from Campbell et al. 

2012).  Since 2011, reconnaissance surveys conducted in 2013 and 2016 

indicated further declines in relative densities, and a general shift in the calving 

distribution east toward the Adelaide Peninsula. 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Mainland barren-ground caribou distribution based on local 
observations and studies from the early 1900s (after Banfield, 1951). 
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The survey history of the Beverly herd has been irregular, and complicated in some 

ways by apparent distributional shifts of the herd. For example, a June 2007 

calving ground survey found too few breeding females on the “traditional” Beverly 

calving area near Beverly and Garry lakes (175 observed on transect; relative 

density of 0.40 caribou/km2) to conduct a photo-survey (Johnson et al., 2008). In 

the following years, the GNWT continued to observe lower densities of caribou 

during reconnaissance surveys flown over the same area in June 2008, 2009 and 

2010 (90 - 100 caribou observed on transect in June 2010; relative density of 0.20 

caribou/km2, unpublished GNWT data).  At the time, these results suggested a 

severe decline in the Beverly subpopulation.  However, despite all indications from 

reconnaissance surveys up to June 2010 suggesting a population crash with the 

threat of extirpation, local knowledge and an assessment of collar movements over 

the same period suggested another possible reason for the decline.  Collar 

relocations suggested a shift in concentrated calving of the Beverly herd some 200 

to 250 km north of their previous “traditional” annual concentrated calving area 

(ACCA) to the western Queen Maud Gulf Lowlands (QMGL) (Nagy et al. 2011).  

The knowledge of local hunters (Baker Lake, Gjoa Haven, and Kugaaruk Hunters 

and Trappers Organisation [HTO] meetings and pers. comm.) agreed that the 

Beverly herd had been calving further north in recent years.  Still, competing views 

suggested that the primary mechanism was a major decline coupled with a 

distributional shift, ending with a switching to the QMGL calving area to maintain 

the advantages of gregarious calving (Gunn et al, 2010; Gunn et al. 2012, 

Adamczewski et al. 2015).  Small sample sizes of collars deployed prior to 2002, 

and the lack of reproductive assessments associated with these initial captures, 

render a quantitative assessment of this period unreliable, and it is difficult to 

conclude which mechanisms were responsible for the numbers observed on the 

traditional calving area prior to 2007.  However, quantitative evidence from more 

recent telemetry, combined with local knowledge, strongly support the theory of a 

distributional shift in calving area having occurred, and provide explanation for the 

observed increases in abundance in the QMGL during calving.  Though 
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inconclusive, we believe that the movement northward from the southern calving 

area began much earlier than 2005.  Reconnaissance data from June 2016 

showed no re-establishment of calving within the traditional calving area near 

Beverly and Garry lakes. 

 

In addition to monitoring movements of individuals from the surveyed herd, it is 

also important to consider the potential for movements of animals from other herds 

into the study area during a survey.  This is particularly true for surveys in the 

QMGL area, where historically other caribou subpopulations have also calved.  

The Bathurst herd has previously calved annualy within the western extents of the 

current Beverly QMG ACCA.  Prior to the shift of their calving area to the west of 

Bathurst Inlet (Williams and Heard, 1990; Sutherland and Gunn, 1996; Gunn et al, 

2000), the Bathurst herd calved across an area west of the Perry River extending 

to the eastern shore of Bathurst Inlet (Gunn, 1996; Heard et al., 1986; Sutherland 

and Gunn, 1996).  Furthermore, a small number of caribou from the Ahiak 

subpopulation (a tundra wintering caribou ecotype previously known as the Baker 

Lake herd) also calve in close proximity to the Beverly ACCA along its eastern 

extents.  Overall, however, analyses of collar movements suggest that the majority 

of the Ahiak subpopulation tend to calve further to the east of Adelaide Peninsula 

(Sutherland and Gunn, 1996; Gunn et al., 2000; Gunn, 1996; Gunn et al, 2008; 

Campbell et al in prep).  Nagy et al. (2011) and Nagy and Campbell (2012) 

delineated caribou subpopulations calving east of the Beverly subpopulation and 

within the eastern part of the QMGL.  The Ahiak subpopulation’s main calving 

areas extend from the Adelaide Peninsula to the west coast of Simpson Peninsula 

with the majority of calving occurring east of Chantrey Inlet.  Since 2011, the 

GNWT has expanded its satellite telemetry monitoring efforts on Beverly caribou 

yielding a more detailed monitoring of Beverly caribou cow and bull seasonal range 

use and movements.  Though variable from year to year, there is some spatial 

overlap between the adjacent Beverly and Ahiak subpopulations as well as 

between the Beverly and Bathurst subpopulations during the calving season (since 
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2017).  However, analysis of telemetry data shows that in recent years this overlap 

has been minor (Campbell et al. 2014).   

 

Calving ground aerial survey methods have been improving since the first barren-

ground caribou surveys were flown in the mid to late 1960s.  Early estimates often 

varied in reliability, making comparisons through time challenging.  Photographic 

methods were first deployed for Beverly calving-ground abundance surveys in 

1982, and were then used consistently thereafter (June 1984, 1988, 1993, and 

1994 with the exception of June 1987).  Photographic methods improved count 

accuracy and abundance estimate precision where high animal densities made 

accurate counts by observers difficult or unmanageable.  We first deployed the 

dependent double-observer pair method for caribou in June 2011 to estimate the 

abundance of the Beverly herd (Campbell et al. 2012). Where densities permit, this 

method improves precision by correcting visual counts for sightability biases 

thereby allowing efficient, unbiased estimates without the use of the photo plane.  

This visual method can effectively be used when densities of less than 15 

caribou/km2 were encountered (Cook and Jacobsen, 1979; Buckland et al., 2010).  

When caribou densities are not too high, the dependent double-observer pair 

visual method has proven to be more cost effective than traditional photographic 

methods, without compromising accuracy or precision.  Though survey methods 

will continue to improve, other factors, such as the late arrival of breeding females 

onto the calving grounds in some survey years (for example 1993), can make 

generating abundance estimates and determining trends problematic.  For these 

reasons, monitoring caribou movements and movement rates in spring and during 

the calving season, in order to identify peak calving and female arrivals and 

departure times (to and from calving areas), is a critical component of the design of 

contemporary calving ground abundance surveys.   

 

Our main objective for the June 2018 survey was to obtain an estimate of caribou 

(the Beverly herd specifically) within the QMGL from the eastern shore of Kent 

Peninsula to the western shore of Chantrey Inlet and the Back River, including 
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Adelaide Peninsula.  We used retrospective analysis and published studies both 

prior to, and following the survey for the purposes of delineating subpopulations 

from the survey strata.  The main contents of this report are the survey results.  We 

emphasize that the main objective of this study is to provide an abundance 

estimate for the Beverly herd to address the status of caribou subpopulations in the 

region to inform co-management.  The large geographic scale of the observed 

spatial shifts described above, the lack of information of population trend prior to 

2005, combined with the socioeconomic importance of this herd, made this work a 

priority for the jurisdictions of Saskatchewan, Northwest Territories and Nunavut.   
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Figure 2. The annual range and concentrated calving area of the Beverly barren-
ground caribou subpopulation based on kernel analysis analysis of 
telemetry data between 2011 and 2018 (Modified from Nagy and 
Campbell, 2012). 

 

 

 



Beverly Abundance Survey June 2018 

Department of Environment  Campbell et al. 2019 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. The June 2018 Beverly calving ground survey extents and annual core 
calving area.  Core calving area based on a kernel analysis of 
telemetry data between 2011 and 2018.  Calving extents based on the 
95% utilization distribution. 
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2.0 STUDY AREA 

 

 

The estimated annual range of the Beverly herd, based on satellite-collar location 

data collected between 2000 and 2011, is approximately 426,160 km2 (Nagy et al. 

2011, Nagy 2011, Nagy and Campbell 2012, Campbell et al. 2014).  The Beverly 

2011 to 2018 annual concentrated calving area (ACCA), including both the Garry 

Lakes and Queen Maud Gulf calving extents, was estimated using kernel analysis, 

and found to be 38,491 km2, of which the 2011 Beverly Lakes calving proportion 

represented an estimated 16,131 km2 (Nagy et al. 2011, Nagy and Campbell 2012, 

Campbell et al. 2014).  The majority of the calving extent, fall and spring range, 

including the spring and fall migratory corridors, and the majority of the post-calving 

habitat, lie within Nunavut (Table 1).  The annual range of the Beverly 

subpopulation spans areas across Nunavut, Saskatchewan, and the NWT.  The 

communities of Black Lake and Fond-du-Lac in Saskatchewan, Lutselk’e in the 

Northwest Territories, and Baker Lake, and Gjoa Haven, in Nunavut, are all within 

the Beverlys subpopulation’s annual range.   

 

The June 2018 Beverly calving ground survey area covered an estimated 73,184 

km2.  It extended south from the shores of the Queen Maud Gulf and northern 

shores of Adelaide Peninsula to a latitude of approximately 66.5°N, and east from 

the eastern shores of Bathurst Inlet, to the western shores of Chantrey Inlet and 

the Back River (Wiken, 1986). 

 

The Beverly subpopulation’s annual range extends from the Southern Arctic 

Ecozone south through the Taiga Shield Ecozone (Wiken, 1986) crossing a total of 

nine Ecoregions including the Queen Maud Gulf Lowland, the Takijua Lake 

Upland, the Garry Lake Lowland, the Back River Plain, the Coppermine River 

Upland, the Dubawnt Lake Plain/Upland, the Kazan River Upland, the Tazin Lake 

Upland and the Selwyn Lake Upland (Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification 

Working Group, 1996) (Figure 4).   
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The Beverly subpopulation’s late-winter range lies predominantly within the Tazin 

Lake Upland and Selwyn Lake Upland Ecoregions; spring and fall migration 

corridors lie wholly or partially within the Kazan River Upland, the Dubawnt Lake 

Plain/upland, the Takijua Lake Upland (western extents) and the Garry Lake 

lowland (Campbell et al. 2012, Campbell et al. 2014).  Post-calving range varies 

but lies predominantly within the Garry Lake Lowland, the Back River Plain, and 

the Takijua Lake Upland to the west. 

 

 

2.1 QUEEN MAUD GULF LOWLAND ECOREGION. 

 

The majority of the survey area covering the Beverly ACCA, lies within the Queen 

Maud Gulf Lowland Ecoregion with its eastern boundary extending into the 

Chantrey Inlet lowland in recent years (Figure 5).  The Queen Maud Gulf Lowland 

extends eastward along the Arctic slope, from Bathurst Inlet to near Chantrey Inlet 

with association to the lowlands south of Queen Maud Gulf.  The mean annual 

temperature of this ecoregion is approximately -11°C with a summer mean of 

5.5°C and a winter mean of -27°C.  The mean annual precipitation of this 

ecoregion varies according to latitude, ranging from 125 mm within its northern 

extents, to 200 mm within its southern extents.   

 

The Queen Maud Gulf Lowland Ecoregion is classified as having a low Arctic 

ecoclimate and is characterized by a cover of shrub tundra vegetation, consisting 

of dwarf birch (Betula glandulosa), willow (Salix spp.), northern Labrador tea 

(Ledum decumbens), mountain avens (Dryas spp.), and Ericatious shrubs 

(Vaccinium spp).  Tall dwarf birch, willow, and alder (Alnus crispa) occur on warm 

sites; wet sites are dominated by sphagnum moss (Sphagnum spp.) and sedge 

(Carex spp.) tussocks.  Geologically the region is composed of massive Archean 

rocks that form broad, sloping uplands that reach about 300-m above sea level 

(ASL) in the south, and subdued undulating plains near the coast.  The coastal 

areas are mantled by silts and clay of postglacial marine overlap.  Bare bedrock is 



Beverly Abundance Survey June 2018 

Department of Environment   Campbell et al. 2019 
28 

common, and turbic and static cryosols, developed on discontinuous, thin, sandy 

moraine, level alluvial and marine deposits, are the dominant soils.  Permafrost is 

continuous and deep with low ice content.  The Queen Maud Gulf Lowlands are an 

important habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds, and the Queen Maud Gulf Bird 

Sanctuary covers most of the ecoregion (Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification 

Working Group, 1996).   

 

 

2.2 CHANTREY INLET LOWLAND ECOREGION. 

 
The eastern extents of the Beverly ACCA lie within the Chantrey Inlet Lowland 

Ecoregion (Figure 5).  The Chantrey Inlet lowland is associated with lowlands 

surrounding Chantrey Inlet and Adelaide Peninsula.  The mean annual 

temperature of this ecoregion is -12°C, with a summer mean of 4.5°C and a mean 

winter low of -28°C.  The mean annual precipitation is similar to the western 

extents of the Beverly ACCA, and ranges from 125 mm to 200 mm.  The Chantrey 

Inlet Lowland Ecoregion is classified as having a low Arctic ecoclimate 

characterized by large areas of exposed, sparsely vegetated bedrock, in 

association with shrub tundra vegetation, consisting of dwarf birch, willow, northern 

Labrador tea, Dryas spp., and Vaccinium spp.  Tall dwarf birch, willow, and alder 

occur on warm sites while wet sites are dominated by sphagnum moss and sedge 

tussocks.   

 

Near the coast, the surface is mantled by silts and clay of postglacial marine 

overlap, and is underlain by massive Archean rocks that form a level to undulating 

plain that reaches about 300-m ASL within its southern extents.  Turbic and static 

cryosols developed on discontinuous, thin, sandy moraine, and level alluvial and 

marine deposits, are the dominant soils in the ecoregion.  The east and west sides 

of Chantrey Inlet are underlain by continuous permafrost with low ice content.  The 

northern half of the Adelaide Peninsula is characterized by continuous permafrost 
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with medium to high ice content in the form of ice wedges and massive ice bodies 

(Wiken, 1986; Ecological Stratification Working Group, 1996). 

 

Table 1. Beverly mainland migratory barren-ground caribou seasonal range 
areas within the Northwest Territories and Nunavut based on telemetry 
data, current to 2012 (Campbell et al. 2014).  Note that though the 
annual range of the Beverly subpopulation crosses into Saskatchewan, 
the 95% utilization distribution of all Beverly seasonal ranges do not.  

 

Season 
Total Area 

(km2) 
NU Area 

(km2) 
NWT Area 

(km2) 
NU % NWT % 

Spring 

 

53,287 36,858 16,428 69% 31% 

Calving 16,131 15,951 179 99% 1% 

Post-calving 35,119 34,808 311 99% 1% 

Summer 176,940 151,380 25,560 81% 19% 

Fall Migration 27,781 8,344 19,437 32% 68% 

Rut 96,953 24,581 72,372 25% 75% 

Winter 91,459 19,024 72,436 21% 79% 
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Figure 4. Ecozones of the Beverly barren-ground caribou subpopulations annual 
range extents and annual concentrated calving areas (ACCA) (Wiken, 
1986, Ecological Stratification Working Group 1996, Campbell et al. 
2014). 
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Figure 5. Ecoregions of the Beverly barren-ground caribou subpopulations 
annual range extents and annual concentrated calving areas (ACCA) 
(Wiken, 1986, Ecological Stratification Working Group 1996, Campbell 
et al. 2014). 
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3.0 METHODS. 
 

 

3.1 RECONNAISSANCE AND ABUNDANCE SURVEYS. 

 

The 2018 Beverly barren-ground caribou dependent double-observer visual survey 

was based out of the communities of Cambridge Bay, Kugaaruk, and Gjoa Haven.  

Our survey aircraft were two Cessna Grand Caravans, both equipped with radar 

altimeters to ensure that an altitude of 121.92 m (400 feet) above ground level 

(AGL) was maintained.  The strip width on each side of the aircraft was 400 

meters, for a total transect width of 800 m.  Survey strips widths were marked by 

streamers attached to the wing struts (Figure 6) and were calculated using the 

formula of Norton-Griffiths (1978): 

 

w = W * h/H 

Where  W is the required strip width (400 m), h is the height of the observer’s eye from 

the tarmac and H is the expected flying altitude (400 ft) 

 

 

Figure 6. Schematic diagram of aircraft configuration for strip width sampling 
(Norton-Griffiths, 1978).  W is marked out on the tarmac, and the lines 
of sight a’ – a – A and b’ – b – B established.  The streamers are 
attached to the struts at a and b, and a’ and b’ are the window marks. 
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The survey utilized a dependent double-observer pair method.  The typical 

configuration was comprised of the pilot, two data recorders (rear left and front 

right) and four observers (two on the left side of the aircraft and two on the right 

side) (Figure 7).  Only caribou observed within the strip, as defined by the inner 

and outer streamers attached to the left and right struts, were recorded.   

 

The survey comprised five main components:  

1) Collar reconnaissance, used in combination with telemetry based daily 

movement rates, to determine the timing and extent of calving;  

2) Dependent double-observer reconnaissance surveys to assess relative 

density and aggregations of female caribou;  

3) Dependent double-observer stratified abundance survey to estimate caribou 

abundance;  

4) Calving-ground composition surveys to estimate female and breeding 

female abundance within the survey area, and;  

5) Fall composition surveys to estimate the proportion of females within the 

subpopulation.   

 

3.1.1 Collar Reconnaissance. 

We used collar reconnaissance surveys and daily movement rates of collared 

Beverly caribou to identify the dates of peak calving. From collars, we estimated 

peak calving as the dates where female daily movement rates we lowest.  The 

calculation of daily movement rates of collared Beverly females, has been shown 

to indicate the beginning of peak calving when movement rates drop below 5 km 

per day (Campbell et al. 2012; Boulanger et al. 2018), and an example of this is 

provided in Figure 8 (for the Qaminarjuaq caribou herd).  Collar reconnaissance 

flights provided an index of the proportion of calves per 100 females observed 

across the extents of the Beverly ACCA.  Generally, proportions of 15% or higher 

indicate the beginning of peak calving (Campbell et. al. 2012, Boulanger et. al. 

2018).    
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3.1.2 Reconnaissance Survey. 

We initiated the reconnaissance survey when the collar survey indicated 15% or 

more newborn calves, and daily movement rates dropped below 5 km per day.  

The reconnaissance survey is a low coverage survey (9%) and its purpose is to 

survey beyond known calving extents to ensure all possible aggregations of 

females are located and included in the abundance survey to follow.  This phase of 

the study collects data to generate relative densities of caribou and their general 

composition (such as breeding and non-breeding females). We can use the results 

of the reconnaissance survey to calculate and to plot relative densities of females 

for the purposes of stratification, with areas of similar density grouped together into 

strata for the visual abundance phase of the survey.  Defining strata in this way 

increases precision of the population estimate (i.e., reduces the coefficient of 

variation or CV).  Following the development of strata into polygons of similar 

densities of caribou, survey effort (determined by the percent coverage of transects 

per strata) was allocated with the greatest survey effort apportioned to strata with 

the highest relative densities.  We aligned transects perpendicular to the 

longitudinal axis of each stratum.  

 

In total, fifty-one north-south oriented reconnaissance survey transects ranging 

from 50 to 180 km long were distributed systematically at 10-km spacing across 

the northern mainland from Bathurst Inlet to Committee Bay (Figure 9) using UTM 

coordinates and the WGS 84 datum.  In total, the reconnaissance transects 

covered 7,570 linear kilometers.  Each transect had associated transect station 

points that were located at 10-kilometer intervals along it (Figure 9).  Each station 

had an alphanumeric identifier (e.g. Bv83) allowing it to be easily referenced.  Each 

10-kilometer transect segment was named after its northern station.  Transects 

were created using Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI) ArcMap 

Geographic Information System (GIS) software and were based on the UTM zone 

15 World Geographic System and the (WGS) 1984 coordinate system. 
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Following the systematic reconnaissance but prior to the initiation of the visual 

abundance survey, we entered all observations into ESRI ArcMap GIS software to 

calculate relative densities of breeding females using a tool utility.  The tools 

allowed us to calculate the relative density of observed caribou locations along the 

sample transects and display these results on a map.  We used vector-based 

analysis methods based on the following steps:   

 

1. The survey transect segments were buffered by a user-specified width 

(1,000m in this survey; i.e., 800m strip width and 200m blind spot under 

the aircraft) yielding polygons that were 10 km2 (i.e., 1.0 km wide x 10 

km long).   

2. The survey observation points were intersected with the derived buffer 

polygons.   

3. The density was calculated for each polygon by dividing the number of 

1+ year-old caribou by the area of the buffer polygon (# of 1+ year old 

caribou/km²).   

4. The relative density (#obs/km²) was thematically displayed on a map 

based on pre-defined classes or bins.   

 

We then used the resulting graphics to stratify the breeding female distribution into 

high, medium and medium/low-density strata. 

 

Survey resources were partitioned based on relative densities whereby the highest 

densities detected during the reconnaissance stage received the highest allocation 

of survey time during the abundance stage.  We based the allocation of effort on 

the following formula (Heard, 1987), although other considerations played a role 

(see below): 

 

Where: 
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Ni = number of transects in stratum i 

Yi = Population estimate in stratum i. 

M = Total fixed wing flying distance available for abundance transects. 

TLi = Mean length of transect in stratum i. 

 

Transects within each stratum were aligned at right angles to the long axis of the 

stratum to maximize the total number of transects (N).  For each stratum, an initial 

transect was randomly placed perpendicular to the longest stratum boundary and 

the remaining transects systematically placed at regular intervals according to the 

allocation of survey effort.  During the allocation of effort process, we also had to 

consider available resources in the final determination of strata total coverage 

(Heard 1987, Campbell et. al. 2012).   

 

3.1.3 Abundance Survey. 

The abundance and composition surveys immediately followed the reconnaissance 

survey in order to minimize changes in caribou densities observed during the 

reconnaissance phase of the survey.  The abundance survey began June 13th, and 

were completed June 16th, following the completion of the reconnaissance survey 

on June 12th (Table 2).  The abundance survey used the same survey methods 

deployed during the reconnaissance survey, with the exception that we did not 

collect composition data.  Both the abundance and composition surveys were 

completed as quickly as possible, and were highly dependent on weather.  The 

study area within which all survey phases were flown, covered 288,312 km² and 

encompassed the known extent of caribou calving in the area of the Queen Maud 

Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula ACCA (Johnson and Mulders 2002; Johnson et al. 

2008; Johnson and Williams 2008; Kelly in prep. 2010; Nagy et al. 2011, Campbell 

et al. 2012) (Figure 9).   
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Figure 7. Observer position for the double observer method employed on this survey.  
The secondary observer calls caribou not seen by the primary observer after 
the caribou have passed 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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Table 2. A comparison between the June 2011 and 2018 Beverly Mainland 
migratory caribou subpopulation abundance survey timing.  Note the 
earlier start to the 2018 survey but similar abundance and composition 
survey dates suggesting similar dates for peak calving. 
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Figure 8. Movement rates of Qamanirjuaq caribou during the June 2017 calving 
ground survey, shown by way of example to illustrate the identification 
of peak calving periods based on movement rates.  The red line (cow 
movement rate of 5 km/day) indicates movement rates consistent with 
the beginning of peak calving (bright red bars, Boulanger et al. 2018).   
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Figure 9. Reconnaissance transects and transect stations of the Beverly 2018 
calving ground abundance survey.  Transects placed to cover the 
known extents of female caribou based on real-time observations of 
the Beverly subpopulation of barren ground caribou.  
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3.2 DEPENDENT DOUBLE OBSERVER PAIR VISUAL METHOD. 

 

The dependent double-observer pair method used in the Beverly 2018 calving 

ground survey was designed to replace the need for a photo plane for surveys 

encountering densities of ≤ 15 caribou per square kilometer (Campbell et al. 2012).  

The method requires two observers on each of the left- and right-hand sides of the 

aircraft:  A front or “primary” observer who sits in the front seat of the plane and a 

rear or “secondary” observer who occupies the seat behind the front observer 

(Figure 7).   

 

The dependent double observer pair 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 m wide strip transect before they 

passed halfway between the primary and secondary observer 

(approximately at the wing strut).  This included caribou groups that were 

between approximately 12 and 3 o’clock for right side observers, and 9 and 

12 o’clock for left side observers (Figure 7).  The main requirement was that 

the primary observer should have enough time to call out all caribou seen 

before the secondary did;  

2- The secondary observer called out whether he/she saw the caribou that the 

first observer saw and observations of any additional caribou groups.  The 

secondary observer waited to call out caribou until the group had passed 

half- way between the observers;  

3- The observers discussed any differences in group counts (Hence the term 

“dependent” double observer pair) to clarify whether they had called out the 

same groups or different groups, and to ensure accurate counts of larger 

groups;  

4- The data recorders, one in the right-hand seat beside the pilot, and the other 

in the rearmost seat on the left side of the aircraft, categorized and recorded 

counts of each caribou group into “primary only”, “secondary only”, and 

“both”;  
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5- The primary observer on each side switched places with the secondary 

observer approximately half way through each survey day (i.e. at lunch or 

during refueling) to address observer fatigue and to monitor observer ability 

based on their position within the aircraft.  The recorders noted the names of 

the primary and secondary observer for all observations. 

 

The sample unit for the survey was “groups of caribou” not individual caribou.  

Recorders and observers were instructed to consider individuals to be those 

caribou that were observed independent of other individual caribou and/or groups 

of caribou.  We considered individual caribou within an estimated 100 meters of 

one another as a group. 

 

3.2.1 Analysis methods. 

Estimates of herd size and associated variance were developed using the mark-

recapture distance sampling (MRDS) package (Laake et al. 2012) in the statistical 

program R (Cran-R Development Core Team 2009).  In MRDS, a full 

independence removal estimator which models sightability using only double 

observer information (Laake et al. 2008a, Laake et al. 2008b) was used, therefore 

making it possible to derive double observer strip transect estimates.  Strata-

specific variance estimates were calculated using the formulas of Innes et al. 

(2002).  Estimates from MRDS were cross checked with strip transect estimates 

(that assume sightability = 1) using the formulas of Jolly (1969) (Krebs 1998).  Data 

were explored graphically using the ggplot2 (Wickham 2009) R package and QGIS 

software (QGIS Foundation 2015). 

 

3.2.2 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 (Figure 10).   To 

account for differences in sightability we also considered the following sightability 

covariates in the MRDS analysis (Table 3).  Each observer pair was assigned a 
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binary individual covariate and models were introduced that tested whether each 

pair had a unique sighting probability.  Previous 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 3).  Data recorders 

documented cloud and snow cover as ordinal rankings as they changed along 

transects.  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.   

 

We evaluated model fit using the Akaike Information Criterion corrected for small 

sample size (AICc) index of model fit.  The model with the lowest AICc score was 

considered the most parsimonious, thus minimizing estimate bias and optimizing 

precision (Burnham and Anderson 1998).  The difference in AICc values between 

the most supported model and other models (ΔAICc) was also used to evaluate the 

fit of models when their AICc scores were close.  In general, any models with a 

ΔAICc score of less than two were considered for further investigation along with 

the most supported model.   
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Table 3. Covariates used to model variation in sightability for double observer 
analysis.  

 

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 snowcat snow cover (0,25,75,100) 

 snow continuous 

cloud cover cloudcat cloud cover (0,10,25,75,100) 

 cloud continuous 
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Figure 10. Conceptual diagram of how the probability of both observers not 
sighting a caribou group is estimated, and how the probability that at 
least one of the observers sees the caribou group (p*) is estimated.  
The green boxes correspond to outcomes where caribou are seen 
and the red box corresponds to both observers missing a caribou 
group. 
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3.3 COMPOSITION SURVEYS – CALVING. 

 

June composition surveys were timed to begin concurrently with visual abundance, 

from 13 – 16 June, 2018, and 13 – 17 June, 2011 respectively, surveys to ensure 

minimal movement of animals occurred between strata.  Sampling was structured 

to begin at a fuel cache and then proceed to a predetermined transect station 

within a maximum of two (2) kilometers of the strata corner/boundary.  From this 

station the aircraft would proceed to the next nearest transect station to the north 

and/or south priority sampling the next nearest caribou group (including individuals) 

encountered in a zigzag pattern using the proximity of transect stations to equally 

distribute composition effort (Figure 11).  At times, observed groups of caribou 

“pulled” the aircrew from the pre-planned flight path.  When sampling caused 

deviation from the preplanned flight path, the aircrew would stop sampling caribou 

groups that were seen greater than 5 kilometers perpendicular to the original flight 

path.  From this point, only caribou groups observed within this five-kilometer buffer 

would be sampled and an attempt to rejoin the original flight path made.  During re-

positioning flights from the stratum to the fuel caches, caribou encountered within a 

maximum of 2 km inside of target stratum boundaries were classified 

opportunistically and variation of flight paths was held to within 2 km to reduce 

deviation from the planned flight paths and fuel caches.   

 

During surveys, caribou were classified as yearlings (≥ 1.0 years and < 2 years of 

age), bulls, cows with calves (calves < one month old), cows with udders, 

udderless cows with antlers, and udderless cows without antlers.  Breeding cows 

were tallied as cows with calves, cows with udders, and udderless cows with 

antlers.  Non-breeders were tallied as udderless cows with no antlers, yearlings 

and bulls.  Using this information, we estimated the proportions of breeding 

females, adult females and adults for each stratum surveyed on the calving 

ground. 
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3.4 ESTIMATES OF BREEDING FEMALES, ADULT FEMALES, AND 

ADULTS. 

 

We used bootstrap methods to obtain variance estimates of composition 

proportions for all abundance strata.  Additionally, we used the bootstrapped mean 

and standard deviation as point estimates, and associated standard error of the 

proportion of breeders and females (Manly 1997).  

 

Variances for composition survey’s and abundance estimates for each strata were 

obtained for the combined estimates using the delta method (Seber 1982, Williams 

et al. 2002) assuming no correlation between the two estimates.  Degrees of 

freedom for combined estimates were estimated using the formulas of Buckland et 

al. (1993).  Estimates of the proportion of breeding females were then multiplied by 

the double-observer estimate of all adult caribou and yearlings for each stratum to 

obtain an estimate of the number of breeding females.  Variances were obtained 

for the combined estimate using the delta method (Seber 1982; Williams et al. 

2002), again, assuming that there is no correlation between the two estimates. 
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Figure 11. Stratum composition flight lines for the 2018 Beverly calving ground 
survey vs. planned routes.  Deviations (red line) away from planned 
routes (black lines) were required to classify all observed caribou 
groups.  The next nearest group would be classified up to a maximum 
of 5 km perpendicular to the planned route (half way between transect 
stations). 
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3.5 FALL COMPOSITION SURVEY – WHOLE HERD ESTIMATE. 

 

The GNWT conducted a composition (sex ratio) survey in the fall of 2011.  Due to 

funding constraints, a fall composition survey following the June 2018 survey was 

not possible.  Therefore, we are using the 2011 fall composition results, as the best 

available scientific information, to develop the whole herd estimate derived in this 

report.  The objective of the 2011 fall composition survey was to determine bull-

cow ratios on the Beverly subpopulation fall rut seasonal range (Figure 12).  The 

survey was conducted during the rut when all caribou ages and sexes are gathered 

together in mixed sex and aged groups.  The bull-cow ratio is needed to 

extrapolate subpopulation estimates from the calving ground survey by dividing the 

estimate of the number of breeding females on the calving ground by the sex ratio 

of the subpopulation.  Our use of composition data from 2011 could bias our 

results, because over time and across different population cycles, adult sex ratios 

can and likely do change.   

 

A three-person crew conducted the fall composition surveys: front seat observer, 

rear seat data recorder, and pilot.  Caribou were classified from the helicopter as 

cows, prime bulls, young bulls or calves (less than 1 year-old) and yearlings 

(greater than 1 but less than 2 years old).  Females were classified based on the 

presence of a dark vulva patch, and calves were identified based on their small 

body size and rounded skull profile.  Bulls were classified as either prime bull or 

young bulls based on body size and height of antlers.  Classifications were 

recorded with tally counters and recorded into a notebook as an observation point.  

Each observation point was accompanied by a GPS waypoint.  Cochran’s (1977) 

jackknife technique was used in the field to calculate associated variances in age 

and sex ratios to determine optimum sample size.  Bootstrap methods (Manly 

1997) were used to estimate variances in age and sex ratios for final whole herd 

calculations.   
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Before the 2011 fall composition survey, a fixed-wing reconnaissance survey was 

conducted to determine the distribution of caribou in the study area.  The sampling 

area was determined using the location of collared cows during the survey, as well 

as the geographic areas used by collared Beverly cows during the rut season, 

since 2006 (Nagy et al., 2011).  Collars were radio-tracked to determine the 

relative numbers of caribou associated with each collar.  This information was used 

to finalize the sampling design so that information from a representative portion of 

the subpopulation could be obtained during the composition survey. 

 

The bull-cow ratio is reported as the count of bulls divided by the count of cows, 

whereas the proportion of adult cows is the number of cows divided by the number 

of adult cows and adult bulls.  As with the calving ground composition survey data, 

a bootstrap procedure was used with the raw composition data for point estimates, 

standard error, and percentile-based confidence limits.  One thousand resamples 

were conducted with the original data set (Manly, 1997).   

 

We used an extrapolation method to estimate total subpopulation size, whereby 

the estimate of breeding females is divided by the proportion of adult females 

pregnant which is then divided by the proportion of adult cows in the population 

(collected in the fall composition survey) to estimate total subpopulation size (of 

caribou that are 1+ years old) (Heard, 1985).  Estimates of adult females alone are 

solely based on the proportion of females derived from fall composition results 

(Campbell et al., 2012).  Variances for photo and visual strata, or composition 

survey and strata estimates, were obtained for the combined estimates using the 

delta method assuming no correlation between the two estimates (Seber 1982, 

Williams et al. 2002).  Degrees of freedom for combined estimates were estimated 

using the formulas of Buckland et al. (1993).  Log-normal confidence limits were 

used for both the dependent double observer pair visual estimates and 

extrapolated estimates, as log-normal estimates provide better coverage than 

standard parametric intervals (Buckland et al. 1993). 
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Figure 12. The Beverly mainland migratory barren-ground caribou rutting 
seasonal range.  Kernal analysis based on telemetry data, current to 
2012 (Campbell et al. 2014, Nagy et al. 2011). 
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3.6 AERIAL WILDLIFE SURVEY – OBSERVATION COLLECTOR. 

To increase data entry speed without reducing accuracy, and to reduce the time 

required to perform preliminary analysis of reconnaissance data for abundance 

stratification, a digital data entry system, termed the “Aerial Wildlife Survey – 

Observation Collector” (AWS-OC), was developed and utilized for this survey.  The 

software was originally developed by the Government of Nunavut, Wildlife 

Research Division, in collaboration with Integrated Ecological Research, Caslys 

Consulting Ltd, and Nunavut Tunngavik Inc (NTI), in 2011, and originally 

deployed on the June 2011 Beverly mainland migratory barren-ground caribou 

calving ground abundance survey (Campbell et al. 2012).  Since its original 

launch, improved hardware, and some enhancements to the AWS-OC software had 

been undertaken prior to its deployment in June 2018 (Boulanger et al. 2018). 

 

The AWS-OC software operates with Windows editions 7 through 10 and was 

developed specifically for use in both independent and dependent double-observer 

pair aerial caribou surveys, including distance-sampling applications, to facilitate 

the collection of field data, and the subsequent management of the resultant 

observation dataset.  This tablet-based system allows for the instantaneous 

entering of caribou group waypoints (observations) directly into a digital database.  

Data entry time was cut by approximately 50% over standard hand written 

datasheets, with the added benefits of continuous back up onto a USB drive into a 

digital database with no additional data entry required.  The application includes 

two modules:  

 

1- The AWS-OC Field Collection Module is designed for collecting 

observation data while airborne.  The application is spatially enabled to 

connect with a Global Positioning System (GPS), and displays the current 

location on maps that are compatible with ESRI’s ArcGIS software.  Minimal 

training is required to operate the system; 

 

2- The AWS-OC Data Manager Module is designed for use on the ground or 
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in the office for data management and field planning tasks.  Advanced user 

functionality is focused on tabular data accessible with MS Access database 

software and integration with ESRI ArcGIS. 

 

The AWS-OC is designed for use on windows touch screen tablets and has been 

designed and tested to integrate with the internal (integrated) GPS signal of the 

Xplore (Motion) R12 touch screen tablet.  Configuration still allows for external GPS 

connections if required.  For added durability and stability in severe turbulence, the 

tablets have been equipped with solid-state hard drives.  The tablets also included 

swappable batteries that allow for uninterrupted operation during a flight, and USB 

ports to allow for data transfer following field collection.  Additional equipment and 

tools that complete the AWS-OC field kit include a spare battery to provide added 

insurance for power supply for a full day of fieldwork, USB flash memory stick, 

and two software utility applications to merge text files and merge shapefiles to 

assist with data management tasks.  

 

The data entry page of the Survey Session Details form (Figure 13) allows the 

entry of common details (i.e., unique aircraft ID, crew assignments, and 

appropriate transect file, which enables the auto-completion of transect details 

based on the GPS signal).  Additionally, the software automatically records 

altitude, ground speed.  Input fields for the entry of co-variate data such as cloud 

cover, snow cover, alternate species, and habitat type are also provided. 
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Figure 13. The data entry screens of the AWS-OC tablet interface used during 
the June 2018 Beverly mainland migratory barren-ground caribou 
abundance survey.  Screen shots include the Survey Session Details 
(Top), and Primary Data Collection display (Bottom). 
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3.7 TELEMETRY SPATIAL ANALYSIS (2011 TO 2018) 

 

We analysed the core calving range for the Beverly barren-ground caribou 

subpopulation using telemetry data between survey periods (2011 and 2018).  In 

addition, we reviewed telemetry data for the Bathurst and Northeast Mainland 

subpopulations (including the Ahiak, Wager Bay, and Lorillard subpopulations) to 

identify the extent of overlap between the subpopulations during the calving 

season.  GPS telemetry data are collected for the barren-ground caribou 

subpopulations in Nunavut and NWT (GNWT Environment and Natural Resources, 

2018) as part of long-term population monitoring programs within both jurisdictions.  

These data are used in spatial analyses to gain an understanding of the movement 

patterns and area affiliations of caribou on the landscape.  These movement 

patterns are of specific importance when assessing abundance survey results 

where potential for subpopulation overlap exists. 

 

For this analysis, GPS telemetry data were restricted to locations for collars 

belonging to the Bathurst, Beverly and NEM (Ahiak, Lorillard, and Wager Bay) 

subpopulations collected between June 1st and June 20th for 2008 to 2018.  As 

data collection frequencies varied between collars, all data were re-sampled to 

daily fixes (i.e., 24 hours) to ensure a standardized measure for daily displacement.  

Additionally, locations that were either pre-deployment or post-mortality (e.g., 

locations that ended up in communities) were removed from the analysis.   

 

We also examined the data to verify that the herd designation was appropriate for 

the analysis.  In Nunavut, the collars are assigned to a herd based on the 

deployment location and the spatial analysis of the data.  The majority of the NEM 

collars were deployed to the northwest and northeast of Baker Lake, well within 

Ahiak and Lorillard subpopulations spring seasonal range (Campbell et al. 2014).  

There are a few instances where collared NEM caribou cows switched calving 

ground affiliations between years.  These observations occurred mainly between 
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the Beverly subpopulations ACCA and the Ahiak subpopulations ACCA east of 

Adelaide Peninsula and Chantrey Inlet. 

 

In the NWT, collared caribou are categorized into different herds based on their 

calving ground affiliation and not the subspecies specific late winter/early spring 

seasonal range on which they were captured.  Three affiliations were noted within 

GNWT telemetry data and included Beverly, Ahiak, and Beverly/Ahiak 

designations.  In some cases, GNWT designated subpopulation affiliations 

changed for the same animal within its collared life (length of time the animal wore 

the collar) based on where the collared animal calved.  This was not the case for 

the few Bathurst collared caribou that we observed to calve within the Beverly 

ACCA in 2018.  In these cases, the Bathurst designation did not change based on 

their calving location.  All GN collared caribou cows were assigned herd affiliations 

based on the known subpopulation seasonal range on which they were collared.  

These designations remained the same throughout the collared life of the specific 

caribou.   

 

To accommodate these different approaches, we used only animal ID numbers 

specific to one animal, and removed any reference to herd designation.  We 

assessed each collar and its deployment location individually (Figure 14).  We 

identified subpopulation affiliations based on both the subpopulation specific 

seasonal range on which they were captured, and the subpopulation specific range 

within which they calved throughout the life of the collared caribou cow.   

 

To generate the full calving extent and core calving areas, kernel density layers 

were generated for each of the subpopulations using the Spatial Analyst extension 

in ArcGIS software.  To determine the appropriate search radius (i.e., bandwidth) 

the telemetry locations were imported into R and used the adehabitat LT (Calenge 

2006) package to calculate the appropriate bandwidth (Worton, B. 1989).  The 

derivative kernel densities were then reclassified into the utilization distribution 

(UD) ranges (100%, 95%, 90%, 80% and 50%) and converted to polygons.  The 
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full calving extent is represented by the 100% UD boundary and the core calving 

area is the 95% boundary. 
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Figure 14. An example of the spatial review of collars.  The black cross indicates 
the capture location, and the brown squares the track of a single 
collared caribou.  Note the light red polygon indicates the Bathurst 
spring range, the light blue polygon indicating the Beverly spring range, 
and the light green polygon indicating Ahiak spring range (Campbell et 
al. 2014).  This caribou was captured in the Beverly spring range, and 
calved in the Beverly calving ACCA, so was included in this analysis as 
a Beverly caribou. 
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3.8 MOVEMENT ANALYSIS. 

 

An important question in interpretation of trend estimates from caribou calving 

within the Queen Maud Gulf (Beverly), the Adelaide Peninsula (Beverly and 

Northeast Mainland (NEM)), and areas east of the Adelaide Peninsula (NEM) is if 

directional movement of caribou occurs from east to west across Chantrey Inlet.  

This is important to assess given that the Ahiak subpopulation of the NEM has only 

been surveyed once, in 2011.  An additional question is which of the caribou 

calving in the QMG or with the Northeast Mainland/Ahiak subpopulations are more 

affiliated with the Adelaide Peninsula.   

 

Collared caribou data were analyzed to assess movement rates between the 

Bathurst calving ground (in the immediate vicinity or to the west of Bathurst Inlet), 

the Queen Maud Gulf/Beverly calving ground (from the Bathurst border to 

Chantrey Inlet), and the NEM calving grounds (as represented by the Ahiak and 

Lorillard subpopulations) east of the Back River and the eastern shore of Chantrey 

Inlet.  To do this, the mean locations of collared cows were classified into calving 

strata based on geographic/calving ground location (Figure 19).  For caribou that 

were monitored for more than one year, a calving ground history was created 

which allowed assessment of relative fidelity as well as movements of cows 

between calving ground/geographic areas in successive years.    

 

One challenge with the analysis of calving ground fidelity is related to effort.  Some 

subpopulations (and caribou of different calving grounds) have seen higher levels 

of collaring effort than others.  Given this differential effort, multi-strata models 

(Hestbeck et al. 1991, Brownie et al. 1993) in the program MARK were used to 

estimate rates of movement (termed ‘transition probabilities’) between calving 

grounds, yearly survival, and recapture rates using yearly records of calving 

ground location for individual collared cow caribou (White and Burnham, 1999, 

White et al. 2006).  Our use of a multi-state model considers the calving ground 

history, to estimate fidelity of a caribou to a given calving ground, as well as 
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movement to other calving grounds.  Year-specific estimates of movements were 

challenging due to low sample sizes so we mainly focused on analyzing overall 

trends for the 2011-2018 period.  Survival and detection probabilities were 

considered constant across all groups for this analysis.  Multinomial logit-link terms 

were used to force the sum of movement transition probabilities to sum to 1 within 

stratum.  Simulated annealing (the generation of a novel potential solution to the 

specified problem), and Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods were also 

used to test estimates for convergence.  As with the dependent double observer 

pair methods, AICc methods of model selection were used to determine the 

simplest (most parsimonius) models that described fidelity and movement between 

calving ground areas.   

 

 

3.9 ANALYSIS OF TREND FROM RECONNAISSANCE SURVEY DATA. 

 

The reconnaissance survey data from 2011, 2013, 2016, and 2018, were analyzed 

to determine relative trends in numbers of caribou utilizing the Queen Maud Gulf 

and Adelaide Peninsula calving extents.  We delineated survey areas based on the 

extent of flying, in the area, each year.  Identical methods were used to summarize 

and analyse the four reconnaissance survey data sets.  Estimates of abundance 

using the standard Jolly 2 strip transect estimator were generated for each year 

within survey extents determined by the presence of females and breeding females 

(Jolly, 1969).  A single stratum, spanning the entire known Beverly subpopulation’s 

calving extents, was used for each year.  Log-linear models were used to analyze 

trends from the reconnaissance abundance estimates for the increase and 

decrease phase of the data set (McCullough and Nelder 1989, Thompson et al. 

1998, Williams et al. 2002).  We weighted survey estimates by the inverse of their 

variance, therefore giving more weight to the more precise estimates.  The slope 

term of the regression is the per-capita rate of change (r) which translates to the 

population rate of change (λ=er).  Interestingly, rates of change were similar, 

regardless of survey area considered, or method used for analysis. 
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4.0 RESULTS & DISCUSSION. 
 

 

4.1 SPATIAL ANALYSIS OF COLLAR DATA. 

 

Based on an analysis of collar affiliations related to late winter and spring 95% 

utilization distributions (current to 2012), we found that 153 collars were deployed 

between 2011 and 2018 on female Beverly caribou (Table 4).  We mapped the 

travel routes of all Beverly designated collars for both the 2017 and 2018 calving 

seasons (June 1st to 20th, both years) in Figure 15.  Using kernel analysis, we 

mapped the 95% utilization distributions of Beverly affiliated collars to delineate a 

annual core calving area (ACCA) for the Beverly subpopulation from 2011 to 2018 

(Figure 16).  Based on Campbell et al. (2014), the core calving range lies within 

the indicated 95% utilization distribution.  Over the same period, there were 159 

and 118 active collars on Bathurst and NEM-affiliated caribou cows, respectively.  

As described in the methods section of this report, out of all the collars used in this 

analysis, only three of the NWT Bathurst collars were reassigned to a different 

herd.  Additionally, three cows that had been collared on the Bathurst late 

winter/early spring range and calved their first year within the known Bathurst 

ACCA, calved within the known Beverly ACCA east of Bathurst Inlet in June 2018.  

This suggests some level of mixing between the Bathurst and Beverly 

subpopulations within the western extents of the Beverly ACCA (Figure 17). 

 

Bandwidth values for the kernel analysis (appropriate search radius for each 

subpopulation) were calculated for all three subpopulations and resulted in a wide 

range of values.  The NEM group consists of three different subpopulations (Ahiak, 

Lorillard and Wager Bay), which are spread over a large spatial extent.  This 

resulted in a large bandwidth value which can have the net effect of overestimating 

the calving area.  Bandwidths ranged from 10.6 km for the Bathurst subpopulation, 

to 20.5 km for the Beverly subpopulation and 49.0 km for the NEM subpopulations.  

Due to the wide range of bandwidth values, and for comparative purposes, the 
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result for Beverly (20.5 km) was used in a kernel analysis for all three 

subpopulations.  The utilization of this smaller bandwidth could underestimate 

calving extents, so caution in the interpretation of the NEM calving extents should 

be used.  Overall Beverly collared caribou cows showed good affiliation to the 

known Beverly calving extents including the Adelaide Peninsula (ADP), from 2011 

through 2018.  NEM affiliated collars however, displayed extensive overlap over 

most of the known Beverly subpopulations ACCA, when the 100% utilization 

distribution is used (Figure 18).  Caution should however be exercised in the 

interpretation of the implication of this overlap due to:  

1- The much reduced bandwidth used and,  

2-  The NEM affiliated collared caribou cows displayed a much higher 

frequency of switching between known calving ACCAs of the Beverly 

subpopulation than either the Beverly or Bathurst subpopulations, for which 

the switching of calving ground affiliations was far less frequent.   

 

An examination of collar movement and calving ground affiliations through time is 

detailed in the following sections of this report.   
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Table 4. Collars deployed on adult female barren-ground caribou of the Beverly, 
Bathurst, and Northeast Mainland (Ahiak, Lorillard, and Wgger Bay) 
subpopulations, between 2011 and 2018. 

 

Year 
Number of Collars 

Beverly Bathurst Northeast Mainland 

2011 13 18 24 

2012 21 21 19 

2013 11 13 12 

2014 29 18 8 

2015 13 31 12 

2016 13 27 26 

2017 24 31 17 

2018 29 22 38 

Totals 153 181 156 
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Figure 15. Telemetry walk lines for the Beverly, Bathurst, and NEM 
subpopulations for the 2017 and 2018 calving periods.  Note: Black 
lines represent Beverly collared caribou cows, Purple lines the NEM, 
and red lines the Bathurst subpopulation.  Dotted lines indicate 2017 
movements, and solid lines, 2018.  Note that though there is mixing, 
the Beverly collars dominate the Beverly ACCA. 
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Figure 16. The Beverly mainland migratory barren-ground caribou subpopulations 
2011 to 2018 calving extents, based on subpopulation affiliations 
related to both calving ground use and capture location.  

 

 



Beverly Abundance Survey June 2018 

Department of Environment   Campbell et al. 2019 
66 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Overlap between the Beverly ACCA (2011 to 2018) and the 2018 
Bathurst subpopulation calving extents. 
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Figure 18. Overlap between the Beverly ACCA (2011 to 2018) and the Northeast 
Mainland subpopulations calving extents (2011 to 2018). 
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4.2 ANALYSIS OF FIDELITY OF CARIBOU TO CALVING AREAS USING 

COLLAR DATA. 

 

 

We classified and summarized the locations of collared females monitored for 

more than one year yielding a much smaller sample size than total collared cows.  

We further confined collar selection based on Bathurst, Beverly, and NEM calving 

ground strata (Table 5).  Of note, is the large difference in sample sizes between 

the Bathurst, Beverly, and Northeast Mainland (Ahiak and Lorillard) collared cows.  

Namely, there were only 36 collared caribou locations between 2010 and 2018 

occurring in the Northeast Mainland subpopulations, when compared to 116 

Beverly (Queen Maud Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula), and 101 Bathurst collar 

locations.  For this reason, interpretation of frequencies of movement alone, 

between the Northeast Mainland affiliated collars and the Bathurst and Beverly 

collar affiliations, should be treated cautiously because lower sample sizes utilizing 

delineated calving strata would likely lead to fewer NEM movement events to and 

from known calving strata.  For additional clarification, the movement events in 

Table 5 are shown spatially in Figure 20, which illustrates the differences in collar 

sample sizes between the calving areas as well as yearly variation in relative 

location of cows on the calving strata.  

 

4.2.1 Beverly, Bathurst, and Northeast Mainland Calving Affiliations. 

This first analysis investigated whether there were directional movements of 

caribou from the NEM to the Beverly (BEV) and Adelaide Peninsula strata (ADP).  

For this analysis we pooled the Queen Maud Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula strata, 

to emulate reconnaissance surveys conducted between 2011 and 2018.  One 

challenge with this analysis is that the majority of collars are Beverly, where collar 

deployment was centered on the Beverly seasonal range (Table 6).  In contrast, 

the Northeast Mainland (Ahiak and Lorillard) collared caribou program, focused 

collar deployment on the Northeast Mainland (Ahiak and Lorillard) subpopulations 

seasonal range.  A potential bias might exist if the majority of collared caribou cows 
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were originally collared on the Beverly early spring range, and therefore, are more 

likely to return to the BEV and ADP calving strata regardless of their occasional 

use of the NEM calving strata.  To address this issue, Northeast Mainland and 

Beverly subpopulation affiliated collars were entered as groups in the analysis, 

which allowed testing of whether there were differences in fidelity and movement 

based on initial collaring location.  Herd affiliations were based on calving location, 

rutting location, and seasonal collar affilliations based on Nagy et al., (2011) and 

Nagy and Campbell, (2012).  Models that assumed equal movements for collars of 

differend origin, were then contrasted with models that assumed unique movement 

for the two-collar subpopulation affiliations.  The model that assumed equal fidelity 

for the Beverly and Adelaide Peninsula calving strata, but collar group-specific 

rates of movement to the NEM calving strata, was most supported (Table 7: Model 

1).  However, a model that had unique fidelity for collars was also equally 

supported (Model 2).  This result indicates that there was support for collar-group 

influencing movement rates; however, the strongest effect was evident for the NEM 

collar group. 

 

Estimates from Model 2 for the NEM (Ahiak and Lorillard) collared caribou cows, 

suggest equal probabilities of movement between the Beverly and Adelaide 

Peninsula strata, and NEM (0.13) calving strata, with higher fidelity to the NEM 

calving strata (0.87) (Table 8).  In contrast, the GNWT deployed Beverly collars 

deployed by the GNWT displayed high fidelity to the Beverly and Adelaide 

Peninsula pooled calving strata (0.924), but zero fidelity to the NEM calving strata.  

This was also indicated by no instances where a collared Beverly cow calved on 

the NEM calving strata for more than 1 year out of its collar life.  The general 

conclusion from this analysis is that fidelity is relatively high for the Beverly calving 

ground (Beverly and Adelaide Peninsula pooled data) regardless of collar group.  

An estimate of fidelity from Model 1, for the Beverly subpopulation, and averaged 

across all collars for the Beverly and Adelaide Peninsula pooled calving strata, is 

0.913 (SE=0.02, CI=0.5-0.95).  However, estimated fidelity for the NEM depends 

on collar group.  The most representative sample in this case would be from the 
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NEM collar group, with an estimated fidelity to the NEM calving strata of 0.92 

CI=0.85-0.96).    

 

 

 

Figure 19. Polygons defining calving ground areas for collar analysis (ADP = 
Adelaide Peninsula, BATH = Bathurst, BEV = Beverly, BNE = Bluenose 
East, BNW = Bluenose West, LOR = Lorillard, NEM = Ahiak and mixed, 
WB = Wager Bay).   
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Table 5. Collar movement events in the Bathurst, Beverly (Queen Maud Gulf (QMG) & Adelaide Peninsula (ADP)), 
and Ahiak (NEM & ADP) calving grounds (CG).  Only collars that were monitored two or more years are 
listed in this table.  See Table 9 for a summary that separates QMG and ADP collars. 

 

Movement event Year 

Previous CG Current CG 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total 

Bathurst Bathurst 6 5 7 10 4 13 20 20 8 93 

Bathurst Beverly 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

Beverly Beverly 2 3 6 7 8 24 23 16 17 106 

Beverly NEM/Ahiak 0 1 1 3 0 1 2 1 1 10 

NEM/Ahiak NEM/Ahiak 0 5 4 1 1 0 2 3 3 19 

NEM/Ahiak Beverly 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 1 7 

Totals 

 

8 15 19 21 15 38 48 41 33 238 
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Figure 20. Movement of caribou between yearly calving grounds.  The direction 
and colour of the arrow in each figure corresponds to the movement of a 
caribou from the previous year’s calving ground.  The head of the arrow 
is the mean location of the caribou on the present year calving ground 
and the tail of the arrow is the mean locations in the previous year.  
Calving grounds are labelled and delineated by color.  The boundary of 
the three principal calving grounds are delineated by hatched lines. 
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Table 6. Sample sizes of collared caribou by original collar location and yearly 
calving grounds 

 

Original collar location BATH BEV ADP NEM Total 

Beverly (ENR) 204 156 24 7 401 

NEM (GN) 0 21 19 52 92 

Total 204 177 43 59 483 

 

 

 

Table 7. Multi-state model selection results for pooled BEV & ADP, and NEM 
multi-strata model, with collar origin as a group.  Sample size adjusted 
for Akaike Information Criterion (AICc).  The difference in AICc between 
the most supported model and the subsequent model (e.g. Model 2 

AICc – Model 1 AICc = ∆AICc), for number of model parameters (K), and 
associated deviance is summarized.  A (.) notation under “Model 
Number & Description” indicates the parameter was constant, whereas 
(collars) indicates collar-group specific estimates. 

 

Model Number & Description AICc ∆AICc wi K Deviance 

1 - BEV/ADP(.), NEM(collars) 325.56 0.00 0.69 5 183.1 
2 - BEV/ADP (collars), NEM(collars) 327.15 1.59 0.31 6 182.5 
3 - BEV/ADP(.), NEM(.) 336.63 11.07 0.00 4 196.3 

4 - All = 339.94 14.38 0.00 3 201.7 
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Table 8. Multi-strata estimates with the Northeast Mainland (NEM) (GN/Baker 
Lake collared caribou), and Beverly (BEV & ADP) (GNWT/Beverly 
collared caribou), as groups.  Events are equal to the number of 
occurrences within a given set of previous and current use of designated 
calving grounds from 2011 to 2018 (CS = Calving strata, Figure 19).  
Data highlighted in red explained in 4.2.3 of this report. 

 

Previous CS Current CS events Estimate Confidence interval 

NEM collar group     

BEV & ADP BEV & ADP 21 0.874 0.675 0.959 

BEV & ADP NEM 3 0.126 0.041 0.325 

NEM NEM 19 0.869 0.662 0.957 

NEM BEV & ADP 3 0.131 0.043 0.338 

Beverly collar group     

BEV & ADP BEV & ADP 85 0.924 0.849 0.963 

BEV & ADP NEM 7 0.076 0.037 0.151 

NEM NEM 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NEM BEV & ADP 4 1.000 1.000 1.000 
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4.2.2 Bathurst caribou movements and fidelity. 

Of additional interest was the movement probability of Bathurst caribou to the 

Beverly calving strata in 2017 and 2018.  We initially ran a model to estimate mean 

fidelity of Bathurst caribou to the Bathurst calving ground/strata and probability of 

movement to the Beverly calving strata between June 2011 and 2018.  The 

estimate of mean fidelity of Bathurst caribou to the Bathurst calving strata was 

0.969 (CI=0.91-0.99) with estimates of movement to the BEV calving strata of 0.03 

(CI=0.01-0.09).  Only three (3) occurances of Bathurst collared cows moving from 

the Bathurst to the Beverly calving strata occurred from 2011 to 2018, compared to 

93 occurences of cows returning to the Bathurst in successive years (Table 5) 

which explains the higher estimate of fidelity.  To obtain an estimate of movement 

probability of Bathurst collared cows to the Beverly calving strata in 2018, we fixed 

Bathurst calving strata fidelity at one (1) from 2011-2017 (to aid in model 

convergence, given that no movement events from the Bathurst occurred except 

for in 2017-18).  We estimated a specific movement probability to the Beverly 

calving strata from 2017-18 of 0.275 (MCMC confidence limits = 0.09-0.54).  Our 

estimate is based only on 13 known Bathurst collared cows (of which 3 moved to 

the Beverly) and therefore should be interpreted cautiously. 

 

4.2.3 Adelaide Peninsula Affiliations. 

An objective of the collar affiliation analysis was to assess if affiliated with the 

Adelaide Peninsula calving strata had higher association with either the NEM or 

Beverly (Queen Maude Gulf) calving strata, based on directional movements of 

collared caribou cows from the Bathurst, Beverly, and NEM (Ahiak and Lorillard) 

subpopulations.  Table 9 summarizes movement events as well as the limited 

sample sizes of collared animals in the Adelaide Peninsula calving strata.  As with 

previous analyses, we analyzed the data from NEM collared cows and the Beverly 

collared cows as groups.  The abridged multi-state (MS) model was run to estimate 

movement rates between the Beverly, Adelaide Peninsula, and NEM, calving strata 

(Figures 19 and 20), as well as collar-specific estimates within each stratum.  In 

general, estimates of movement were similar for most strata except for the NEM 
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estimates, which are highlighted in red in Table 8.  In this case, the NEM collared 

cows showed low movement probabilities (high fidelity) to the NEM calving strata 

and higher movement probabilities (lower fidelity) to the BEV calving strata (Table 

10).  In contrast, the Beverly collared cows, showed no fidelity to the NEM calving 

strata and a high degree of fidelity to the Beverly and Adelaide Peninsula pooled 

calving strata.  Overall, model selection suggested that fidelity to the BEV calving 

strata was similar for Northeast Mainland, and Beverly collared cows. 

 

 

4.3 SUMMARY OF TELEMETRY ANALYSES. 

 

In conclusion, even when collared cows are grouped by origin of collaring, fidelity 

to a calving strata/stratum for the Beverly subpopulation increases from 78% to 

91% when the Adelaide Peninsula calving strata is included, suggesting that the 

Beverly calving area between 2011 and 2018 included both the Queen Maud Gulf 

and Adelaide Peninsula.  We also found that movement from the combined Beverly 

and Adelaide Peninsula calving strata was influenced by collar origin, with the 

Beverly collared cows showing low fidelity to the NEM calving strata located east of 

Adelaide Peninsula.  Those few Beverly collars that did calve in the NEM calving 

stratum east of Adelaide Peninsula did so for only a single year and then returned 

to the Beverly calving strata the following year.  In contrast, the NEM (Ahiak and 

Lorillard) collared cows, showed a higher level of fidelity to the NEM calving strata, 

with equal rates of movement to and from the combined Beverly and Adelaide 

Peninsula calving strata.  Both NEM and Beverly collared cows displayed similar 

fidelity to the combined Beverly and Adelaide Peninsula calving strata.  When 

collar origin is considered, results suggest that the Bathurst, NEM (Ahiak and 

Lorillard), and Beverly collared cows had relatively distinct calving ground units for 

the 2011 to 2018 interval, with minimal directional movement between calving 

ground areas (Figure 21).  For clarity, a simplified version is presented, showing 

only the NEM deployed collars (Figure 22).  We note that all GN collars were 
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deployed on the NEM (Ahiak and Lorillard) spring range, an estimated 250 to 300 

km east-northeast of known Beverly spring range. 

 

The main implications of these findings are that the Beverly and Adelaide 

Peninsula calving strata can be considered a subgrouping/calving ground, given 

the relative fidelity of Beverly collared caribou cows to this area.  The NEM collared 

caribou cows, however, exhibited lower rates of movement to and from the Beverly 

calving strata.  In contrast, Bathurst collared caribou cows, have shown high fidelity 

to the Bathurst calving strata, with minimal movement to the Beverly calving strata 

until the 2017 and 2018 calving seasons, when the probability of movement was 

moderate (0.275). 
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Table 9. Collar movement events in the BATH (Bathurst), BEV (Beverly), ADP (Adelaide Peninsula), and NEM 
(Ahiak and Lorillard) calving grounds (CG) (Figure 19).  Only collars that were monitored 2 or more years 
are listed in this table.   

 

Previous CG Current CG 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total 

BATH BATH 6 5 7 10 4 13 20 20 8 93 

BATH BEV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

BEV BEV 0 0 4 3 3 18 18 10 13 69 

BEV NEM 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 1 0 6 

BEV ADP 1 0 0 3 1 3 2 4 0 14 

ADP BEV 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 4 15 

ADP NEM 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 4 

ADP ADP 1 1 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 8 

NEM BEV 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 6 

NEM NEM 0 5 4 1 1 0 2 3 3 19 

NEM ADP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Totals   8 15 19 21 15 38 48 41 33 238 
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Table 10. Multi-state model estimates for a constant parameter (non-time varying) 
formulation for NEM (Ahiak and Lorillard) collars, and BEV (Beverly) 
collars.  Estimates that differ significantly between collar type are in red.  
Calving ground designations are based on Figure 19. 

 

Previous CG Current CG Estimate SE Conf. Interval 

Ahiak and Lorillard collars     

BEV BEV 0.75 0.13 0.45 0.92 

BEV ADP 0.17 0.11 0.04 0.48 

BEV NEM 0.08 0.08 0.01 0.42 

ADP BEV 0.50 0.14 0.24 0.76 

ADP ADP 0.33 0.14 0.13 0.62 

ADP NEM 0.17 0.11 0.04 0.48 

NEM ADP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

NEM NEM 0.87 0.07 0.66 0.96 

NEM BEV 0.13 0.07 0.04 0.34 

Beverly collars     

BEV BEV 0.78 0.05 0.67 0.86 

BEV ADP 0.16 0.04 0.09 0.25 

BEV NEM 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.15 

ADP BEV 0.60 0.13 0.35 0.81 

ADP ADP 0.26 0.11 0.10 0.53 

ADP NEM 0.13 0.09 0.03 0.40 

NEM ADP 0.25 0.21 0.03 0.76 

NEM NEM 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

NEM BEV 0.75 0.21 0.24 0.97 

 



Beverly Abundance Survey June 2018 

Department of Environment   Campbell et al. 2019 
80 

NEM
AhiakBeverly

0.03 (0.01-0.09)
ENR collars (n=3)

Bathurst

0.13 (0.01-0.25)
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0.92 (.85-.96)

GN collars (n=19)
0 ENR collars (n=0)

0 ENR collars (n=0)

 

Figure 21. A graphical representation of multi-state model results.  Movement 
probabilities are shown between the three main areas along with sample 
sizes of movement events and confidence limits on predictions.  
Estimates for the NEM are shown for Baker Lake/GN collars and 
Beverly/GNWT collars. The Beverly strata includes the Queen Maud 
Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula, combined. 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 
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Figure 22. A simplified version of Figure 22 that shows only the GN collar 
results for the NEM.  The Beverly strata includes the Queen Maud 
Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula combined. 
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4.4 ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES. 

 

Based on a spatial analysis indicating overlap between the Bathurst subpopulation 

to the west and the NEM (Ahiak and Lorillard) subpopulations to the east of the 

Beverly ACCA, reconnaissance survey extents also overlapped with the Bathurst 

calving extents in the west and NEM (Ahiak and Lorillard) calving extents to the 

east (Figures 17 and 18).  We only surveyed the Bathurst subpopulation and NEM 

subpopulation into their eastern and western extents respectively, in order to clarify 

the scale of any possible mixing between these subpopulations and the Beverly 

subpopulation.  In general, densities were low within the eastern extents, and very 

low within the western extents of the Beverly reconnaissance survey area.  Further, 

along the western extents of the Beverly reconnaissance survey area, a drop to 

very low densities just to the east of Bathurst Inlet, suggested the extent of mixing 

between the Beverly and Bathurst subpopulations was likely very low, where in all 

but two (2) segments, density was less than 10 caribou per km2 (Figure 23). 

 

During all phases of the survey, we observed the highest densities of females to 

the southwest of the Adelaide Peninsula (Figure 24).  Additionally, there was a 

pronounced east to west movement in caribou up to approximately June 11 when 

median movement rates of collared caribou fell below 5 km per day, suggesting the 

peak of calving had occurred (Figure 25). 

 

Reconnaissance observations recorded the presence of female caribou and 

caribou relative density, and these observations were used to assign strata for the 

abundance phase of the survey (Table 11).  In total, two (2) high density strata, 

two (2) medium density strata, one (1) low density strata, and four (4) very low-

density strata were delineated across the Beverly 2018 ACCA (Table 12, Figure 

26).  The visual surveys started on June 12 with the V_low strata occurring earlier 

during the reconnaissance survey.  All abundance phase visual strata were 

surveyed between June 12 and June 16, 2018, with the exception of the V_Low 
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strata and Low_A stratum for which data collected during the reconnaissance 

survey were used (Figure 24). 

 

In total, we observed 16,136 adult and yearling caribou within all strata during the 

Beverly 2018 abundance survey.  The standard Jolly strip transect estimator was 

used to produce preliminary estimates of abundance resulting in an overall 

estimate of 89,025 caribou within the entire Beverly survey area with an overall 

coefficient of variation (CV) of 3.7%, suggesting very high precision (Table 12).  

The double observer estimate which accounts for sightability, discussed in the 

following section, should be considered as the more robust estimate.  
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Figure 23. Summary of reconnaissance observations of relative densities of 
caribou during the Beverly 2018 survey.  Observations along 
reconnaissance transects summed for every 10 km segment for 
greater visual clarity.  Bathurst survey observations are included 
(Adamczewski et al. 2019).  

 

 

 



Beverly Abundance Survey June 2018 

Department of Environment   Campbell et al. 2019 
84 

 

 

 

Figure 24. Summary of reconnaissance caribou composition observations of 
during the Beverly 2018 survey.  Observations along reconnaissance 
transects summed for every 10 km segment for greater visual clarity.  
Bathurst survey observations are included (Adamczewski et al. 2019).  
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Figure 25. Movement rates of Beverly caribou prior to and during the 2018 
survey.  Red line represents a movement rate of 5km per day, used as 
a benchmark for the calving period. 
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Table 11. Strata identification and dimensions for 2018 Beverly survey. Strata 
effort for the abundance phase was defined based on the allocation of 
remaining survey resources, survey logistics, and relative densities of 
caribou in the strata (Table 2). 

 

Strata Area 
(km2) transects 

Average 
transect 
length 
(km) 

Baseline 
length 

Total 
transect 

(km) 

Total 
area 

surveyed 
(km2) 

Coverage 

High_A 8867.2 38 67.4 131.5 2562.3 2049.8 23.1% 

High_B 5909.9 21 53.5 110.4 1123.8 899.0 15.2% 

Med_A 4634.3 20 51.8 89.5 1035.2 828.2 17.9% 

Med_B 2439.7 12 39.2 62.3 469.9 375.9 15.4% 

Low_A 6442.6 11 59.4 108.5 653.5 522.8 8.1% 

V_Low_A 7309.1 8 89.9 81.3 718.9 575.2 7.9% 

V_Low_B 6501.3 19 34.6 187.8 657.8 526.2 8.1% 

V_Low_C 6771.1 22 30.7 220.4 675.8 540.6 8.0% 

V_Low_D 3680.9 7 55.8 66.0 390.5 312.4 8.5% 
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Figure 26. The June 2018 Beverly mainland migratory barren-ground caribou 
abundance survey strata, transects, and observed group sizes.  
Eastern most observations represent the bordering Ahiak 
subpopulation. 
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Table 12.  Beverly June 2018 caribou abundance survey estimates of density, 
and abundance using the standard Jolly 2 strip transect estimator. 

 

Strata Caribou 
counted 

Density N SE (N) CV 

High_A 10,193 4.9727 44094 2109.9 4.8% 

High_B 1,948 2.1668 12806 1391.2 10.9% 

Med_A 1,696 2.0479 9490.6 1207.3 9.9% 

Med_B 995 2.6468 6457.4 1331.1 12.7% 

Low_A 435 0.8321 5360.9 528.35 20.6% 

V_Low_A 104 0.1808 1321.6 254.19 19.2% 

V_Low_B 302 0.5739 3731.1 485.78 13.0% 

V_Low_C 417 0.7713 5222.5 821.22 15.7% 

V_Low_D 46 0.1472 542 187.56 34.6% 

Totals 16,136 
 

89,025 3302.4 3.7% 
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4.4.1 Dependent Double Observer Pair. 

Overall there were 18 combinations of observers in the front and rear positions of 

the aircraft during the June 2018 Beverly abundance survey.  Some observer pairs 

had low sample sizes or did not switch and therefore, were pooled, which resulted 

in 10 observer pairings.  Summary statistics for primary observer pooling suggest 

reasonable sample sizes for all 10 pairs (Table 13).  Naive sighting probabilities (1-

Rear/Total) suggest some difference in sightability between pairs; however, in most 

cases, sighting probabilities were high.  Frequencies of observations missed by a 

single observer within either a left or right observer pair, increased when caribou 

group sizes were lower, which is consistent with previous studies and suggests 

that sightability is directly correlated with caribou group size (Figure 27). 

 

Variables potentially affecting sightability were recorded with caribou observation 

data.  For model selection, cloud and snow cover were considered as categorical 

(in this case based on percent cloud cover to the nearest 5%), and continuous 

(assumes a linear relationship between cloud or snow cover and sighting 

probabilities) (Figure 28).  In general, the categorical forms of snow and cloud 

cover were more supported.  In addition, the the most supported model included 

the effect of observers and group size on sighting probabilities (Model 1, Table 14).  

Plots of predictions from Model 1 show the effect of group size with the scatter of 

points being influenced by observer pair, snow, and cloud cover (Figure 29).  The 

lowest probabilities occurred for higher snow cover.  Another way to view predicted 

sighting probabilities is through an examination of observer pair vs group size.  Our 

analysis demonstrates that some observer pairs had higher sighting probabilities 

than others when group size was lower, however, in most cases, sighting 

probabilities were close to 1 (equal) when groups sizes were larger (Figure 30). 

 

The estimate of total caribou on the calving ground from the most supported 

double observer model was 89,362 (Table 15).  The estimate from the most 

supported model (89,362) was only 337 caribou larger (<1%) than the standard 

strip transect estimate using Jolly.  The reason for this was that the dependent 
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double observer pair sighting probabilities were reasonably high, especially at 

larger group sizes, which make up the majority of caribou included in estimates 

(Figure 27, 28, 29, and 30).  For example, a lower sighting probability of a single 

caribou contributes little to the overall estimate, so the overall effect of lower 

probabilities of smaller group sizes does not influence overall estimates 

substantially.   
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Table 13. Summary for pooled pairs.  Naive single sighting probabilities (p1x=1-
rear frequency / total observations) and double observer (p2x=1-(1-
p1x)2) probabilities are given.   

 

Pool pair no 
Observation frequencies Sighting probabilities 

Front Rear Both total single double 

1 161 15 196 372 0.96 1.00 

2 40 66 716 106 0.38 0.61 

3 25 18 152 43 0.58 0.82 

4 54 75 950 129 0.42 0.66 

5 14 2 180 16 0.88 0.98 

6 5 15 614 20 0.25 0.44 

7 49 28 450 77 0.64 0.87 

8 11 7 281 18 0.61 0.85 

9 21 11 422 32 0.66 0.88 

10 36 30 145 66 0.55 0.79 
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Figure 27. Frequencies of observation by group size as a function of observation 
type (B=Both, F=Front, R=Rear). 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

  

Figure 28. Observation frequencies by snow and cloud cover as a function of 
observation type (B=Both, F=Front, R=Rear). 

 



 

Department of Environment  Campbell et al. 2019 

 

Table 14. Dependent double observer pair 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.  
Results suggest that group size, observer pairs, cloud, and snow cover 
affected sightability the most.   

 

No Model AICc ∆AICc wi K LL 

1 size+observers+cloudcat+snowcat 1884.6 0.00 0.37 20 -922.2 

2 size+observers+cloud+snow+snow*cloud 1884.7 0.07 0.35 14 -928.3 

3 size+observers+cloud+snow 1885.5 0.89 0.24 13 -929.7 

4 log(size)+observers+cloud+snow+snow*cloud 1889.0 4.34 0.04 14 -930.4 

5 size+observers 1925.9 41.29 0.00 11 -951.9 

6 log(size)+observers 1929.5 44.90 0.00 11 -953.7 

7 size+snow+cloud+snow*cloud 1940.6 55.93 0.00 5 -965.3 

8 log(size)+snow+cloud 1945.1 60.49 0.00 4 -968.6 

9 size+cloudcat+snowcat 1945.5 60.90 0.00 11 -961.7 

10 size+snowcat 1949.5 64.84 0.00 6 -968.7 

11 size+snow 1954.5 69.87 0.00 3 -974.3 

12 log(size)+snow 1958.5 73.86 0.00 3 -976.2 

13 size+cloud 1976.1 91.47 0.00 3 -985.1 

14 size+cloudcat 1977.1 92.46 0.00 7 -981.5 

15 size 1993.7 109.08 0.00 2 -994.9 

16 log(size) 1997.5 112.88 0.00 2 -996.8 

17 constant 2063.2 178.57 0.00 1 -1030.6 
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Figure 29. Predicted dependent double observer pair sighting probability as a 
function of group size, snow cover, and cloud cover from Model 1, 
Table 14. Each point represents an observation and it’s associated 
double observer probability.   

 



 

Department of Environment  Campbell et al. 2019 

 

 

 

Figure 30. Predicted single and dependent double observer pair sighting probability as a function of group size, 
observer pair, cloud cover, and snow cover. 
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Table 15. Double observer abundance estimates from Model 1 (Table 14) for 
each strata showing the number of caribou sighted (Counted) and the 
abundance estimate derived for each strata (N), with the Standard 
Error (SE), Confidence Intervals (CI), and Coefficient of Variation (CV). 

 

 

Strata Counted N SE CI low  CI high CV 

High_A 10193 44,169 2406.9 39,555 49,321 5.4% 

High_B 1948 12,875 1510.2 10,090 16,431 11.7% 

Low 435 5,380 551.6 4,284 6,756 10.3% 

Med_A 1696 9,499 1332.4 7,093 12,723 14.0% 

Med_B 995 6,458 1447.4 3,968 10,513 22.4% 

V_Low_A 104 1,363 279.1 845 2,196 20.5% 

V_Low_B 302 3,758 511.0 2,828 4,994 13.6% 

V_Low_C 417 5,308 873.8 3,779 7,457 16.5% 

V_Low_D 46 552 198.3 235 1,294 36.0% 

Total 16,136 89,362 3660.1 82,392 96,923 4.1% 
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4.4.2 June Composition survey. 

Composition surveys were conducted concurrently with visual surveys (Figure 31).  

Coverage was good in all the main strata and 7,872 caribou were classified across 

all abundance strata (Table 16).  Overall, sample sizes of groups were reasonably 

high in the main strata sampled.  Breeding and non-breeding cows were primarily 

found in the High A, High B, Medium A and Medium B strata with other strata being 

composed primarily of yearlings and bulls.  Estimates of proportions of breeding 

females and proportions adult females, suggested that the highest proportions 

were in the two high strata and the Medium A stratum (Table 17).  Estimates of 

breeding females were derived by multiplying the overall estimates for the calving 

ground by the proportion of breeders in each stratum (Table 18).  Estimates of 

adult females were derived by multiplying total caribou within each stratum by their 

respective proportions of adult females (Table 19).  An index of pregnancy rate can 

be derived by calculating the ratio of breeding to adult females.  For the June 2018 

Beverly survey, we estimated an overall pregnancy rate of 80%, which is 

reasonably high when compared to similar assessments from neighboring herds 

(Boulanger et al. 2011, Campbell et al. 2012).  Interestingly, surveys on the 

Bathurst and Bluenose-East herd in June 2018, estimated higher pregnancy rates 

(Bathurst: 70.4% in 2018 compared to 60.9% in 2015. Bluenose East: 83% in 2018 

compared to 63% in 2015) than other survey years (Boulanger et al. 2019, et al. 

2019, Adamczewski et al. 2019). 
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Figure 31. The Beverly June 2018 Composition survey flight paths with pie charts 
depicting composition classes from each group sampled.  
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Table 16. Summary of observations made during the Beverly June 2018 caribou 
composition survey.  Values indicate total number of caribou classified 
within each breeding and age/sex category.  Yearlings represent calves 
from the 2017 calving season.  

 

Strata Breeding 
cows 

Non-breeding 
cows 

bulls yearlings total N 
(groups) 

High_A 2256 440 197 202 3095 208 

High_B 1022 272 154 152 1600 147 

Low_A 60 78 239 263 640 50 

Med_A 750 159 55 48 1012 96 

Med_B 80 113 418 411 1022 68 

V_Low_C 6 54 167 161 388 49 

V_Low_D 88 5 10 12 115 26 
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Table 17. Estimated proportion of breeding females (breeding females/total 
caribou classified), and adult females (breeding+non-breeding 
females/total caribou classified).  Standard errors (SE) and confidence 
intervals (Cl) were based on bootstrap resampling. 

 

Strata  
Proportion breeding females Proportion adult females 

estimate SE CI low CI high estimate SE CI low CI high 

High_A 0.729 0.027 0.669 0.776 0.871 0.018 0.832 0.903 

High_B 0.639 0.033 0.564 0.696 0.809 0.024 0.757 0.850 

Low_A 0.094 0.023 0.055 0.142 0.216 0.039 0.145 0.292 

Med_A 0.741 0.034 0.668 0.796 0.898 0.023 0.843 0.937 

Med_B 0.078 0.019 0.044 0.118 0.189 0.033 0.135 0.260 

V_Low_C 0.015 0.008 0.003 0.033 0.155 0.027 0.105 0.214 

V_Low_D 0.765 0.080 0.577 0.889 0.809 0.070 0.649 0.918 
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Table 18. Final estimates of breeding females in each abundance stratum from the 
2018 population survey of the Beverly subpopulation of barren-ground 
caribou showing abundance estimates (N), Coefficients of Variation 
(CV), Standard Error (SE), and Confidence Interval (CI).  

 

Strata 
N  

total 
caribou 

CV Prop. 
breeders CV 

N 
breeding 
females 

SE CI low   CI high CV 

High_A 44,169 5.4% 0.729 3.7% 32,199 2121.6 28,179 36,792 6.6% 

High_B 12,875 11.7% 0.639 5.2% 8,227 1054.4 6,304 10,737 12.8% 

Low_A 5,380 10.3% 0.094 24.5% 506 134.16 283 904 26.5% 

Med_A 9,499 14.0% 0.741 4.6% 7,039 1038.8 5,177 9,571 14.8% 

Med_B 6,458 22.4% 0.078 24.4% 504 166.74 248 1,024 33.1% 

V_Low_C 5,308 16.5% 0.015 53.3% 80 44.442 27 235 55.6% 

V_Low_D 552 36.0% 0.765 10.5% 422 157.97 174 1,023 37.4% 

Total 84,241 4.3%   48,977 2600.9 44,056 54,448 5.3% 
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Table 19. Final estimates of adult females in each abundance stratum from the 
2018 population survey of the Beverly subpopulation of barren-ground 
caribou showing abundance estimates (N), Coefficients of Variation 
(CV), Standard Error (SE), and Confidence Interval (CI).  

 

Strata 
N  

total 
caribou 

CV 
Prop. 
Adult 

Females 
CV N  Adult 

Females SE CI low   CI high CV 

High_A 44,169 5.4% 0.871 2.1% 38,471 2242.1 34,189 43,289 5.8% 

High_B 12,875 11.7% 0.809 5.2% 10,416 1260.2 8,100 13,394 12.1% 

Low_A 5,380 10.3% 0.216 24.4% 1,162 241.3 735 1,837 20.8% 

Med_A 9,499 14.0% 0.898 4.6% 8,530 1216.3 6,339 11,479 14.3% 

Med_B 6,458 22.4% 0.189 24.6% 1,221 346.8 661 2,254 28.4% 

V_Low_C 5,308 16.5% 0.155 51.6% 823 197.2 504 1,345 24.0% 

V_Low_D 552 36.0% 0.809 10.5% 447 165.0 187 1,071 36.9% 

Total 84,241 4.3%   61,070 2887.8 55,583 67,099 4.7% 
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4.4.3 Fall Composition Survey. 

We utilized fall composition results from the June 2011 Beverly mainland migratory 

barren-ground caribou abundance estimate (Campbell et al. 2012).  In October 

2011, 8 Beverly collars managed by the GNWT were active.  Using fixed wing 

aircraft followed by rotary wing aircraft, GNWT crews assessed the composition of 

caribou in association with near real time collar location data.  A fixed wing 

reconnaissance survey was flown from 22 to 28 October, 2011, during which 3 

collars were successfully radio-tracked.  No caribou were observed in the northern 

portion of the reconnaissance study area.  Caribou were concentrated between 

Mary Frances Lake and the Thelon River, and in the area around Whitefish and 

Lynx Lakes (Figure 32). 

 

The fall composition survey was flown from the 25 to 29 of October, 2011.  In total 

12,421 caribou were classified in 252 groups within the southern part of the 

reconnaissance area (Table 20, Figure 33).  The overall bull: cow ratio was 69 

bulls to 100 cows, with group composition varying across the study area from a 

high of 99:100 in the area around Zucker/Whitefish/Lynx Lakes, to a low of 40:100 

east of Thelon River.   
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Figure 32. Fall composition flight tracks flown between the 22 and 28 of October, 
2011 for the Beverly subpopulation fall composition survey. 
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Table 20. Beverly 2011 fall composition survey sampling effort and summary 
statistics. 

 

Sampling Details Summary Statistics 

Mean Group Size 49 

Median Group Size 29 

Total Number of Groups Classified 252 

Total Number of Cows Classified 5,570 

Total Number of Calves Classified 3,004 

Total Number of Bulls Classified 3,847 

Total Number of Yearlings 
Classified 0 

Total Number of Caribou Classified 12,421 

Bull: Cow Ratio 69.0 bulls:100 cows (SE 3.6) 
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Figure 33. Composition flight tracks and observations of barren-ground caribou 
during the Beverly fall composition survey conducted from 25 to 29 
October, 2011. 
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4.4.4 Extrapolated herd estimates. 

We used the 2011 sex ratio data to obtain an estimate of overall herd size using 

the proportion of females method, which is currently being utilized to assess all 

Nunavut-based mainland migratory barren-ground caribou whole herd estimates 

(herd size = Nadult females/proportion females in herd (fall)).  For comparability with 

historic whole herd estimates we also developed the assumed pregnancy rate 

method which specifically derives the herd estimate from only the number of 

breeding females (herd size=Nbreeding females/ (proportion females in herd X assumed 

pregnancy rate (0.72)).  Estimates using assumed pregnancy rate (breeding 

females) were higher, potentially due to a higher observed pregnancy rate (80%) 

than the assumed pregnancy rate (72%) (Table 21).  Estimates utilizing adult 

females as the primary estimator have been considered more reliable (Campbell et 

al. 2012, Boulanger et al. 2018).  We use the whole herd estimate of adult females 

to generate final estimates in this report. 

 

 

Table 21. Estimates of extrapolated herd size from the 2018 survey, using both 
adult female and breeding female estimators.  In this study, we relied 
upon adult female estimates as they have proven to be more the most 
reliable than estimates derived using the number of breeding females. 

 

Method N SE CI low CI high CV 

Proportion females 103,372 5109.3 93,684 114,061 4.9% 

Breeding females 115,142 13141.9 91,759 144,484 11.4% 
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4.4.5 Comparison between survey years (2011 & 2018). 

The distribution of caribou during the 2011 and 2018 surveys differed spatially.  

Generally, the 2011 Beverly calving distribution was concentrated within the central 

Queen Maud Gulf (QMG) area.  In 2018, the herd displayed more of an obvious 

eastern distributional extension onto the Adelaide Peninsula to the western shores 

of the Back River and Chantrey Inlet (Figure 34).  The most obvious change in 

June 2018 was an eastern shift in Beverly core calving that is reflected in the 

differences in high-density abundance strata delineated for the two surveys 

(Figure 35).   

 

We reanalyzed the June 2011 Beverly survey with and without the Adelaide 

Peninsula area added to the QMG area (Figure 35).  The reanalysis included an 

expanded eastern stratum (Adelaide Peninsula) to sample the same area stratified 

in 2018 and based on an updated spatial analysis of collar telemetry (this report) 

between June 2011 and 2018, which suggested a strong affiliation between the 

Beverly subpopulation and the QMG/Adelaide Peninsula calving areas.  In general, 

core strata used also had some degree of composition data associated with them 

which allowed for estimates of breeding and adult females.  However, composition 

surveys were not conducted on the northern Adelaide Peninsula in 2011.  To 

obtain estimates of breeding and adult females it was assumed that composition 

was similar to the southern Adelaide Peninsula (Table 22).  One issue with this the 

re-analysis is that the associated expansion of the 2011 abundance survey area 

extends the area to strata with differential survey coverage.  For this reason, a 

method that weighted transects by coverage was used to estimate abundance (N), 

which enabled us to account for potential biases due to unequal coverage.   

 

The full dependent double observer pair analysis conducted in 2011 was repeated 

with bootstrap methods used to estimate standard errors.  This approach was 

similar to that used to account for unequal strip widths in previous surveys 

(Campbell et al. 2012, Boulanger et al. 2016).  Dependent double observer pair 

estimates, analysed using the MRDS package (used for the 2018 data set), were 
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not possible given that MRDS could not account for the weighted transect 

estimator, however, the bootstrap approach was theoretically equivalent to MRDS 

and therefore provided comparable estimates.  Estimates were also obtained for 

just the QMG area for the 2011 survey during the re-analysis (Tables 22 and 23).  

Estimates derived from the 2011 re-analysis are summarized along with estimates 

derived from the 2018 survey (Table 24).   

 

Extrapolated herd estimates were then obtained for both the proportion of adult 

females (our preferred estimator), and proportion of breeding females using an 

assumed pregnancy rate (as described in previous sections for the 2018 survey) 

(Table 25).  The same sex ratio data used for extrapolated estimates for the 

Beverly 2011 survey was used for the 2018 abundance assessment.  The 

assumed breeding female-based estimators (assumed pregnancy rates) of whole 

herd trend between the June 2011 and June 2018 Beverly abundance surveys was 

directly proportional to trends in the number of breeding females estimated within 

the calving extents.  The trends in whole herd estimators between June 2011 and 

June 2018 based on adult females, were based on the fall composition derived sex 

ratio between adult males and females.   

 

We used t-tests to compare the significance between derived whole herd estimates 

for each of the Beverly June 2011 and 2018 abundance surveys (Table 26).  Herd 

estimates based on the proportion of adult females (our more accurate estimator) 

confirmed a significant decline (α=0.1) in Beverly subpopulation abundance 

between the June 2011 and the June 2018 survey estimates (Figure 36).   

 

Of greater interest than the difference between abundance estimates, is the actual 

yearly rate of change in herd size.  As expected, rates of change were similar 

between adult female estimates, and whole herd estimates, providing additional 

confidence in our assessment of the observed decline in abundance from June 

2011 to June 2018.  All estimates of yearly rate of change suggested an annual 

rate of decline between the June 2011 and 2018 abundance estimates of 4 to 5% 
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(Tables 26 and 27).  This result suggests that the estimated trend in the Beverly 

herd has been minimally affected by the inclusion or exclusion of the Adelaide 

Peninsula.  With an apparent shift in calving extents to the east between 2011 and 

2018, this effect could change in the future making the inclusion of Adelaide 

Peninsula essential when estimating Beverly abundance and trend. 
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Figure 34. Distribution of caribou in the Queen Maud Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula 
during the 2011 and 2018 June abundance estimate surveys for the 
Beverly caribou subpopulation, as indicated by collared caribou (yellow 
triangles) and reconnaissance surveys. 
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Figure 35. Survey strata for the 2011 and 2018 June abundance surveys for the 
Beverly caribou subpopulation for the Queen Maud Gulf (QMG) and 
Adelaide Peninsula (AP).  Survey strata labels are given for each year, 
with the exception of the two revised 2011 strata covering the Adelaide 
Peninsula for the 2011 survey. 
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Table 22. Estimates of breeding females for the June 2011 Beverly caribou subpopulation abundance survey when 
the Adelaide Peninsula (ADP) strata (ADP-N (north) and ADP-S (south)) are included with the Queen Maud 
Gulf (QMG) strata in the final estimate.  (HD = high density, LA = low density A, MA = medium density A, 
MB = medium density B, MC = medium density C). 

 

Strata 
N  

total 
caribou 

CV 
Proportion. 

Breeding 
females 

CV 
N 

Breeding 
females 

SE Conf. Limit CV 
(%) 

QMG_HD 27,296 0.080 0.878 0.015 23,977 1950.2 20,326 28,284 8.1% 

QMG_LA 14,429 0.174 0.048 0.236 694 203.3 366 1,315 29.3% 

QMG_MA 11,645 0.087 0.681 0.038 7,932 752.8 6,518 9,653 9.5% 

QMG_MB 18,843 0.087 0.710 0.042 13,380 1290.9 10,849 16,502 9.6% 

QMG_MC 11,160 0.127 0.614 0.053 6,851 938.8 5,074 9,250 13.7% 

ADP-N 3,495 0.379 0.640 0.041 2,236 853.2 971 5,148 38.2% 

ADP-S 19,297 0.131 0.640 0.041 12,344 1696.6 9,261 16,454 13.7% 

Total 106,165    67,414 3250.5 61,257 74,190 4.8% 
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Table 23. Estimates of adult females for the June 2011 Beverly caribou subpopulation abundance survey when the 
Adelaide Peninsula (ADP) strata (ADP-N (north) and ADP-S (south)) are included with the Queen Maud 
Gulf (QMG) strata in the final estimate.  (HD = high density, LA = low density A, MA = medium density A, 
MB = medium density B, MC = medium density C). 

 

Strata 
N 

 total 
caribou 

CV 
Proportion. 

Adult 
females 

CV 
N 

Adult 
females 

SE Conf. Limit CV 

QMG_HD 27,296 0.080 0.959 0.006 26,179 2097.0 22,248 30,805 8.0% 

QMG_LA 14,429 0.174 0.119 0.136 1,717 378.3 1,057 2,789 22.0% 

QMG_MA 11,645 0.087 0.887 0.014 10,324 910.5 8,601 12,392 8.8% 

QMG_MB 18,843 0.087 0.853 0.022 16,065 1436.0 13,227 19,512 8.9% 

QMG_MC 11,160 0.127 0.747 0.034 8,335 1091.1 6,256 11,105 13.1% 

ADP-N 3,495 0.379 0.793 0.020 2,773 1053.8 1,208 6,365 38.0% 

ADP-S 19,297 0.131 0.793 0.020 15,312 2034.2 11,597 20,217 13.3% 

Total 106,165    80,705 3724.3 73,636 88,452 4.6% 
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Table 24. Summary of the estimates of adult and breeding females in 2011 and 
2018 Queen Maud Gulf (QMG) and Adelaide Peninsula (ADP) stratum.  
T-statistics were used to test the difference between the 2018 and 
accompanying 2011 estimates and in both cases the difference is 
significant (p<0.001). 

 

Year Area Estimate SE Conf. Limit CV df t-statistic df p 

Breeding females          

2011 QMG+ADP 67,414 3250.5 61,257 74,190 4.8% 88    

2011 QMG 52,834 2638.0 47,821 58,372 5.0% 64    

2018 QMG+ADP 48,977 2600.9 44,056 54,448 5.3% 68 -4.43 155 0.000 

2018 QMG 40,248 2371.9 35,763 45,296 5.9% 52 -3.55 116 0.001 

Adult females          

2011 QMG+ADP 80,705 3724.3 73,636 88,452 4.6% 88    

2011 QMG 62,620 2936.3 57,029 68,760 4.7% 67    

2018 QMG+ADP 61,070 2887.8 55,583 67,099 4.7% 75 -4.17 158 0.000 

2018 QMG 49,384 2585.5 44,470 54,841 5.2% 56 -3.38 123 0.001 
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Table 25. Summary of estimates of extrapolated herd size for the June 2011 and 
2018 surveys for Queen Maud Gulf (QMG) only and Queen Maud Gulf 
and the Adelaide Peninsula together (QMG+ADP) survey areas.  The 
assumed pregnancy rate is based upon breeding females, whereas the 
proportion of females uses the actual estimated number of adult 
females on the calving ground as an estimate of total adult females in 
the herd.   

 

Year Method N SE Conf. Limit CV 

QMG only      

2011 Breeding females 124,210 13997.7 99,241 155,459 11.3% 

2018 Breeding females 94,621 11067.0 74,886 119,556 11.7% 

2011 Proportion females 105,995 5199.0 96,117 116,889 4.9% 

2018 Proportion females 83,591 4538.7 74,982 93,189 5.4% 

QMG+ADP      

2011 Breeding females 158,486 17741.9 126,961 197,840 11.2% 

2018 Breeding females 115,142 13141.9 91,759 144,484 11.4% 

2011 Proportion females 136,608 6603.3 124,102 150,373 4.8% 

2018 Proportion females 103,372 5109.3 93,684 114,061 4.9% 
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Figure 36. Comparison of extrapolated herd size estimates from June 2011 and 
2018 surveys of the Beverly mainland migratory barren-ground 
caribou subpopulation, for estimates derived from the Queen Maud 
Gulf (QMG, left) and Queen Maud Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula 
together (QMG + AP, right) and extrapolated based on the number of 
breeding females calculated from an assumed pregnancy rate (top) 
and based on the total number of breeding females (bottom). 
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Table 26. Estimates of gross rate of change and t-tests for differences of 
abundance estimates for Beverly caribou in the Queen Maud Gulf 
(QMG) and Queen Maud Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula together 
(QMG+ADP) between 2011 and 2018, based on abundance estimates 
derived from the proportion of breeding females and proportion of total 
adult females, as listed in Table 25. 

 

Scenario Method Gross change SE t df p 

QMG Breeding females 0.76 0.15 -1.66 51 0.104 

QMG Proportion females 0.79 0.10 -3.25 52 0.002 

QMG + ADP Breeding females 0.73 0.15 -1.96 43 0.056 

QMG + ADP Proportion females 0.76 0.11 -3.98 42 0.000 
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Table 27. Estimates of rate of change from 2011 to 2018 for the Queen Maud 
Gulf only (QMG) and Queen Maud Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula 
together (QMG + ADP).  Note that all treatment types indicate a 
decline between survey periods. 

 

Area and method r SE Conf. Int Lambda Conf. Int 

QMG only        

Adult females -0.034 0.010 -0.054 -0.014 0.967 0.948 0.986 

Breeding females -0.039 0.023 -0.084 0.007 0.962 0.919 1.007 

Proportion females -0.034 0.011 -0.054 -0.013 0.967 0.947 0.987 

QMG+ADP        

Adult females -0.040 0.009 -0.058 -0.021 0.961 0.943 0.979 

Breeding females -0.046 0.023 -0.090 -0.001 0.955 0.914 0.999 

Proportion females -0.040 0.010 -0.059 -0.021 0.961 0.943 0.980 
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4.4.5 Reconnaissance survey analysis of caribou utilizing the Queen Maud 

Gulf and Adelaide Peninsula Calving area. 

In support of both the spatial and quantitative analysis of abundance trend 

developed in this report, we also assessed trends in relative density and calving 

extents by analyzing aerial reconnaissance survey data collected over the Beverly 

subpopulation calving period for each of June 2011, 2013, 2016, and 2018 (Nagy 

et al. 2011, Campbell et al. 2014).  Survey study areas remained relatively 

consistent across all four survey years, with minor changes based on caribou 

observations along pre-determined reconnaissance transects that remained 

constant across all surveys (Figure 37).  All survey study area outlines were based 

on the extent of flying in the calving area each survey year (the dark outlines 

around each survey area for each survey year).  The spatial extents of calving and 

associated relative densities of caribou clearly show a progressive distributional 

shift in core calving towards the east of the survey study area from June 2011 

through to June 2018.   

 

Additionally, as reconnaissance transects flown for each survey were identical, we 

were able to track the gradual shift in the Beverly subpopulation’s core calving area 

from the western most reconnaissance transects to the easternmost (Figure 38).  

The plot of transect densities (from west to east) for each year reveals large 

differences in distributions each year as well as an overall shift to the east, with an 

associated decline in densities.  An analysis of the Beverly caribou subpopulations 

GPS collar movement data for the same area reveals similar distributions of collars 

as well as a distinct shift in migration paths over the 2016 and 2017 spring 

migratory and calving seasons (Figure 39).  We would also like to note that in all 

reconnaissance survey years, collar locations at the peak of calving were within 

reconnaissance survey strata (Figure 40). 

 

Estimates for the reconnaissance areas were derived using the standard Jolly 

formula.  Estimates suggest an overall decrease in abundance of Beverly caribou, 

especially between the June 2011 and 2013, and June 2016 and 2018 survey 
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periods (Table 28).  The estimated annual rate of change, using just the 2011 and 

2018 reconnaissance data is 0.94 (CI=0.89-0.98).  If the full data set is used, we 

estimate a regression-based λ of 0.91 (CI=0.87-0.94) based on weighted 

regression (Table 29).  

 

A plot of the data demonstrates the decline that occurred from 2011 to 2018 

(Figure 41).  Comparison of reconnaissance estimates of total caribou in June 

2011 and June 2018 (Table 29), suggests a similar trend (6% decline per year) as 

that which derived from the full survey estimates from 2011 and 2018 (Table 27: 4-

5% per year).  If all the reconnaissance data are used, the decline is more 

pronounced at 9% per year.  The main reason for this is the higher reconnaissance 

estimate in 2013, and the lower estimate in 2016 (Figure 41).   
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Figure 37. A comparison of relative densities of Beverly caribou on their calving 
grounds.  Extent of transects each year is delinated by a grey border.  
Data based on observations of caribou made during the 2011, 2013, 
2016, and 2018 Beverly caribou June reconnaissance surveys.  Note a 
general shift of breeding females (Red and Green) to the eastern 
extents of the survey study area.  
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Figure 38. Transect-specific observed densities of caribou (caribou/km2) from 
four June reconnaissance surveys in four different years of the 
Beverly barren-ground caribou subpopulation, within their known 
calving extents. 
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Figure 39. Annual collar locations for mid-June (red dots) and migration paths 
(pink, green, blue, and yellow lines) for mid-May through mid-June for 
different years between 2011 and 2018. The Bathurst herd is included 
from 2015-2018.  Note the change in migration routes between some 
years.  
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Figure 40. Beverly collared caribou locations relative to reconnaissance survey 
strata flown between June 2011 and 2018.  Note that all Beverly 
collared caribou remained within the reconnaissance survey extents 
for all survey periods.  
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Table 28. Abundance estimates of caribou (N), with standard error (SE), 
confidence intervals (Conf. Limit), and the coefficient of variation (CV) 
on the calving ground, based on reconnaissance data (Figure 37). 

 

Year N SE Conf.  Limit CV 

2011 105,342 11436.22 82,372 128,313 10.9% 

2013 118,553 14005.29 90,327 146,778 11.8% 

2016 48,086 5803.453 36,382 59,790 12.1% 

2018 66,600 7523.741 51,488 81,712 11.3% 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 29. Weighted regression-based estimates of trend for the reconnaissance 
observation data set. 

 

Data used r SE Conf. Limit Lambda Conf. Limit 

Full data set -0.098 0.021 -0.139 -0.057 0.907 0.870 0.944 

2011 & 2018 only -0.066 0.022 -0.109 -0.022 0.937 0.896 0.979 
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Figure 41. Reconnaissance survey abundance estimates of caribou (N) in the 
Beverly subpopulation for the Queen Maud Gulf and Adelaide 
Pensinsula  calving area.  The dots represent the actual counts of 
caribou from each survey.  Because coverage was consistent at 8%, 
the estimates are proportional to these counts.  Note the lack of 
overlap between the June 2011 and June 2018 reconnaissance 
survey estimates, indicating a significant decline.   
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 

 

5.1 THE BEVERLY CARIBOU JUNE 2018 ABUNDANCE SURVEY. 

 
Overall, the survey was successful with good coverage in both visual and 

composition surveys.  Overall allocation of effort across delineated strata proved 

effective at generating a precise estimate for both adult female and whole herd 

estimates. 

 

Though the timing of the visual abundance survey corresponded well to the peak of 

calving, one initial concern was the early June 4, 2018 start to the reconnaissance 

survey.  The concern was related to the potential movement of caribou between 

the strata that occurred before June 12th when movement rates decreased.  In this 

case some caribou might have been double counted during the reconnaissance 

phase, given the directional movement eastward, affecting abundance survey 

stratification and allocation of effort.  However, composition observations 

suggested little movement during that period, thought in part to be due to the 

overlap of the western extents of the reconnaissance survey with the earlier calving 

Bathurst caribou and evidenced by 3 Bathurst collared cows calving within the 

delineated Beverly subpopulations annual core calving area (ACCA) (Campbell et 

al. 2014, Nagy et al. 2011).  Reports of earlier peak calving by the Government of 

the Northwest Territories survey crews working in the Bathurst ACCA in June 2018 

also support this hypothesis.  Regardless, the ‘western low’ and ‘very low’ 

reconnaissance strata delineated in June 2018 on the Beverly ACCA did not 

contribute substantively to the breeding female, adult female, and final estimates.   

 

5.2 COMPARISON OF 2011 AND 2018 ESTIMATES. 

 

Comparison of the 2011 and 2018 estimates suggests similar trends whether the 

Adelaide Peninsula is included or excluded (Table 27 and Figure 36).  The collar 

analysis also suggests the Adelaide Peninsula is more linked to the Beverly 
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subpopulation then the Northeast Mainland (Ahiak and Lorillard) subpopulations.  

T-tests were added to test for significance. The results confirmed a statistically 

significant decline in the numbers of the Beverly caribou herd between June 2011 

and 2018.  The t-tests for the adult females displayed a higher level of significance 

then those for the whole herd estimates, though both confirmed a significant 

decline.  Recent analyses suggest that the assumption of a constant pregnancy 

rate is problematic and therefore adult female-based herd estimates are likely more 

robust (Campbell et al. 2012, Boulanger et al. 2018, Adamczewski et al. 2019).   

 

A comparison of June reconnaissance survey estimates of total caribou, flown in 

2011 and 2018, suggests a similar trend (6% decline per year), to the visual 

abundance survey estimates of June 2011 and 2018 (4-5% per year).  If we 

compare the June 2011, 2013, 2016, and 2018 reconnaissance survey estimates, 

then the decline is more pronounced at 9% per year, largely due to the higher 

reconnaissance estimate in 2013, and the lower estimate in 2016 (Figure 41).   

 

 

5.3 SPATIAL ANALYSIS OF COLLAR AND CALVING AREA AFFILIATIONS. 

 

Results suggest that subpopulation-specific capture location has a substantial 

effect on the fidelity of the same caribou to specific calving ground strata (Figure 

19).  We concluded that the GN caribou cows collared out of Baker Lake were 

most likely to be of the NEM (Ahiak and Lorillard) subpopulations, and the GNWT 

collared Beverly cows, collared on known Beverly late winter/early spring range 

were most likely to be of the Beverly subpopulation.  We found that the NEM 

collared caribou had higher fidelity to the NEM calving strata then to the the 

Adelaide and Queen Maud Gulf calving strata most heavily utilized for calving by 

collared Beverly caribou (Figure 22).  Based on these findings, we believe that 

there was minimal directional movement to the Beverly from the NEM calving area.  

We also conclude that caribou on the Adelaide Peninsula are more affiliated with 

the Beverly subpopulation than NEM (Ahiak and Lorillard) subpopulations.  Further, 

the QMG and Adelaide Peninsula pooled calving strata, and the NEM calving 
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strata, based on Figure 19, are relatively separate calving areas with few but 

similar movements between these calving areas from 2011 through 2018.  

However, collar analysis considers mean movement rates as opposed to year-

specific rates, so it is still possible that some years did have directional 

movements.   

 

5.3.1 BATHURST OVERLAP. 

The June 2018 abundance estimate of the Beverly subpopulation was potentially 

influenced by the movement of caribou from the Bathurst herd, as evidenced by 3 

Bathurst collared cows calving within the known Beverly subpopulation ACCA.  

However, the estimate of adult females of the Bathurst herd was 13,265 

(CI=8,308–18,222) in 2015 (Boulanger et al 2017), and 5,162 (CI=3,922–6,793) in 

2018 (Adamczewski et al 2019), with the overall herd size being 19,769 

(CI=12,349–27,189) in 2015 and 8,210 (CI=5,706–11,814) in 2018.  Using the ratio 

of collared caribou that occurred in the Bathurst Inlet calving strata, compared to 

the Beverly calving strata (8 of 11 known Bathurst cows), an approximate estimate 

of 1,936 (CI=497–4,595) Bathurst cows occurring in the Beverly calving strata can 

be derived.  This is an approximate estimate given the low sample size of collared 

cows, and should be treated cautiously.  However, the relatively low number of 

Bathurst cows (1,936) compared to the estimate of adult females in the Beverly 

calving ground in 2018 (61,070 (CI=55,583–67,099 as listed in Table 24), suggests 

that the movement of Bathurst cows into the Beverly subpopulations June 2018 

survey extents would not have substantively affected the estimates of herd 

abundance or trend.   

 

In summary, the Beverly subpopulation reconnaissance and visual abundance 

estimates, for all analytical treatments, whether based on survey study areas 

encompassing the Queen Maud Gulf calving area alone, or in union with the 

Adelaide Peninsula, all represent a statistically significant decline. An overall 

decline of 24% is estimated to have occurred between the June 2011 and June 

2018. 
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ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ:  

 ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕌᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 2016−ᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᓪᓗ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 

2018−ᒥᑦ; ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 780 (590–1029, 95% CI) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᕐᓴᐅᕌᕐᔪᒃᑐᖅ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᓂᑦ 943 (658–1350, 95% CI) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 2012−ᒥᑦ. 

 ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑕᒫᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕕᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ 12 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᑦ ᐅᓂᖕᓂᖏᓐᑦ 2011−ᒥᑦ 5 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᒧᑦ 2016−ᒥᑦ. 

 ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᓱᕐᕋᒐᑎᒃ (16 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ 2011−ᒥᑦ  19 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᑦ 2016−ᒥᑦ), ᐊᑎᖅᑕᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᓐᓇᖕᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᖅ. 

 ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓲᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᑕ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ 

ᒫᓐᓇ 25−ᓂᑦ. 

 ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2016−ᒥᑦ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 

ᖃᓪᓕᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᓂᓗ ᐄᔫ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2011 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ 23−ᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᖕᓄᑦ.  

 ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2016−ᒥᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖏᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐄᔫ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒡᓗ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᑯᐃᐸᒃᑯᓐᓂᒡᓗ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᙵᕕᒃᓴᖓ ᐱᐊᓂᒐᓱᖕᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ. 

 ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᙱᑲᓚᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᐄᔫᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

 ᒪᐃ 2018−ᒥᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓂᒡᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖕᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᑖᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᒃᓴᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᑕ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
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 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖕᓂᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᕼᒥᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ, ᑯᐃᐸᒃᒥᑦ, 

ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖕᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᑕ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᒡ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᒃᓴᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ: 

 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖕᓃᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓖᕌᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᒃᓴᓂᒡᓗ, ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᑎᕕᓂᖕᓄᓪᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᖕᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂᔾᔪᒃ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2019−ᒥᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥᑦ. 

 

 ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᐅᓯᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᐊᑐᕐᐸᒃᑐᓂᑦ−ᐊᑐᕐᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒡᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᑦ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ.  

 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖕᓇᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᖑᕋᐃᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᖕᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᖓᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓯᒪᓂᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ 2021).  

 

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓃᑦ:  

 ᐊᑐᕐᑎᒥᑦ−ᐊᑐᕐᑎᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐸᖕᓇᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖕᓂᖓᓂᑦ 2020, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᓕᖕᒥᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑳᕋᑎᒃ 

ᓇᒃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ:  

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 



ᐊᖓᔪᖃᐅᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᖏᑦ 

1 
 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 

07 ᔫᓂ 2019 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ:  ᐃᐅᕆᒃ ᕆᒡᒍᕐ (ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᕗᐊᓯᖕᑕᓐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓖᑦ (ᒫᑲᔅ ᑎᒃ, ᒍᕆᒡᒍᕐ ᒋᐅᓪᐳᕐᑦ, ᓵᒥᐅᓪ ᐊᐃᕗᓴᓐ, ᑏᕙᑦ ᓖ, ᓂᑯᓚᔅ ᓚᓐ, ᔫᓯᕝ 

ᓄᐊᕐᑐᕌᑉ, ᐋᓚᓐ ᐱᓐ, ᒪᕇ−ᒃᓘᑦ ᕆᑦᓱᕐ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒋᓚᐆᑉ ᓱᐊᕐ) 

 

ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓖᑦ (TWG) ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ.  

ᐅᑯᐊ TWG ᒫᓐᓇᕈᓗᒃ ᑲᑎᕐᓱᐃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ (SH) ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ, ᓇᐃᓈᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐃᒍᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒻᓴᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᐋᕿᓱᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑏᑦ, ᑲᒪᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᖑᓕᕇᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ.  ᐃᓛᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᓪᓗᐊᓚᐅᕐᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕐᑎᒐᓱᐊᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ.  ᐅᑯᐊ TWG ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᒻᒥᒃ− 

ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᔩᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ.  ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓪᓕ, ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᓱᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᓂᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ−ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᐆᑦᑐᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒫᓂ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐃᔭᐅᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ.  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᐹᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓗᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑕᐅᑦᓯᒃᑰᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᖅ 

ᐋᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᐋᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦᖅ ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐊᕙᑖᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᓂᒃ.  ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑎᑦᓯᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᓱᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ.  ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ ᒫᓃᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑕ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒐᓚᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ.  ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᓯᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᔪᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ−ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᐸᑦ ᐊᕙᑖ 
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ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᑕ [K]) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ−ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᓂ(ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᐹᓂᒃ 

ᐱᐅᓯᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ [rmax]).  

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᓱᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᒋᑦ Bayesian Monte Carlo 

ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᒋᐊᒃᑲᓂᕐᑐᓂ.  ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᖅ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ−ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᕙᓂ 

1980ᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2000ᑦ (Obbard ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2007), ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

2010ᓂ (Obbard ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2015, 2018) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᑯᐱᐊᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ.  ᐊᔪᙱᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐋᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᖃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ 

ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᖃᑖᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒐᓴᓐᓂ. 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ.  ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒍᔪᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᑯᓇᓂ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑯᑦ−ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ.  ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ, 

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᒍ, ᐊᔪᙱᒍᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ 1984-2016 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 943 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 2012ᒥ (Obbard ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2015) ᐅᕗᖓ 780 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 2016ᒥ (Obbard ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 

2018) ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᖃᕐᑐᓂ.  ᓯᑯ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒡᕕᐅᔪᒥ, ᐃᓛᒃ ᒥᑭᓂᕐᓴᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒡᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓕᖏᑦ (Stern ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Laidre 2016), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᕐᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᓯᐊᕙᐃᑦ (Obbard  ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2016).  ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ (WH) ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨᒐᓚᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᓕᕙᓪᓕᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᒍᑦ 

ᐱᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑯᑦ−ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐃᔨᓴᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ (Lunn ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2016).  ᒫᓐᓇᕈᓗᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ 2011-2016 ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᑏᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᒍᑏᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᓚᐅᙱᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ (Stapleton ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2014; ᑎᒃ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2017). 

 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓚᐅᕐᑕᕗᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐋᕿᕐᓱᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᕐᑕᐅᙳᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓇᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒐᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᕗᖓ ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᑦ 

ᐋᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 1 ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᒐᓚᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᐅᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᑦ 30 ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓂ K ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᒪᕙᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒡᕕᐅᔪᒥ.  ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 2 ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᖅ 

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᒐᓚᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᐅᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑦ, ᑕᒪᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑕᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ K ᐊᒻᒪᓗ rmax 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᖓᒻᒪᑕ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ.  ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 3 ᐱᑕᓕᒃ ᒪᒡᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑑᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ.  ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 3a ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒥ 

ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓂ rmax ᑭᖑᓕᖃᕐᑐᒍ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ 

K ᐊᒻᒪᓗ rmax. ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 3b ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᖅ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᔪᙱᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᓴᑲᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᙱᑐᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓂ K.  

ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑏᑦ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᓯᕗᒧᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ.  ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 35ᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓄᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒐᓚᖓ ᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᒐᓚᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕋᔪᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᓂ (Regehr ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2016).  ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᒎᕈᑎᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᓂᒃ:  (1) ᓱᒡᕋᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᑎᑭᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᐹᓂᒃ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᐊᓕᖏᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ K; (2) ᓱᒡᕋᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᒡᕋᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (3) ᓱᒡᕋᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᐹᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᒍᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᑐᑦ.  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᖅ 3 ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕋᓱᐊᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐆᑦᑐᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂᒥ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᓄᖑᒐᔭᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᐃᒫᒃ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑎᑉᐸᕗᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑭᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂ, ᐃᒪᐃᙱᖔᕐᓗᒍ ᑐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᓂᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᑦ). 

 

ᐊᔾᔨᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᑕᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᓂ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᓖᑦ 80% ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᖅ 1 (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑐᒡᕋᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᓄᓇᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᐹᓂᒃ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ).  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
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ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᖅ 1 ᓈᒻᒪᑦᓯᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓪᓗᒌᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᒍᑏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

80% ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓂ “ᐃᓄᐃᓴᑦᑐᑦ” ᐊᒻᒪᓗ “ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ” ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᖅ 1 ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ (Regehr 

ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2017a, 2018a).  ᓱᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᒥᒃ 3 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᐸᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᒥ 1, ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ 21 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ/ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ.  ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒐᓚᖓ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᒐᓚᒃ 19 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ/ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᒥ 1986-2016, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓕᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ 

ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 1 ᑐᙵᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᒐᓚᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᐅᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᒥ.  

ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᖓᕐᑕᒥ 2, ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 10 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ/ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ.  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒫᓐᓇ 0.50, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᒐᔭᕐᑕᖓ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ 

ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᒐᓚᒃ 3.8% ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᐸᑕ ᒪᑐᒥᖓ 2:1 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ−ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑏᑦ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑉᐸᓯᓐᓂᕐᓴᒐᓛᒃ 4.5% ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ 2:1 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ−ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᙱᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᓴᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ (Taylor ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 

1987).  ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᒥ 3a, ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 4 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ/ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ.  ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓯᖁᒥᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᖅ 3 ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 8 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ/ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓄᖑᑦᓯᐊᒻᒪᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᐸᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 18 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ/ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ.  ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 3a ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒻᒥᒃ 

ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᓗᐊᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᑯᐊ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒍᓐᓃᕐᐸᑦ 

ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑐᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ−ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ.  ᐊᓯᐊᒍᓪᓕ, ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 3b 

ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᓗᐊᕋᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓂ K ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᕐᒥᒍᑦ 

ᑐᖁᕋᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᐅᕐᓯᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ.  ᐃᓛᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᑦ 3a ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3b ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᑎᕐᓯᒪᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᓯᑰᑉ ᐊᓯᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ 

ᓇᓄᐃᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ, ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑑᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑑᑏᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᔪᑦ.  ᒫᓐᓇᓕ, ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑯᐊ ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ−ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᕐᑐᑦ 
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ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ. 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓂᕐᓴᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᓇᓗᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᕌᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᕿᒥᒡᕈᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑕ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑐᕌᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ.  ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᑲᐅᓱᕆᕙᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᕐᓴᕐᓗᒍ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᒐᖅ 2 ᐊᖏᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᖅ 1.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒐᔭᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᒪᑐᒪ h = 0.02-0.03, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 8-12 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ/ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ.   ᑕᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᖓ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, 

ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᒐᓚᒃ 2.0-3.0% ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ 1:1 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ−ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᒐᒃ 3.0-4.5% ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ 2:1 

ᐊᖑᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ−ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑦ. 

ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐅᒐᓱᐊᓗᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓱᓴᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ 

ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᙱᒻᒪᖔᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (Eberhardt 1990).  ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᐅᑉ (Taylo4 ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2008; Regehr ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2017b) ᐊᑲᐅᓯᕆᕙᕗᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅᑦ ᒫᓂ 0.02-0.03 ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᒋᑦ 2:1 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ−ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᒍᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᔾᔮᕙᓪᓚᐃᖏᒻᒪᑦ 

ᓄᖒᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ, ᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓂᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ (Taylor ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2008; Regehr ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2017b).  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᔪᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ 

ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓂᕐᓯᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓂᖅ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ, ᐊᖏᓂᕐᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᖅ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ, ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᐃᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᓂ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑲᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᓯᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᕿᑎᖓᓃᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᖅ ᖁᓪᓕᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᐸᓪᓚᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓂᕐᓴᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 1, ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐃᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓂᕐᓴᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᖅ 3a.  ᐱᓕᕆᓗᓂ 
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ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓂ 0.02-0.03, ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᓖᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑏᑦ, ᐱᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ).  ᓱᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᔾᔨᓯᐅᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐊᑭᐊᓂ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᕐᑕᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓇᔪᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒻᒪᖔᑕ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖑᐊᕐᑕᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᐹᖑᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥ. 

ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ “ᓄᓇᒥᒃ−ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ” ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᖅ (Regehr ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2017b), ᐊᔾᔨᒐᓚᖓ ᐆᒪ “ᐊᓯᕈᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅ” 

ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖓᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᐸᒐᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ (2015).  ᓄᓇᒥ−ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓕᒃ 

ᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑉᐸᔾᔮᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᕕᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, “ᓄᓇ”) ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ.  ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ−ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ.  ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ, ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓂᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ 

ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 5 ᐊᒡᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕋᐃᑉᐸᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒐᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2012 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2016 (Obbard ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2015, 2018).  ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ−ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂ, 

ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ) 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᑐᖅ ᒥᑭᔾᔫᒥᑎᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᑐᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ, ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒪᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓯᑯᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᖅ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᕗᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ.  ᓱᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, TWG ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᓖᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ.  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ, ᐅᖃᓕᒪᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ 

ᒥᑭᔾᔫᒥᑎᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐃᒍᑏᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓗᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓪᓕᕇᓂ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᑕᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᒪᒌᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ 

11 ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ 2019 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ:  ᒫᑲᔅ ᑎᒃ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ); ᒍᕆᒡᒍᕐ ᒋᐅᓪᐴᕐᑦ (ᒪᑭᕕᒃ 

ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ); ᒫᒻ ᐊᐃᕗᓴᓐ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ); ᑏᕙᑦ ᓖ 

(ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ); ᓂᑯᓚᔅ J. ᓚᓐ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ); 

ᔫᓯᕝ M. ᓄᐊᕐᑐᕋᑉ (ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ); ᐋᓚᓐ 

ᐱᓐ (ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ); ᒪᕇ−ᒃᓘᑦ ᕆᑦᓱᕐ (ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ); ᒋᓚᐆᒻ ᓱᐊᕐ (ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ) 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᐊᕆᐊᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ:  ᓵᒻ ᐊᐃᕗᕐᓴᓐ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ) 

  

 

 

  

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᖓᔪᖃᐅᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓕᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᕿᒥᒡᕈᑲᓐᓂᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ.  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒪᕗᑦ ᓈᓂᕐᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ. 
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ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ (SH) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑕᖏᒐᓚᑦᑐᒍ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔭᐃᒻᔅ ᐸᐃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᐱᐊᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᒫᓃᑦᑐᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑦ.  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᓖᑦ ᒫᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐊᒥᖅᑳᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᓪᓗᓈᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ, 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒐᓚᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖏᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑲᖅᑳᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑏᑦ.  ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᒪᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕋᐊᓱᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐋᕿᑦᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒃᑲᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓕᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ 780 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

(95% ᓇᓗᙱᒍᑦ: 590-1029).  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ (PBTC) 2019 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ: 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ 

ᓇᐃᓈᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᕐᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 

ᐊᑎᓕᖁᕐᕕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ 

ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ 

(1973) 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐸᓪᓚᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓯᐅᕈᑏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᕈᓗᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓄᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᑦ ᒫᓂ 1980ᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1990ᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓂᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ (IK) 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᖏᑦ, ᐃᓅᓕᕐᑐᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒧᓗ 

ᐱᐅᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓂᖁᑦ 

ᓱᒡᕋᑦᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᔭᐃᒻᔅ 

ᐸᐃᒥ; 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᕙᓪᓚᐃᔪᑦ 

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ 

ᐊᐱᕐᓱᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᕈᓗᒃ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ 15 ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐸᓪᓚᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓯᐅᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓂᒃ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓖᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᑦ ᒫᓂ 2011/2012, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᐅᙱᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑕ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓕᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᙱᑦᑑᑉ 

ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕ ᒪᓂ 

ᐊᒡᒋᕐᑐᓂ 10 ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐸᓪᓚᐃᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᑯᑖᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓕᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᙱᑦᑑᑉ. 

ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2011 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2014, ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᐊᓂᕐᓴᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ (ᑕᑯᒃᑭᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖏᑦ A 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ B).  ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᒃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᕐᑕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᑭᒡᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᓐᐃᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᓂᒃ.  ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓂᑯᑦ 

ᐊᔪᙱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᑐᓄᑦ. 



ᐊᖓᔪᖃᐅᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
 

3 
 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2011 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᑐᕐᑕᖅ ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᖅᒥ, ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ, ᐱᑕᖃᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓚᙵᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒫᓂ 2010/2011 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓇᕐᒥ (105 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

30 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 73 ᓄᓇᕕᒃᒥ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 1 ᐄᔫ ᐃᑦᓰ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕐᑕᑦ 

ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᖅᒥ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᓄᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᙱᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ.  ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᖅᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑕᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᒫᓂᒥ 2011/2012 ᐅᕗᖓ 2013/2014 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓇᕐᓂ.  ᑕᐃᓐᓇ 2014ᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ, ᐊᑐᕐᑕᖅ ᐋᑐᕚᒥ, ᐊᓚᒃᑲᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᑐᑎᒃ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᖅ ᒫᓂ 2014/2015 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2015/2016 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓇᕐᓂ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2016/2017, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑐᖃᐅᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ, ᐱᑐᖃᕐᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 943 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 780 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ.  ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᔪᑦ: 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᖑᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᓇᓛᓂ: 25 (ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ) 

 ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓂ: 23 (ᓄᓇᕕᒃᒥ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᓇᓄᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᐄᔫ ᐃᑦᓯ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᖃᓪᓖᖃᑎᒌᑦᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓂ).  

ᒫᓐᓇᓕ, ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᒃ ᒫᓂ ᐄᔫ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ 

ᖃᓪᓕᖃᑎᒌᑦᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓂ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓄᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᐸᓯᒃᑐᒧᑦ 

ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ.  ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᒪᔪᖅ 9, ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᒋ.ᔭᒥᒃ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ 

ᐃᖅᑭᓕᓐᓄᑦ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 30 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ ᓱᒡᕋᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ 

ᓂᐅᒡᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᓂᑯ 1976ᒥ ᐅᕘᓇ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 

ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓱᕆᔭᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒃᔪᐊᖅ 2009ᒥ ᓂᐅᒡᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕋᔭᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ 

ᐊᔪᕐᑎᑕᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᖑᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᓇᓛᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓂ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ᒪᒡᕉᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᐊᕿᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᐸᑦ (ᐃᓚᙵᐃᒍᑏᑦ 

ᑐᙵᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔪᖃᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᐸᑦ (ᑲᑎᕐᓱᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᑉᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ).  ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᔪᖁᓇᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᐹᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᒍᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ, ᐃᓕᓴᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒻᒪᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐃᓚᙵᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ PBTC, ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᑦ 5-ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓄᑦ (2013/14-2017/18), 3−ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓄᑦ 

(2015/2016-2017/2018), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ (2017/2018) ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 36.4, 33.7, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 33 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᑭᖑᓕᕇᕐᑐᑎᒃ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ 

3.5% ᐅᕗᖓ 3.9% ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐃᒍᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒐᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᔭᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ 

ᐃᓚᙵᐃᔭᐃᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 4.2% ᐅᕗᖓ 4.7% ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓂ. 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅᒥ ᑖᒃᑯᑐᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᑕ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ.  ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖅ ᑎᑭᒋᐊᖓ 100%.  ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ, ᐱᑕᓕᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕕᒃᒥ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ (ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᖅ, ᐅᒥᐅᔭᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᔾᔪᐊᕌᐱᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(ᕗᐊᑦᒪᒡᒎᔅᑐᐃ, ᕗᐊᔅᑳᒡᒐᓂᔅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑦᓯᓵᓯᑉᐱ) ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦᓴᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ.  ᐃᓛᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᖃᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᔭᐃᒻᔅ ᐸᐃᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑯᐱᐊᒃ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᕐᓱᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 1985.  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦ 100%ᒥᒃ.  
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ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ, ᐱᑕᓕᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᒥ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᒫᙵᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᒃ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥᒃ {Fort severn Wi8nisk (Peawanuk) Attawapiskat, Fort Albany, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Kashechewan), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ (Moosonee/Mosse Factory) ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᐸᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓴᐱᒻᒥᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᑦᓯᕙᒋᐊᑦᓴᖅ.  ᐃᓚᖏᑦᑎᖅ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᖃᓕᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᖑᓇᓯᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ (H) ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓄᑦ: 

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ†  ᑯᐱᐊᒃ‡  ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ H  ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ H  ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ H 

2008/2009 TAH = 25 26  ᐱᑕᖃᖏ 9  ᐱᑕᖃᖏa 3 

2009/2010 TAH = 25 25  ᐱᑕᖃᖏ 36  ᐱᑕᖃᖏa 1 

2010/2011 TAH = 30 30  ᐱᑕᖃᖏ 74  ᐱᑕᖃᖏa 0 

2011/2012 TAH = 25 25  VA = 30 22  ᐱᑕᖃᖏb 4 

2012/2013 TAH = 25 26  VA = 30 33  ᐱᑕᖃᖏb 2 

2013/2014 TAH = 25 27  VA = 30 11  ᐱᑕᖃᖏb 0 

2014/2015 VA = 20 20  VA = 23 22  ᐱᑕᖃᖏc 1 

2015/2016 VA= 20 20  VA = 22 19  ᐱᑕᖃᖏc 2 

2016/2017 TAH = 25 22  TAT=23 7  ᐱᑕᖃᖏa 2 

2017/2018 TAH = 25 28  TAT=23 5  ᐱᑕᖃᖏa 0 

TAH: ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ; TAT: ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ ᐱᔭᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ; VA: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᑕᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᓄᑦ. ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᓈᓂᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᑦᓴᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ 
aᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 30 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 1976ᒥ ᐅᕘᓇ ᐋᕿᑦᓯᒪᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᒥᕐᐹᑦ 30 ᓇᓄᕋᔭᐃᑦ ᓱᒡᕋᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ.  ᓰᑎᒻᐱᕆ, 2009ᒥ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓱᕆᔭᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐊᔪᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᐅᒡᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓄᕋᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ.  ᑕᐃᒪ, ᓇᓄᕋᔭᐃᑦ 

ᓱᒡᕋᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ. 
bᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᑦ 5 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᐅᐸᑦᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2011 ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᖅᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑕᖏᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᐸᑦᑐᑦ. 
cᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᑦ 3 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ ᐃᖅᑭᓕᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᕕᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑐᒍ 2 ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᐃᖅᑭᓕᓐᓄᑦ 2014/2015 ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓯᔾᔭᒥ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᐅᐸᑦᑐᑦ 2014ᒥ ᐋᑐᕚᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑕᖏᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᐸᑦᑐᑦ. 

 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

2018ᒥ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᓚᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᑦ:  (a) ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᒃᒥ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 1970ᑦ; (b) ᓯᐊᒻᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓇᓛᓂᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (c) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᖏᑦ.  ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅ, 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒫᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᑐᙱᑐᖅ.  ᐱᑕᖃᕋᔪᑦᑐᖅ 

ᑲᑲᒪᔨᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᑦᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᓂ 



ᐊᖓᔪᖃᐅᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
 

5 
 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᖁᑕᒥᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑎᕐᑕᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᓈᓇᒋᔭᓂᒃ. 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐊᒥᖅᑳᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅᒥ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓅᕕᒻᐱᕆ 2018 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᓯᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑏᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᒐᑎᑐᕐᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ 

ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ.  ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔾᔮᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ.  

ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᕐᓱᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓕᕐᐸᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐸᑦᑐᑎᒃ 

ᐅᑎᑐᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥᒃ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑭᓖ% ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑏᑦ, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐄᔫ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓂ, 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖓᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ, ᐄᔫ ᑕᕆᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑭᓖᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ,  ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ.  ᓯᕗᓪᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᖏ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐄᔫ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑐᑎᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑕ.  ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔭᐃᒻᔅ ᐸᐃᒥ, ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᒪᒡᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑰᓐᓂᒃ−ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᑑᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖅ ᒫᓂᓗᐊᑕᖅ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᓂ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓯᒪᓗᐊᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓂ 1984-1986 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2003-2005.  ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓂᐅᑉ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᒥᔅᑭ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥ ᔭᐃᒻᔅ ᐸᐃᒥ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

1997 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1998, ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᓚᐅᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ PBTC 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 900-1000 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᒫᓂ 2011/2012 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2016, ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒫᑎᒋ 943 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% ᓇᓗᙱᒍᑦ:  658-1350) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 780 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% ᓇᓗᙱᒍᑦ: 590-1029), 

ᑭᖑᓕᕇᑦᑐᑎᒃ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ 17% ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ.  ᐃᓛᒃ 95% ᓇᓗᙱᒍᑦ 

ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᒪᒡᕉᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑐᓂ ᖃᓪᓖᖃᑎᒌᑦᓯᒪᔫᒃ, 18% ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅᑦ ᑕᒫᓂᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ PBTC ᐊᓯᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐸᓪᓚᐃᒻᒪᑕ.  ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᐃᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ, ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 12% 2011ᒥ ᐅᕗᖓ 5% 2016ᒥ, 

ᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᕐᑕᐃᑦ ᓱᒡᕋᑦᓯᒪᒐᑎᒃ (16% 2012ᒥ ᐊᑭᐊᓂ 19% 2016ᒥ).  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᕐᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓕᓐᓄᑦ 2015ᒥ.  ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖅ 2018ᒥ, ᓈᕆᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑑᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑑᑉ (ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ 

ᓯᔾᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᒥᔅᑭ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥ), ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑐᒍ ᐅᑯᐊ 2016ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᒋᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᒐᓛᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᑕ ᓇᓛᓂ 2018ᒥ (249 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 95% ᓇᓗᙱᒍᑦ: 230-270) ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒍ 2016 (269 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 95% ᓇᓗᙱᒍᑦ: 244-297) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓐᓂᕐᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 2011 (422 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 95% ᓇᓗᙱᒍᑦ: 38-467). 

ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅᒥ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᕿᒥᒡᕈᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᓂᒃ 900ᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᓂᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᒥ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᒫᓂ 1984-1986, 2000-2005, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2007-2009.  ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᓇᐃᕐᓯᒍᑦ (BCI), ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᑦᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑎᒥᑭᑕ ᑕᑭᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᓕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᖃᑎᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂ, 
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ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑖᑦ (BCS) 

ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᒃ 

2010.  ᒪᑯᐊ BCSᖏᑦ 191 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒧᑦ−ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 2010 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

2017.  ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᓗᐊᕐᐸᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ.  92.7% 

ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ BCS ᕿᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᑯᐊ 7.3% ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓪᓘᒋᐊᖏᑕ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕕᔾᔪᐊᕌᓘᒋᐊᖏᑕ. 

ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ, ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᑐᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ−ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑕᑦ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 1984 ᐅᕗᖓ 2005, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᖃᑎᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 

1980ᑦ.

ᕿᒥᒡᕕᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓅᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ, ᒪᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᓈᓚᒍᑎᓂᒃ−ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ− 

ᐊᙳᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᒐᓚᑎᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᑉᐸᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᒪᔪᒥ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓᓂ, ᐃᓛᒃ ᓅᑉᐸᒻᒥᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᒫᓂ 

ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ (WH) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᒃᑐᖅᒧᑦ (FB), ᒫᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

ᓯᑯᖃᕐᑎᓐᓇᒍ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓚᒃᑲᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᑐᒍ ᓯᑯᐃᕐᓂᖓ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᒍᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ.  ᓱᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, 

ᓯᕗᓪᓖᑦ ᕿᒥᒡᕈᒍᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃᕐ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒫᒃ ᑎᑭᒃᑐᒍ 10% ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᙳᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᙵᑦ 

ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ.  ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᑕ, ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᑯᐊ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᔭᐃᒻᔅ 

ᐸᐃᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ. 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᐹᒥᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑕ 

ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ 19 ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅᒥ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ (1979-2014), ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ 19 ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓯᒪᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑰᑉ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐸᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑭᖑᕙᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓯᑯᕙᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᕐᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᑯᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ 40ᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ.  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑉᐸᓯᓐᓂᕐᐹᖅ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅᒥ ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᙱᓂᕐᐹᒥᒃ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᐸᓐᓂᖓ (ᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᒐᓚᒃ 210 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖁᓛᓂ 

15% ᓯᑯᖃᕐᐸᒐᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑎᓄᑦ).  ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓯᑯᐃᕐᐸᓐᓂᖓ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᒥ ᐊᖏᔫᓯᒪᔫᒐᓗᐊᖅ (ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑰᑉ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐸᓐᓂᖓ:  -3.1 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖁᓕᓂ 

ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ; ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᑭᐊᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᕙᓐᓂᖓᑕ:  +4.1 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖁᓕᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ; ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᖓᑕ:  -11.4% ᖁᓕᓂ ᐊᒡᕌᒍᓂ), ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖓ ᓯᑯᐃᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᒪᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓄᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ. 
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᐆᒧᖓ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑦ:  X   ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑦ:           ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ:  

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 2019/20 ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑯᖑᑉᐸᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ    

 

ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

 

2018-19 (ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ), ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᐊᕐᓂᐊᔪ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕈᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ 

(WAZ) (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓅᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒧ (COL) ᑯᖑᑉᐸᓂᖓᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ. ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ, ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓗᑎ COL ᐱᔪᓐᓇᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ. ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓄᑦ 

(ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 2), ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ (RM) ᖃᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᒐᔭᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒥ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ. RM 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒡᓯᕌᓯ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓄᑦ (ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 3) ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓᓄ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑎ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ (ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᑦ. 

 

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐱᓕᕆᑯᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ WAZ, ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ (EAZ) ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑭᖑᕐᑉᐸᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ (SFA) 1. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓ (CSAS) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅᔪᓚᐃ 2019. 

 

2019-20 (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ), ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᓴᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ WAZ−ᒥᑦ. DFO ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᓂ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᓂ 2018-19 COL ᐆᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ WAZ, 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂ. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᒋᔭᖓᓄ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᒥ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ). 

 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ COL 2018-19−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2019-20 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᑕᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ COL 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᖅto 

address higher incidences oᑐᑎ ‘ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ’. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 2018-19 COL 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᖓ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐃᓕᓕᓗᓂ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ COL ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ EAZ, WAZ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ SFA 1. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᓂᔭᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓅᕕᐱᕆᒥ. 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

 

ᐆᒐᐃᑦ (Boreogadus saida) ᓇᓗᓇᕈᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓯᑰᑉ ᐊᑖᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ). ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑎᒍᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓄᓇLᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ. ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖏᕋᕙᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑎᑭᑦᑎᒐᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ 1+, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᑎᓂᖅᓴᖓᓅᖅᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
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ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᔅᓴᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐆᒪᓂᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑎᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᕙᑦᑐᑦ. ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ , ᓂᕿᖃᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒦᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᔅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ CSAS ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᔪᓚᐃᒥ 2019 ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᐆᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑯᖑᑉᐸᓂᖓᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ WAZ, EAZ ᐊᒻᒪ SFA 1. ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ RM, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ.  

 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ), ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 500,000 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 1,000,000 t ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ. ᓇᓚ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᔅᓴᐅᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐲᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓗᑎ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖓ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑯᖑᑉᐸᓂᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᔪᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᖓ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ 

 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓂ, ᐱᓕᕆᑯᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔨᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎ (ᓈᒻᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ) ᐆᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ COL ᒫᑦᓯᒥ 2020 ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2020-21 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ.  

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂ 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᒪᑦᓯ2020). 

  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ: ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ:   ᓅᕕᐱᕆ 1, 2019 

 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1 – ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 2 – ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐆᒐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 3 –2018-19 ᐊᒻᒪ 2019-20 ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᑉᐊᓄᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯ  
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ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1 

 

ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑐᑦ – ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ 

ᑐᖑᔪᕈᔪᑦᑐᑦ – ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ 
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ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 2 

 

 

 
 

ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 1. ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ SFA 3 (ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ) ᐅᑯᓄᖓ1979–20181.  

 

                                                           
1 . ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 2003.a 
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ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 3 

 

 

9/26/2019 

 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑯᖑᑉᐸᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓪᓗᑎ:  

 

5.2.2 ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓐᓇᓂ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.2 ᖁᓛᓂ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᔪᓂᑦ 5 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᑦ 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑯᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ 200kg, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᓕᓐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑕᖅᑐᑎ, ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᒥᑭᓛᕆᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᖁᓗᓕᑦ (10) ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᐃᔪᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᑲᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓂᑦ. 

ᓅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᒍᑎ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥ 5 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑯᖑᑉᐸᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 200 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 6−ᕋᖅᑎᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᓕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ 

ᓅᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 10 ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᐃᔭᓂᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐱᖑᓲᔪᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᓕᓐᓂᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒻᒥ 

ᐱᔭᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓗᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔭᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ (ᓴᓂᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᒥᑦ) ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖔᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ.  

 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᑐᓂᐅᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 31, 2020.  

 



 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ:                                                                                                        ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: X 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ  ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᑲᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ: 

ᖃᐃᑦᑐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ: 

 ᓄᓕᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᑮᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᓄᓕᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᑮᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᐅᑉ 

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᖁᐸᓄᐊᓐ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ  ᐃᓕᑕᕐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᖓᓯᓖᑦ. 

 ᓄᓕᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᐅᓂᕐᒥ ᓇᔪᐃᕙᒃᑐᑦ.  

ᐅᑮᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᑲᓕᖃᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ. 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖁᐸᓄᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐃᐳ 2017-ᒥ. 

 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ. 

© Gordon Court 



 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᓐ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᓂᖅᐹᖑᖃᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᒐᓴᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᐃᑉᓗ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ. 

 ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᒋᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᔪᑦ 59% 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 35-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 16% ᐳᓴᓐᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ.  

 ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᓕᕐᓂᖅ 2,000,000-ᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓂ. 

 ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ: 

o ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑐᖃᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᕋᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᕋᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᔭᕋᐃᑐᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ 

o ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓈᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓕᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᕈᑎᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᒪᑯᓄᖓᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᐊᕋᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒫᒪᒃᑎᑦᑎᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᕐᓗ ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᕐᓂᒃ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒧᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓄᑦ 

 ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ) 

ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᕆᕗᑦ: 

o ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᕕᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕈᖅᓰᕕᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ 

o ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑉᐱᕈᖅᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑮᔭᖅᑐᕐᕕᒋᓯᒪᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ 

o ᐱᖅᑐᖅᓯᕆᐊᒐᓚᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ: 

 ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᑲᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, 

ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᕋᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

 ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᒐᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓚᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

 ᑎᑭᓲᖑᒐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓈᒍᑦ, ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᑲᔪᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᐅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᔨᓂᖅ: 

 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ -ᒪᐃᒥᓗ, 

2018.  ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᔫᓯᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ 

14-ᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018-ᒥ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ, ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᕐᕆᔭᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ: ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ, 

ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ, ᑯᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᑦ.  



 ᐅᖃᓗᒡᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐄᐳ ᑕᕿᖏᓐᓂ, 

2018-ᒥ. ᐃᖃᐃᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᐃ 2018-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

 ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᑲᒧᐃᑦ 

ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ). ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 13-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ.  

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᑐᑦ: 

ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᒥᓂᓯᑕ ᐋᕿᓯᓂᐊᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑯᐃᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᓕᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᐅ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ (ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ), 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ. ᐊᖏᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖓ ᑐᕿᑖᕈᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ 

ᐊᖏᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᓗᓂᓗ, ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5.3.16 ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂ, 

ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᒥᓂᓯᑕᐅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᓄᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑯᐃᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓇᓱᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ, 30ᓄ ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓱᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᑕᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᕕᐊᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 1ᖓᓂ. ᐱᔭᕆᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᕗᖅ ᑖᓇ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑯᐃᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᔮᓕᕋᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᕕᐊᓂ, ᐃᓚᖓᓂ II ᒥ, ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᖢᓂᓗ 

ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᓇᓪᓚᕆᐅᓕᖅᖢᓂᓗ. 
 

 

 

 



 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ:                                                                                                        ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: X 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᒍᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑭᒡᒐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ 

ᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ . 
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ᐅᓂᑲᐅᓯᐅᓂᖓ: 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᑯᐊ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓰᒃ ᐅᑮᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᖓᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑭᕋᓕᖅᐸᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐅᐊᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᕆᐅᕆᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ. ᑖᑯᐊ ᓇᕈᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒧᐊᕋᔪᐃᑦᑐᑦ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ James Bay ᓇᒪᒃᓯᔭᕌᖓᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᕕᓴᖓᑦ. 

ᑭᒡᒐᕕᑦ (Common nighthawk) 

ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ (Olive-sided Flycatcher) 



ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᓐᓇᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑭᒡᒐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᒥ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓪᓗᖑ 

ᓱᑲᓕᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᑲᐅᔨᓴᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᐸᓪᓕᐊᒪᑕ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑐᖓᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ, ᐊᐃᕆᓖ 2018ᒥ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᓐᓂᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᕆᓕᖅᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ2ᒥ). ᒪᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᖑᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᒥᖓᖅᓯᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᓄᓗ ᓂᕿᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᕙᕕᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᓱᓕ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᖅᑐᒦᔪᑎᒋᒥᔭᖓᑦ ᑖᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ.  

 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᔪᑕᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ 

ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᐸᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᑕᐅᔫᒥᔪᑎᓴᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᑕᐅᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓂᖏᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᓇᖔᓕ ᐊᑐᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᖕᓇᐅᒥᒃ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᑦᑎᖓᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᓇ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᓱᕋᑕᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧ ᐆᒃᑐᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᓗᖑ 

ᐃᑯᓪᓚᐅᒥᑎᓐᓇᓱᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᓯᕚᓕᕈᑎᓴᖓᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐸᖕᓇᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᑖᓱᒪ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᐅᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐳᓛᕆᐊᑕᐅᕙᒃᖣᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖣᓂ 

ᐊᐃᕇᓖᒥ ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒍ ᔫᓚᐃᒧᑦ 2019ᒥ. ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐅᓯᐊᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᓂᐊᕕᑯᑦ ᑖᑯᓄᖓᓕᒫ 25ᓄ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕆᓖ 2019ᒥ. ᑖᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᑕᖃᓕᓪᖢᑎᒃ, ᐅᓕᖅᓇᐃᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᐃᐹ ᖃᐅᓯᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᓲᑏᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᑦ. ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓲᓗ ᒪᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᓯᒪᔪᓂ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᑖᓱᒧᖓ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ (ᓲᓗ, ᐊᑭᕋᑐᖅᓗᒍᓘᓃᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᓗᒍᓘᓃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᒍ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᐃᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᓐᓂᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑖᑯᓇᒑᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᔪᒋᔭᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ. ᐃᖃᐃᑎᑦᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᑯᑦ ᔫᓂ 2019ᒥ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᓗ ᑖᑯᐊ 

ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᓯᒃᓴᖃᖅᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᑖᑯᑐᐊᖅ 

ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔪᒪᓂᑦᒥᓂᒃ ᑖᓱᒧᖓ  ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ. (ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᑐᑦ). 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᑐᑦ: 

ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᒥᓂᓯᑕ ᐋᕿᓯᓂᐊᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑯᐃᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᓕᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᐅ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ (ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ), 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ. ᐊᖏᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖓ ᑐᕿᑖᕈᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ 

ᐊᖏᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᓗᓂᓗ, ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5.3.16 ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂ, 

ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᒥᓂᓯᑕᐅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᓄᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑯᐃᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 



ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓇᓱᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ, 30ᓄ ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓱᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᑕᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᕕᐊᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 1ᖓᓂ. ᐱᔭᕆᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᕗᖅ ᑖᓇ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑯᐃᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᔮᓕᕋᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᕕᐊᓂ, ᐃᓚᖓᓂ II ᒥ, ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᖢᓂᓗ 

ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᓇᓪᓚᕆᐅᓕᖅᖢᓂᓗ. 
 

 





 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ:                                                                                                        ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: X 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᒍᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔭᐅᔪᓯᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᖓᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᓐᓂᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ. (ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ) 

 

 

ᐅᓂᑳᐅᓯᖏᑦ:   

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ 

ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᓱᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᕗᖓ ᐊᖏᓛᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᕕᓴᖓ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑦ. 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᕐᓇᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒍᑕᐅᓲ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ anatum/tundrius ᒫᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᒦᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2017ᒥ. ᓄᕕᐱᕇ 2017ᒥ, ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔭᐅᔪᓯᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ 

ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᒍᓐᓃᑐᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᓚᒃᓯᒪᓕᒪᑕ ᑖᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᒃᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖑᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᑭᒪᖔᑕᑦᑎᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔭᐅᔪᓯᕆᓚᐅᑕᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ 2007. ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑕ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᓇᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᕈᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᑳᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᑐᖁᓴᐃᔪᑎ ᖁᐱᕈᓄᑦ ᒪᑯᐊ DDT. 

© Gordon Court 



ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᔪᑕᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ 

ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᐸᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᓐᓃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᒥ. 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᑲᓐᓂᔮᕈᓐᓃᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᓯᓇᓱᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᓱᕋᑕᒃᑕᐅᔭᐃᑯᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ.   

 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐸᖕᓇᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᑖᓱᒪ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᐅᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐳᓛᕆᐊᑕᐅᕙᒃᖣᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖣᓂ 

ᐊᐃᕇᓖᒥ ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒍ ᔫᓚᐃᒧᑦ 2019ᒥ. ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐅᓯᐊᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᓂᐊᕕᑯᑦ ᑖᑯᓄᖓᓕᒫ 25ᓄ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕆᓖ 2019ᒥ. ᑖᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᑕᖃᓕᓪᖢᑎᒃ, ᐅᓕᖅᓇᐃᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᐃᐹ ᖃᐅᓯᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᓲᑏᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᑦ. ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓲᓗ ᒪᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᓯᒪᔪᓂ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᑖᓱᒧᖓ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ (ᓲᓗ, ᐊᑭᕋᑐᖅᓗᒍᓘᓃᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᓗᒍᓘᓃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᒍ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᐃᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᓐᓂᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑖᑯᓇᒑᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᔪᒋᔭᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ. ᐃᖃᐃᑎᑦᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᑯᑦ ᔫᓂ 2019ᒥ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᓗ ᑖᑯᐊ 

ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᓯᒃᓴᖃᖅᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᑖᑯᑐᐊᖅ 

ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔪᒪᓂᑦᒥᓂᒃ ᑖᓱᒧᖓ  ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ. (ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᑐᑦ). 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᑐᑦ: 

ᐊᐱᕆᓂᐊᑕᕗᑦ ᖃᓄ ᑐᑭᑖᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑖᓱᒪ ᐸᖕᓇᐅᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑖ 5.2.34(f) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.3.23. 

 

ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᒥᓂᓯᑕ ᐋᕿᓯᓂᐊᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑯᐃᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᓕᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᐅ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ (ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ), 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ. ᐊᖏᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖓ ᑐᕿᑖᕈᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ 

ᐊᖏᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᓗᓂᓗ, ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5.3.16 ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂ, 

ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᒥᓂᓯᑕᐅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᓄᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑯᐃᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓇᓱᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ, 30ᓄ ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓱᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᑕᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᖕᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᕕᐊᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 1ᖓᓂ. ᐱᔭᕆᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᕗᖅ ᑖᓇ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑯᐃᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᔮᓕᕋᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᕕᐊᓂ, ᐃᓚᖓᓂ II ᒥ, ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᖢᓂᓗ 

ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᓇᓪᓚᕆᐅᓕᖅᖢᓂᓗ. 





ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᐅᒧᖓ

ᑐᓴᕈᑎᒃ: ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ: X

: ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᔩᔪᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ 2020ᒥᑦ2021ᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖃᓕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓂ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᔪᐊᓂᒃ. ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᑐᒍᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ: 

 (ᐃ)        ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐊᕿᓯᔪᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐸᓗᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᐊᓗᐊᖑᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖏᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕐᑕᐅᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂᒃ 2020ᒥᑦ 2021ᒧᑦ;

(ᐱ)        ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᕗᔨᕆᒡᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ;

(ᑎ)       ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐅᒪ ᐊᑖᓂᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔩᔪᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓂᒃ: 

1. ᐊᕿᓱᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᕙᓕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᓪᓕᑦᑕᕐᕕᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᖑᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᖑᖏᑐᓄᑦ

ᐱᖓᓱᐃᕐᑐᑎᓪᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒧᑦ – 24ᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ, 15ᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᓕᕐᓄᑦ, ᓂᕐᓖᑦ ᓯᕗᕋᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᓗᕐᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᕿᕐᓈᖓᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 30ᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊᓚᕇᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᕋᖏᑦ

ᖃᐅᓗᕐᑕᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᓖᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᕚᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 6ᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᖑᖏᑐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓇ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᑎᓯᓂᖅ

ᐃᓱᓕᕐᑕᕐᕕᖏᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᓂᑐᐸᒥ, ᐊᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᑯᐸᐃᒻᒥ. 

2. ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᓖᑦ ᑲᖑᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖄᕌᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᑕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᖏᓂᑦ ᔭᐃᒥᔅᐸᐃᒥ ᓂᒋᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ

ᓄᓇᖑᐊᑎᒍᑎᑦ 55 ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᒥᑐᖅ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᓕᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓂ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓂᑐᐸᒥ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᓖᑦ 50ᓂᒃ. ᐊᕿᓯᔪᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐲᕈᒪᓪᓗᖑ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᓕᕐᓗᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ 50ᓂᒃ ᑲᖑᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖄᕌᕐᔪᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᓕᒫᕐᒥ. 

ᑕᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᖑᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᕐᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖃᑕᓕᕐᓂᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ

ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑕᐅᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᓕᕇᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᑦ

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓱᓃᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ

ᐊᓯᔨᕐᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓇᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ. 

ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖓ ᑲᖑᕐᓄᑦ ᖄᕌᕐᔪᒃᓄᑦ ᔭᐃᒥᔅᐸᐃᒥ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᖓᔭᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᖏᒪᑕ ᖃᓯᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᕐᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᖏᑐᒍᑦ

ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ.



ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕐᑕᐅᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓅᑦ ᒪᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᖓᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔨᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ

ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᑐᑦ 2020ᒥᑦ 21ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2021ᒥᑦ 22ᒧᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕋᓱᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ.

ᑕᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᓃᔭᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓇᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ.

(ᑭ)        ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᒍᑦ 10ᒥᓇᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᑳᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᓂᕈᑎᒋᒍᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᓐᓄᑦ (ᐃᓚᐅᖏᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑏᑦ/ᐅᖃᒪᔭᐅᑏᑦ).

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒍᑏᑦ:

ᐃ) ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒋᐊᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 27ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᓕᒫᕐᒥ ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ 2017 ᐅᐱᖓᓵᖅ

2018. ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑐᔪᐃᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᐅᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᖢᓂ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒪᖔᑕ

ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓕᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᓯᔨᕈᒪᔭᑎᓂᒃ

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᖏᒪᖔᑕᓪᓗᓃᑦ. ᑲᑎᓯᒪᐅᕐᑐᑦ (ᐊᑕᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ) ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓗᓈᕐᑎᑐᑦ. 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᒋᒥᔭᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐄᔫ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ. ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ

ᐸᕐᓇᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᒪᓗᑕ 2018ᒥᑦ 19ᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓕᓚᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᕈᒪᓗᒍ

ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᓗᑕ; 

(ᐱ)      ᑭᑯᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ: 

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᐴᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑎᐊᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑎᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑑᖅ ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑑᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑯᒐᕐᔪᒃ ᑯᒐᕐᔪᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᖅᔪᐊᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᖅᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ ᐊᕿᒋᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᓴᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᖅ ᐊᕿᒡᒋᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᓇᐅᔮᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐃᔅᓴᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑭᖓᐃᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑲᖏᕐᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᓇᖕᒪᐅᑕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑐᖅ ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕ3ᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ ᒪᔪᑲᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐸᖕᓂᕐᑑᖅ ᐸᖕᓂᕐᑑᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᒥᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᒥᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᕋᓴᓗᐸᐃ ᕋᓴᓗᐸᐃ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᑯᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᑯᑦ

(ᐱ) ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐱᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ: ᒪᕉᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᑦ

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓂᖏᑐᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂ ᐱᓚᐅᖏᑐᒍᑦ, ᐊᑲᕐᓴᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᖏᑐᓂᒃᓗᓃᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᕗᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᒪ ᐊᑖᓂ. 

ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᖏᑐᖅ

ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᕐᑕᖃᖏᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᖏᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑎᐊᖅ – 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑎᐊᖅ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

X 

ᓇᐅᔮᑦ – ᐊᕐᕕᖅ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

X 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ – ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ

X ‘ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓇ

ᐅᕙᑎᓄᑦ

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᖕᖏᒪᑦ

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅᒥ, 

ᐃᒡᓯᕙᐅᑕᕗᑦ

ᑎᑎᕋᖏᑐᖅ ᑕᕙᓂ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ



ᐊᕿᒃᓱᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒧᖓ: 

ᐃᖃᕆᒃ ᕇᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ, ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑖ (867)669-4769, ᐃᖕᖏᓇᕈᑎᐊ: eric.reed@canada.ca

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 

ᒪᐃ 31, 2019 









NUNAVUT  MIGRATORY BIRDS HUNTING REGULATIONS  
Proposed Changes for the 2018-2019 Season  

 

The Canadian Wildlife Service is proposing several minor changes to the allowable bag and possession 
limits in Nunavut. They are described in textual form below and highlighted in Table 1. 

Increase in possession limits:  

The possession limit of ducks for non-residents of Canada was 16 for the 2016-2017 hunting season, for 
Canada Geese, Cackling Geese, White-fronted Geese and Brant was 10 and for Snipe was 20. These 
represent twice the daily bag limit. It is proposed to increase these possession limits to three times the 
daily bag limit – 24 ducks, 15 Canada Geese, Cackling Geese, White-fronted Geese and Brant and 30 
Snipe to increase limit consistency with surrounding Provinces in Canada such as Manitoba, Ontario and 
Quebec.  

The possession limit of White-fronted Geese for non-residents of Canada is currently restricted to four 
(subscript f, Table 1); twice the daily bag limit. It is proposed to increase the possession limit of White-
fronted Geese to 6 for non-residents.  In adjacent jurisdictions (Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec), the 
number of White-fronted Geese allowed in possession is not differentiated from that of other dark 
geese (i.e. excluding Snow and Ross’s geese) for non-residents with the exception of Ontario for which 
the possession limit is three times the daily bag limit.  

There are no anticipated conservation concerns or implications associated with the changes in 
possession limits for these species.   

Barrow’s Goldeneye and Blue-winged Teal are currently considered to be species of conservation 
concern or which could be negatively affected by increased hunting pressure. As such, no changes to 
possession limits for those species are proposed. 

Increase in daily bag limit for overabundant Snow and Ross Geese  in James Bay 

the daily bag limit of Snow Geese and Ross’s Geese in the portion of the islands and waters of James Bay 
that are south of 55°N latitude is currently restricted to 20 (subscript g, Table 1), whereas elsewhere in 
the Territory and adjoining jurisdictions in Ontario and Manitoba the limit is 50. It is proposed to remove 
this restriction and allow a daily bag limit of 50 Snow and Ross Geese across Nunavut.  

Due to habitat damage resulting from foraging activities, Snow and Ross’s geese are considered an 
overabundant species. Geese using the islands and waters of James Bay are from the midcontinent 
population of Lesser Snow Geese which has continued to increase despite the implementation of more 
liberalized bag and possession limits (Figure 1). Therefore, rather than limiting daily harvest in any one 
portion of the Territory we believe hunting opportunities should be maximized across the Territory. 
Adjacent jurisdictions (Ontario and Manitoba) have daily bag limits of 50 Snow and Ross’ geese. The 
James Bay area of Quebec has a daily bag limit of 20 Snow Geese but the harvest in that area of Quebec 



is mainly composed of Greater Snow Geese, which are closer to population objectives than 
midcontinent Lesser Snow Geese.       

 Table 1. Summary of 2016-17 Nunavut hunting regulations (daily bag and possession limits). Proposed 
changes are highlighted in bold red font. 

BAG AND POSSESSION LIMITS IN NUNAVUT 
 
 
 
 
 
Limits 

 
 
 
Ducks 
RESIDENTS 
OF CANADA 

 
 
Ducks 
NON- 
RESIDENTS 
OF CANADA 

Canada Geese, 
Cackling Geese, 
White-fronted 
Geese and Brant 
RESIDENTS 
OF CANADA 

Canada Geese, 
Cackling Geese, 
White-fronted 
Geese and Brant 
NON-RESIDENTS 
OF CANADA 

 
 
 
Snow 
Geese and 
Ross’s 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Coots 

 
 
 
Snipe 
RESIDENT
S OF 

 

 
 
Snipe 
NON- 
RESIDENTS OF 
CANADA 

Daily bag 25(a) 8(a) 15(c) 5(e) 50(g) 25 10 10 
Possession No limit(b) 16(b) 

Proposed : 24 
No limit(d) 10(d)( f ) 

Proposed: 15 
No limit No 

limit 
No limit 20 

Proposed : 
30 

(a) Except in that portion of the islands and waters of James Bay that are south of 55°N latitude, where the limit is 6, of which 
(i) not more than 2 may be American Black Ducks and 1 may be Barrow’s Goldeneye, in the area west of 80°15’W longitude; and 
(ii) not more than 4 may be American Black Ducks, 1 may be Barrow’s Goldeneye, and 1 may be Blue-winged Teal, in the area east of 80°15’W longitude. 

(b) Except in that portion of the islands and waters of James Bay that are south of 55°N latitude, where the limit is 18, of which 
(i) not more than 6 may be American Black Ducks and 1 may be Barrow’s Goldeneye, in the area west of 80°15’W longitude; and 
(ii) not more than 1 may be Barrow’s Goldeneye and 2 may be Blue-winged Teal, in the area east of 80°15’W longitude. 

(c) In that portion of the islands and waters of James Bay that are west of 80°15’W longitude and south of 55°N latitude, not more than 5 may be Canada Geese or 
Cackling Geese or any combination 
of them. 

(d) Except in the portion of the islands and waters of James Bay that are east of 80°15’W longitude and south of 55°N latitude, where the limit is 20. 
(e) Not more than 2 may be White-fronted Geese. 
(f) Not more than 4 Propose 6 may be White-fronted Geese. In that portion of the islands and waters of James Bay that are west of 80°15’W longitude 

and south of 55°N latitude, there is no limit on Canada Geese and Cackling Geese.  
(g) Except in that portion of the islands and waters of James Bay that are south of 55°N latitude, where the limit is 20. Propose to delete this footnote 

                                                                                                                                                                                                          

Figure 1. Population size and trend of the midcontinent Lesser Snow Goose population. AHY refers to 
adults while HY refers to juvenile birds. Taken from Leafloor et al. (2012).

 



 
 
 

 
 
 

 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᔨᒃᓯᕋᕐᑎᖏᑦ 
5019-52nd St.  ᑎᑎᖃᖃᐅᑎᐊ 2310 
ᔭᓗᓇᐃ,  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X1A 2P7 
 
ᐊᒃᑑᕙ 31, 2017 
 
ᑐᕌᕐᑐᖅ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᐃᓱᒪᖃᕐᑐᓄᑦ: 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑐᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᒍᒪᓪᓗᖓ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᒃ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ   ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓗᑎᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᔨᒃᓯᕋᕐᑎᖏᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
ᐃᓱᒪᕐᓴᕐᓯᐅᕐᑐᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔩᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ   ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑕᕐᑐᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖕᓂᖏᑕ  ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᐅᑭᐅᒧᑦ  2018-19ᒧᑦ.  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᔨᒃᓯᕋᕐᑎᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓂᐊᖕᒪᑕ  ᐊᓯᔾᔩᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ  ᐴᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ  ᐊᑕᕗᖅ  
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ)  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᑦ  ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖕᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᓄᓇᓂ.  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ  ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᐃᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓕᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  
ᑐᕌᖕᓂᐊᕆᐊᖓ  ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ  ᐆᒪᔪᕐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕘᒥ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᓂᕆᐅᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ  ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᒃᕙᓗ  ᓈᒻᒪᒍᓐᓃᕐᑐᓂᒃ  
ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᐃᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓕᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ  ᐴᒃᓴᐃᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑲᖑᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖄᕌᕐᔪᖕᓄᑦ  ᓯᕿᓂᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᓄᖕᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖃᑦᑕᓕᕋᔭᕐᑐᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ   ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᓕᕐᑐᓂᒃ  
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᓪᓗ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖑᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᓄᓇᓂ. 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᒪᔭᒃᓯᓐᓂᒃ  ᐱᒍᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᑐᖓ  ᐅᓪᓗᖅ  ᑏᓯᑉᐱᕆ 8, 2017  ᑎᑭᒐᓱᐊᖕᓂᖓᓂ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ  
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑕᐅᒍᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎ  ᑕᑕᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕗᖅ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒐᔭᕋᕕᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᒻᒪᖔᕐᐱᑦ  ᐅᒃᕙᓗ  ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᖏᒻᒪᖔᕐᐱᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᒥᒃ  
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᑕᑕᑎᕐᓯᒪᔭᐃᑦ  ᐃᐅᕆᒃ  ᕇᑦᒧᑦ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯ ᐅᕗᖓ (Eric.Reed@Canada.ca) 

ᑎᑎᖃᓂᐊᕐᕕᑎᒍᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐅᕗᖓ (5019-52nd St., Box 2310, Yellowknife, NT, X1A 2P7).    
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᑐᐊᕈᕕᑦ,  ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕆᑦ  ᐃᐅᕆᒃ  ᐅᖄᓚᕕᒋᓗᒍ  ᐅᕗᖓ (867-669-4769ᒧᑦ)  
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 
 
ᐃᓚᓐᓈᑦ, 

 
 
 

ᒪᐃᕋ  ᕌᐱᓐᓴᓐ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖄᖅ, ᐆᒪᔪᖕᓂᒃ  ᓇᔪᒐᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑎ 

mailto:Eric.Reed@Canada.ca
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ – ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 4, 2019 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ :  ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ:  X                                  ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ: ᐊᑐᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖅ:  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᔅᓴᖅ (TINMCA) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓯᒪᓂᖓ:  

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐊ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᓯᓚᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ.  ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᑭᑎᕈᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ 
ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᖕᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ.  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓵᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᓴᒐᓛᓗᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ 
ᓱᓕ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔾᔪᑖᓄᑦ ᓂᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒋᓪᓗᓂᔾᔪᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓂᕆᔭᒥᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᖅ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᑕᐃᒫ ᓇᔪᕋᒥᔾᔪᒃ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᕆᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᒍ ᐃᒪᖓ. 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒍᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᖅ 
ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᑦ (2002).  ᑖᓐᓇ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑑᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᖁᒡᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᖏᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᐅᒍᓐᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓂᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᓐᖏᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 
2017 ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓂᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓂ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᑦ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ − ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᓐᖏᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ.  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᑐᒋᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᓱᒻᒥᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᓴᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᓐᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 
ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᒥᒃ 109,000 sq ᑭᓛᒥᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᕈᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ. 

ᐋᒡᒐᓯ 2017ᒥ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᒥᓇᕈᑖᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑭᒡᓕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑖ, 
ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖓᓂ. ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒃᖢᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐅᔪᑦ  
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ (ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᒡᒐᓯ 
2019ᒥ); ᓴᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ, ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 
(ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ); ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓂᖅ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓐᖑᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ. 

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᔭᖅ ᐱᖃᖁᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
(ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓃᒃᑯᓐᓃᓐᖔᖅᑑᖕᓂᑦ; ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ/ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᐃᒪᓐᓇ: 
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a) ᓯᕗᒃᑲᑕᖅᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᔩᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂ;  

b) ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕌᕐᔪᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᖅ; ᐊᒻᒪ 
c) ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ.  
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᐸᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᑎᒍᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᑲᒻᒪᒃᑐᑦ ᐳᔪᕐᓗᖕᓂᑦ, 
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ, ᓱᕐᕋᐃᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᓱᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᓪᓚᓄᑦ ᖄᑦᑎᑦᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕆᔭᐅᓲᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᑐᐊᓗᐋᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᐅᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓯᓗᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒧᑦ. ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓ 
ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓇᓱᐊᕆᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ. 

ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᕐ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕆᓂᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2018 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2019 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᒍᑦ 
ᕼᐋᒻᒪᓚᖏᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᕗᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥ. 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᖓ 5.2.34(c), ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑖᕝᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ, ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᔾᔪᑖᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑖ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖓ. 
ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑕ, ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖓ ᓄᑖᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓛᖅᑐᖅ. 

ᓯᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᕈᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ: 

• ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᓂ 
ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᐅᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓄᑦ/ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

• ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐋᖃᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒫᔾᔨ 2020 ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 
ᐆᒪ,ᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑖᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᕗᓪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᓯᓂᐊᒍᑦ. 
 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑖ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ, ᐱᑕᖃᓪᓚᕆᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᐊᕈᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕆᑎᐅᑉ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓ, 
ᐊᐅᒪᔾᔭᒋᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕆᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ 
ᓴᐳᒥᔭᐅᕝᕕᒋᔭᖓᑕ. 
 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔾᔪᒥᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ, ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐊᑕ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐱᕕᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒪᑐᐃᖓᕝᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᓂᒃ. 



3 
 

 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑎᓴᒪᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᑦᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᖓᑕ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᓄᑦ.  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓕᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓯᕗᒻᒧᐊᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᖅ 8-10 ᒥᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ: 

• ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᓂ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᖓᓐᓂ 
ᒪᐃ−ᔪᓚᐃ 2018:  ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ; ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, 
ᑲᑎᒪᒻᒪᕆᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ (ᕼᐊᒻᓕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦᑕ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᔨᕋᓛᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᒃ , ᐱᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ.  ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᑦ 300 ᐊᑐᓃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᐸᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

• ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᖄᖓᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ: ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ 
ᐊᒃᑑᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐊᑦ ᐅᓇᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ, 
ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᖅᑏᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓅᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ, ᑳᓐᓄᐊ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ, 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ − ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓅᖓᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᓄᓘᔮᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒡᔭᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑏᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ.  ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᑦ 60 ᐊᑐᓃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

• ᑐᒡᓕᐊᓂ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖅᖢᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ, 
ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᔾᔪᒃ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ (ᕼᐋᒻᒪᓚᐃᑦ, 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᑦ, ᑐᓴᐅᒪᒃᑲᐃᔨᑦ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒋᔭᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐄᑉᐳᕈ 15 − ᒪᐃ 3 2019. ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᕼᐋᒻᒪᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐱᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓚᐅᑦᑐᓂᒃ. 

• ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ 
ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒃᖢᒍ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ. 

• ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᓂᒃ 
(QWB) ᐅᓪᓗᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᒡᒐᓯ 8, ᔭᐃᒥᓯ ᕿᓪᓚᕐᒥᑦ (ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᔪᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓪᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᐅᑉ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥ 
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕝᕕᒃᓵ ᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ (TINMCA). 

• ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒃᑯᑦᑕ, ᐸᕐᓈᕆᔭᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓛᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ. 
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• ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕆᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 
ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᕋᑖᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᑖ ᐊᓂᒍᕈᓂ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕆᓯᒪᔪᖅ) 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ: ᕉᓵᓐ ᑐᕌᔨᐅ/ ᓵᓐᑐᕋ ᐃᓅᑎᖅ (867) 975-8400 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ : ᑏᕕᑦ ᒫᓐᑏᑦ (867) 223-1952 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ :  ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᒨᕆ  (819) 420-9177 
 
ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᒃᓴᖅ: pc.tallurutiupimanga.pc@Canada.ca 
ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᑦ:  https://www.pc.gc.ca/en/amnc-nmca/cnamnc-cnnmca/tallurutiup-imanga 
 

ᐅᓪᓗᐊᓂ:   ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 1, 2019.  
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ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔩᑦ
CANADA’S NATURE FUND

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᓐᓄᑦ

SUPPORTING  OPPORTUNITIES FOR PARTNERSHIP IN CONSERVATION



ᐱᔪᑎᖓ
Purpose

• ᐅᔾᔨᓇᕐᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ
ᐋᖅᑮᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᔅᓴᓂᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᓐᓂᑦ

• Raise awareness of the current projects 
in Nunavut being supported by Canada 
Nature Fund which aim to create new 
protected and conserved areas
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ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ
Overview
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔩᑦ:
The Canada Nature Fund: 
ᑭᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ

Spaces Stream

 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔩᑦ

The Canada Nature Fund 

 ᑭᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ

Spaces Stream

 ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ

Nunavut recipients
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ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔩᑦ
The Canada Nature Fund 

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ $444 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ $1 
ᕕᓕᐊᓐᖑᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.

The Canada Nature Fund will provide $444 million over 5 years, to be matched by partners, 
which will  result in at least $1 billion towards nature conservation in Canada.

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐆᒪᓂᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑐᒡᒍᑎᓂᑦ (ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᓯᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ). 

Money to be used to conserve Canada’s ecosystems, landscapes, cultures and 
biodiversity (including species at risk). 

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖅᑲᖓᒻᒪᑎᒃ:

ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
Nature fund has two streams:
Spaces and Species
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• ᓄᓇᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕈᒫᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ
ᑐᕌᒐᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ:
The Spaces stream of the Nature Fund is dedicated to helping to achieve one of Canada’s  
international biodiversity targets:

‘2020 ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ, ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᑦ 17 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕐᐸᓯᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ
ᐃᒫᓂᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 10 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕕᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓛᕐᖓᑕ

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ
ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ (OECMs)’ 

’By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 per cent of coastal and marine 
areas of Canada are conserved through networks of protected areas and other effective area-based 

conservation measures (OECMs)’

• ᓄᓇᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᓐᓂᑦ − 
(ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕖᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᐅᔪᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ) ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᒥᒃ

The Spaces stream will support the establishment of Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas 
IPCAs - (including protected areas, OECMs, and interim protected and conserved areas) that can be 
counted towards the achievement of this target
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ᓄᓇᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓅᖓᔪᑦ
The Spaces Stream



ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᓕᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
Success Depends on Partnerships

• ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ − ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃᓗᑎᒃ

With Indigenous groups - achieving conservation outcomes with Indigenous leadership

• ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕖᑦ−ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᖅᑎᕆᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ)

With territories and provinces- investing in protected and conserved areas (including 
post-devolution territorial lands)

• ᖃᑭᒪᒍᑎᔅᓴᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ − ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᖓᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕖᑦ

With not-for-profit conservation organizations – providing

their expertise and support to help advance protected and 

conserved areas 
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ᑭᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅᒧᑦ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᖏᑦ
Spaces Stream Funds

• ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᑐᕌᒐᑎᒍᑦ 1 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᒥ

• Four recipients in Nunavut have been given funding under the Target 1 Challenge   
stream 

• ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ Spence Bay HTA

• ᒥᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ Arctic Eider Society 

• ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Qikiqtani Inuit Association

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ Government of Nunavut

+ ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥ Inukjuak NV+ LNUK 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕕᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒋᓂᖓ - ᐊᕐᕕᓖᑦ –Ottawa Islands

• ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓂᑦ

Advance development of IPCAs & other protected and conserved areas
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ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
Nunavut Recipients

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ

Spence Bay HTA

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

Qikiqtani Inuit Association

ᒥᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ

Arctic Eider Society 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ

Government of Nunavut

ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᒃ NV + LNUK
Inukjuak NV + LNUK
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ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
Nunavut Recipients

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ

Spence Bay HTA

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

Qikiqtani Inuit Association

ᒥᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ

Arctic Eider Society 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ

Government of Nunavut

ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᒃ NV + LNUK
Inukjuak NV + LNUK



ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ
Spence Bay HTA

• ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ Hᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Hᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑰᒑᕐᔪᒻᒥᐅᑦ

• Led by Spence Bay HTA with support from the Hamlet of Taloyoak and 
the Hamlet of Kugaaruk

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓐᓄᒃ (2019-2021) ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓯᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ

• Funding support for two years (2019-2021) to consult and engage with 
stakeholders and build capacity in community
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• ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᕝᕕᑑᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᒃ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑑᖅ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒥ

• The HTA aims to generate regional support for the establishment of Aviqtuuq
Inuit Protected and Conserved Area to protect the Boothia Peninsula in the 
Kitikmeot region of Nunavut

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ
ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᕐᓱᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖃᕐᐸᑦᑐᑦ.

• Funding to train community members in developing and implementing locally-
established monitoring and data collection programs to inform ongoing 
planning and negotiations.
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ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ
Spence Bay HTA
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ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
Nunavut Recipients

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ

Spence Bay HTA

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

Qikiqtani Inuit Association

ᒥᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ

Arctic Eider Society 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ

Government of Nunavut

ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᒃ NV + LNUK
Inukjuak NV + LNUK



ᒥᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ
Arctic Eider Society 
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• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ “ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ” 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ−ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᑦ

• Working to create “Qikiqtait” a community-
driven protected and conserved area for the 
Belcher Island archipelago 

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ $5.5 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᑦ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ
ᐅᖓᑖᓂ (2019-2023)

• Received $5.5 million in funding over 4 years 
(2019-2023)



• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᓴᓇᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ−ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓪᓗᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ

• Funding to create a multi-purpose facility in the community to facilitate 
engaging with stakeholders and community capacity-building

• ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓯᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓂᕐᐹᓂᑦ
ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ

• Working together with QIA, NTI and other regional stakeholders to 
determine best methods for protection
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ᒥᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ
Arctic Eider Society 
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ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
Nunavut Recipients

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ

Spence Bay HTA

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

Qikiqtani Inuit Association

ᒥᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ

Arctic Eider Society 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ

Government of Nunavut

ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᒃ NV + LNUK
Inukjuak NV + LNUK



ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
QIA

• ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ (4) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ (2019-
2023) ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓵᓐᓂᒃ:

• Received 4 years of funding (2019-2023) to support two projects

PAGE 16



1) ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᐃᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᑐᖏᓕᕇᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ−ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ

Develop a series of conservation management and sustainable-use 
based measures for Inuit Owned Lands (IOLs)
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ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ

Funding to support creation of tourism and visitation guidelines and 
engage in consultations with communities and other stakeholders

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
QIA
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2) ᑐᑭᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᒻᒥ

Determine management and protection options for IOL parcels near 
Qausuittuq National Park on Bathurst Island

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
QIA

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᒃ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ

ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓂᑦ

Funding to undertake community consultations and 
stakeholder engagement according to the terms of the 
Qausuittuq National Park Inuit Impact and Benefit 
Agreement (IIBA)



PAGE 19

ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
Nunavut Recipients

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ

Spence Bay HTA

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

Qikiqtani Inuit Association

ᒥᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ

Arctic Eider Society 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ

Government of Nunavut

ᐃᓄᒃᔪᐊᒃ NV + LNUK
Inukjuak NV + LNUK



ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ
Government of Nunavut

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐋᖅᑮᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᑎᓐᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒻᒥᑦ, 
ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᐅᑉ

• Funding will be used to support the 
establishment of the Agguttinni
Territorial Park, located north of Clyde 
River
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• ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᑉᐸᖓᑕ ᓇᑉᐸᖓᓂᒃ ᕚᓐᔅ ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑑᑉ, 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᒥᖃᕐᕕᓪᓚᕆᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑕᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᓐᓂᑦ
ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖃᕐᕕᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᒐᓪᓚᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗ

• Park will include a quarter of the Barnes Ice Cap, a 
significant source of fresh water for Baffin Island, numerous 
cultural sites of importance for Inuit, important bird areas, 
and key habitat for polar bears and caribou

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ $4.7 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᑎᓴᒪᑦ (4) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᓄᑦ (2019-2023)

• Received $4.7 million in funding over 4 years (2019-2023)
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ
Government of Nunavut



Thank youᓇᑯᕐᒦᒃ



ᑐᓴᕈᑎᑲᓃᑦ
More Information

• ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᔪᖁᑎᖏᑕᓗ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᕙᓂ

ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᑕᓗ

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓯᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᖁᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᓯᕕᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑕ

ᐊᕿᓱᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

Indigenous protected and conserved areas (IPCAs) are lands and waters where 

Indigenous people have a leadership role in protecting and conserving cultures and 

ecosystems through Indigenous laws, governance, and knowledge systems. 

• ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᕗᓪᓗᓃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ, 

ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓗᓂ, ᑐᓂᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᓂ, ᐊᖁᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ

ᓱᓂᐅᑎᔪᓇᕐᑐᐃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (ᓱᕐᓗ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ), ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᕐᒧᖓᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ

ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓂᕐᓇᕐᑐᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ.

Protected areas are places that have a clearly defined geographical space, are recognised, 

dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means (e.g. agreements), to 

achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and 

cultural values
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• ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓱᓂᐅᑎᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃᓗᓃᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᓖᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᕗᓪᓗᓃᑦ

ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓇᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᔮᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ

ᑐᕋᒐᓗᐊᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᕐᒧᖓᔪᓄᑦ

ᓴᕿᑎᓯᔪᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᑏᖃᑎᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᕐᒧᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ.

Other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) are areas that are not 

recognized as a protected area, and may not have the conservation of biodiversity as 

the primary goal, yet is geographically defined and managed over the long term in ways 

that result in the effective and enduring protection of biodiversity.

• ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᑲᐃᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔫᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓂᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᑎᐊᖁᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓴᐳᑎᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᔪᖁᑎᖏᑕᓗ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᕗᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᐳᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᑐᕐᒥ

ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᕗᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖓᓂᒃ; ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑎᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ

ᑐᓂᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓵᓕᔪᖅ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑏᑦ

ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᑲᐃᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᒪᓈᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃᓗ

(ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒃ)

Interim protected areas, OECMs, and IPCAs are areas that may be counted before a full 

regulatory regime is in place provided that there is a geographically defined area; there is a 

clear public commitment and intent to complete formal establishment as soon as possible; and 

there are interim protection measures in place that the governing body for conserving biodiversity 

has deemed effective and appropriate (e.g., Establishment Agreement)
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ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑰᓰ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 1.3ᐱᓪᓕᐊᓐ, ᑲᓇᑕ ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ....
GoC invested $1.3B in Canada’s nature, because…

• ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᖅ ᓄᓇ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᑕᕐᓂᓴᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓯᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ

Nature is vital to Canadian’s cultural, social and economic well-being and our national 
identity

• ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᓯᒪᒃᖠᑎᐅᕗᖅ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᔪᐊᑉ ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᕈᑐᓪᓗᓃᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃᓗ

Canada is the custodian of significant share of the world’s natural habitat and resources

• ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᓂᖓ ᒥᑭᓕᕙᓕᐊᔪᖅ: 520ᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᕈᑐᐃᓗᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ, ᐃᓂᖏᑦ
ᒥᑭᓕᕙᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

Canada’s nature is declining:  520 species at risk, habitats are being reduced

• ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂᕐᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᖅ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔩᓗᑎᒃ: ᐃᒪᐃᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ
ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑎᓂ ᐃᓅᓂᐊᕐᑐᓄᑦ

This collaborative investment is intended to enable change: to protect and conserve Canada’s natural 
legacy for our future generations
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