
ᖃᔅᓯᒧᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑦ ᓱᓇᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ

9:00 ­ 9:02 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 1 ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 2 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᒃ

9:02 ­ 9:03 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 2 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᔾᔪᑦᑕᐅᓚᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 1 ᒥᓂᑦᓯ

9:03 ­ 9:05 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 3 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ 1 ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 2 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᒃ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ

9:05 ­ 9:50 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 4
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ 
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᖕᒥ MX10 [ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ]

2 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

9:50 ­ 10:05 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᓪᓗ (ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ)

10:05 ­ 10:50 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 5
ᑎᕿᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ (ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᒪᓐᑎᓚ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᕙᔅᓯᐊᑕᔅ) ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ
ᐃᓃᑦ [ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ]

3 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᓗ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

10:50 ­ 11:20 ᐅᓪᓗᑯᑦ 6 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ [ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ] 4 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  30 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ)

11:20 ­ 12:00 ᐅᓪᓗᑯᑦ 7

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓇᓗᒐᕋᓛᑦ 
ᐊᓇᕐᓇᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ [ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ]

5 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 40 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

12:00 ­ 1:20 ᐅᓪᓗᑯᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒥᑕᕐᓇᖅ 1 hour 20 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ
 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ: ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕇᓐᓇᓲᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 003­2021­ᒥ

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 8, 2021

ᐊᖅᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᖓᓂ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ



1:20 ­ 2:05 ᐅᓪᓗᑯᑦ 8
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 
ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ [ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ]

6 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

2:05 ­ 2:50 ᐅᓪᓗᑯᑦ 9
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ [ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ]

7 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

2:50 ­ 3:05 ᐅᓪᓗᑯᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

 ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ  (ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ)

3:05 ­ 3:35 ᐅᓪᓗᑯᑦ 10
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐊᐅᓛᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ/ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᓂ [ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ]

8
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ)

3:35 ­ 4:20 ᐅᓪᓗᑯᑦ 11
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓖᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ 
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ [ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ]

9

 ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ/ᐃ
ᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ)

45 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ

4:20 ­ 4:25 ᐅᓪᓗᑯᑦ 12 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖓ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 5 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ



ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᖕᒥ MX-10-ᒥᑦ

1



2

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ 
MX-10-ᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔨᓇᔭᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 



3



4

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ

• ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦ 
ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1999-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
2012-ᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 2012 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
1,522-ᒥᑦ 2,341-ᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ. 

• ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖓ 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᑦ 
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (NKMX).

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖅᑰᔨᙱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᙱᖢᓂ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.



5

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓃᑦ 60,576 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᑦ. 

• 941 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ.
• ᐃᓚᖓ ᓄᕐᕋᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᖢᓂ 17%-ᒧᑦ.
• ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3,239-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ.



6

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ



7

ᐊᒥᓲᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓂᖅ

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1999-ᒥᑦ 2017-ᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᐃᓐᓇᖅᑰᔨᔪᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2012-ᒥᓂᑦ, ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᖅ 

2012-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017-ᒧᑦ.



8

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᓂᕿᑐᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ 2012 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
2017 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ.

2017: ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᒃᖤᒃᑕᖃᙱᖢᓂ 

2012: 8 ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 
ᐊᒃᖤ



9

ᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎ

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 190-ᒥᑦ 240 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ 50 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ.

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: 
• ᑖᓐᓇ 2017 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2012 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᑭᓯᐅᓂ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 17%-ᒥᑦ 13.2%-ᒧᑦ 2012-ᒥᑦ
• MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑰᔨᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓇᓂ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ
• ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ MX-08-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ MX-13-ᒥᑦ
• ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᖑᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
• ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖢᒍ 
ᓄᓇᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ.

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ.



ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ
THANK YOU
QUANAQUTIN

MERCI 
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ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 

ᐱᔭᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ:     ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ: X 

 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ: ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᖅᑐᓂᑦ) 

 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2000-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᕆᓂᙳᕐᕕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᓂ 

ᓄᓇᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑦ. 

• ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1999-ᒥᑦ, 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 1,522 (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1). 

• ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2012-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2,341 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕋᕕᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1). 

• ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒧᑦ, ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒧᑦ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᕐᒧᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂᑦ 20 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ, ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕈᑏᑦ. 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂᑦ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᒥᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᓗ 

ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ.  

• 2008-ᖑᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑰᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

(TAH) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 3%-ᒥᑦ 5%-ᒧᑦ.  

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ (HTO) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ (ᑐᙵᕕᑯᑦ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ. 

 

 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ  

 

• ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ (IQ) ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓛᒃᑯᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥᑦ.  
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• ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᕌᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ MX-10-ᒥᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ MX-13-ᒥᑦ (ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ) 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓕᕇᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑲᔪᖅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓛᒃᑯᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒦᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᓂᑦ. 

• ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᒥᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥᑦ.  

• ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 3,239 ± 1,050 (95% CI; 

CV = 0.16) ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕋᕕᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥᑦ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1). ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᖅᑰᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.  

• ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᑦ 41%-ᒥᒃ 1999-ᓗ 

2017-ᓗ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

• ᐃᓚᖓ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 17.0%-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 2017-ᒥᑦ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᓂ, 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕋᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 13.2%-ᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2012 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ. 

• ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ MX-08-ᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ MX13-ᒥᑦ. MX-08 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 1058 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᑦ 2006-ᒥᑦ 3649 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᑦ 

2017-ᒥᑦ.  

 

 

ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓃᑦ: 

 

• ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2018-ᒥᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ (KWB) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂᑦ, 

ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᒥᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕐᖓᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ MX-10-ᒥᑦ. 

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒃᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH). ᑮᓇᕐᒥᑦ-ᑮᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ (HTO) ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓪᓕᓂᑦ. ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᒥᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ (HTO) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ (HTO).  
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• ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓚᐳᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ (HTO) 

ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐋᒡᒋᓯ 

2021-ᒥᑦ. 

o ᑭᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ 

(HTO) ᑐᓴᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᓕᖅᐸᑕ. 

 

 

ᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎ: 

 

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 50 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (190-ᒥᑦ 240-ᒧᑦ) ᑕᐃᑲᓂ MX-10-ᒥᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ: 

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 2017 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ 2012-ᓕᓴᕐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᕐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

17%-ᒧᑦ 13.2-ᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2012-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 12.5% 1999-ᒥᑦ. 

• MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖅᑰᔨᙱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖃᖅᑰᔨᙱᖢᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

• ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ MX-08-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ MX-13-ᒥᑦ.  

• ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. 

• ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖢᒍ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓇᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ 

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᐊᓵᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐃᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ 

• ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕈᑏᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓕᒧᒌᓕᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

MX-10-ᒥᑦ  
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1: ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖔᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 1999, 2012, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017 ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ  
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ᐱᓪᓗᒍ: ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 190-ᒥᑦ 240-ᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ.  

 

ᐃᓚᓐᓇᕆᔭᒃᑳ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ: 

 

ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ (ᐅᐊᖓᓂᑦ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᖅᑐᓂᑦ) ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ, MX-10-ᒥᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 3,239 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕋᕕᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖅᑰᔨᙱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒧᐊᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ. ᑖᓐᓇ 2017 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᔫᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ.  

 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

(TAH) 190-ᒥᑦ 240−ᒧᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 50−ᐸᓗᖕᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᑦ. MX-10−ᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖅᑰᔨᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᖕᒥ. ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 17%-ᒥᑦ 13.2%-ᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ 2012 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 

ᓱᕐᕌᓗᐊᙱᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᒥ ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ MX-08−ᒥᑦ MX-13−ᒥᓗ. 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ. 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ. ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅᑕᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ 

ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ.  

 

ᑭᐅᔭᐅᔪᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 50−ᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᖕᒧᑦ, MX-10−ᒧᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕ, ᐊᑏ ᑕᑕᑎᕈᒃ “ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ” ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 1, 2021-ᖑᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 



 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

Department of Environment 

Avatiliqiyikkut 

Ministère de l’Environnement 

C.P. Box 1000, Succursale 1310 

Iqaluit, Nunavut  X0A 0H0 

C.P. ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓ 1000, ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1310 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  X0A 0H0 

(867) 975-7700

(867) 975-7742

www.gov.nu.ca 

P.O. Box 1000, Stn. 1310 

Iqaluit, Nunavut  X0A 0H0 

ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓ 1000, ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1310 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  X0A 0H0 

ᓂᕈᐅᒃᐳᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕗᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑕ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ.  

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᒃᑐᕐᒃ, 

ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ 









 

 

 

 

 

 

 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (Ovibos Moschatus) 

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᖕᒥᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᖕᓂᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ, 2017-ᒥᑦ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ (NWMB) ᖃᐅᔨᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  



 

ᐅᓇ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖓ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᓂᐅᕗᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᐃᔪᒥ: 

“ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (Ovibos Moschatus) ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᖕᒥᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ”. 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ) ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᒥᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑎᐊᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 

ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ.  

 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑑᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒥ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᓗᓂ.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᔪᖅ 

ᓇᓂ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐃᓂᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑖᓂᑦ 20 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 



 
 
 

 
 

 
  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

Department of Environment 

Avatiliqiyikkut 

Ministère de l’Environnement 

 

 

 
ᐃᓂᒋᕙᒃᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ (NKMX) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐃᓂᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ, 

ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᔪᓚᐃ 1999-ᒥᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ 

1,522−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕋᕕᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᑦ. 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂᑦ, 

ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖕᒥᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᑦ, 

ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ NKMX ᐃᓂᕈᔪᐊᓂᑦ 

ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2012-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ 

ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2341 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕋᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ. ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2012 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ, 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

190-ᖑᔪᑦ ᑲᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐ

ᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓄᑖᓂᒃ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 

ᑐᕌᒐᓪᓗᐊᑕᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ:  

1. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ 

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

3. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ; ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ. 

 

 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᒃ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ 

ᓇᑉᐸᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᓂᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ 

ᐃᓂ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒧᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᓇᓃᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ, ᒋᐅᕆ ᑕᓯᖅ ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᔫᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ 

ᐊᖏᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ 

ᓇᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᖢᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 60,576 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ ᓂᒋᐊᓃᓐᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᖓᓂᑦ MX-10 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᖕᒥ. ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ, 

ᐊᑕᖏᖢᒃᑖᖅᖢᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐳᖅᑐᑦ 

29.2% ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 7 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1). 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1: ᑲᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᓪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  

ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑉ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᖓᑲᑕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓴᔅᓇ 206 

ᒍᕌᓐᑦ ᑲᐅᕙᓐ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᖅ (Cessna 206 Grand 

Caravan) ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅ. 

ᑲᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓱᒃᑲᓕᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 160 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ/ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᕐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᒃᐸᓯᖕᓂᖓ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 152 ᒦᑕᑦ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᓃᑦᑐᖅ (AGL). ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒦᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᓕᐊᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 0, 250, 500, 750, 1,000 ᒦᑕᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑉ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ 2,000 ᒦᑕᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓕᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᖅᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑉ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᕿᓃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᑯᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖢᒍ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ. ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᑐᐊᑦ 

ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕋᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᔭᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᖏᑦ, 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᖃᕐᕕᒑᕐᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᔪᓚᐃ 21-ᒥᑦ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 29-ᒧᑦ, 2017-ᒥᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔨᓇᔭᖅᐳᖅ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ NKMX−ᒥᑦ 

ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᒥᓂᒃ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 2; 

ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ). ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ 

35,378 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 1999-ᒥᑦ, 

49,302 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᑦ 2012-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

60,576 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᑦ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 41%-ᒥᑦ.  

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 2: ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 1999-ᒥᑦ 

(ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑐᑦ) ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᔪᓚᐃ 2012-ᒥᑦ (ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥᑦ 

(ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ). 

 

 

ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ  



 
 
 

 
 

 
  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
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ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 941−ᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 160−ᓂᒡᓗ ᓄᕐᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 

ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᓄᕐᕋᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᐊᓂᑦ 

NKMX−ᒥᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 12.5%−ᒥᑦ 17%−ᒧᑦ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 1999−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017−ᒥᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒍ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 0.054 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ/ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᑦ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑑᔪᑦ 3,239 ± 1,050 

(95% CI; CV = 0.16) (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 3). 

ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ  3 

ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᖅᑰᔨᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 2012 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᐅᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᙱᒻᒪᑕ.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ, 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᓂᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕝᕕᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᓗᐊᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐃᓂᖅᑯᖅᑐᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᔮᒧᑦ, ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ MX-08-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ MX-13-

ᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ MX-10-ᒥᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ. ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᖅᑐᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕐᔪᐊᕈᑎᑕᖃᙱᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2012-ᒥᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ 190-ᒥᑦ 240-ᒧᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ MX-10-ᒥᑦ. 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 3: ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ MX-10 1999-ᒥᑦ, 2012-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017-ᒥᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ  
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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 
coastline 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 Kivalliq 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 190 
for 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. The abundance survey of MX-
10 in July 2017 resulted in an estimated 3,239 adult and yearling muskox and 
significant range expansion within the management unit.  
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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 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 
survey area is an estimated 60,576 km2 and encompassed the lower half of the 
MX-10 muskox management zone (Figure 3).  The 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 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 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 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 
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 were 
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 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 muskoxen was overflown at survey 
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altitude 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 abundance survey 
was initiated on July 21 and completed July 29, 2017. 

The 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 halfway 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 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 responsibilities of 



Department of Environment Campbell, M.W. & D.S. Lee (2019) 15 

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 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.   

 

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 
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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. 
 
 
 

 
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 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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(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 have 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 of 2017 and recorded 0.084 adult muskox/km2.  There was an 
assessment of abundance and relative densities north of the survey area from 
the July 2000 Northeast Kitikmeot muskox survey (Figure 13).  This July 2000 
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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). The most recent survey 
north of MX-10 was completed in 2017 for the MX-08 management unit. The 
results from this survey showed the population estimate increased significantly 
from 554 in 1995 and 1058 in 2006 to 3649 muskoxen in 2017. The increasing 
population in MX-08 may be an indication that the same trend could be occurring 
in the northern portion of MX-10 that was not included in this survey. 

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.   
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Table 4. Data summary for the July 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 muskoxen 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). 
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒥᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎ: X  ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎ: ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ: 

ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᖅ: ᑎᕿᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ (ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᒪᓐᑎᓚ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᕙᔅᓯᐊᑕᔅ) ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ 

ᐃᓃᑦ 

 

 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ (ᐹᓐᑕᓚᔅ ᐳᐊᕆᐋᓕᔅ) ᑕᖅᓴᓖᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ (ᐹᓐᑕᓚᔅ ᒫᓐᑕᒍᐃ) 

 

 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ (ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᒪᓐᑎᓚ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᕙᔅᓯᐊᑕᔅ) 
 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ 

ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ (ᐹᓐᑕᓚᔅ ᐳᐊᕆᐋᓕᔅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐹᓐᑕᓚᔅ ᒫᓐᑕᒍᐃ) ᐱᑕᖃᓲᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖓᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᒃᖢᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᓂᑦ, 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒃ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (WAZ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ) 

(ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1). 

 

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2020, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑎᕿᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ) (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ (SFA) 4 ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᕙᓵᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᓄᑦ (COL). 



2 

 

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓄᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ 

10 ᒪᐃᓖᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑐᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ) ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᒃᐸᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒌᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᖃᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᖅ 2.5% 

ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐊᒃᑕᖏᑕ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 100 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ) (ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2). 

 

ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖓᓂᑦ 2020, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓅᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ (SFA) 4 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖓᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓐᓇᔭᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒐᓱᒃᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᕿᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖓᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐅᓄᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᖃᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᑯ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  

ᓱᒐᓗᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓂᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ 2021 ᐅᐱᕐᖓᓴᖓᓂ. 

 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᒪᒃᐲᖓᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᓪᓚᕆᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᕙᓂ ᐃᓂᒥᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᖃᓛᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᑦ 2 

+ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 1997. 

 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐅᔭᓚᐅᑲᖃᑦᑕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᓴᖅᑭᔮᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᓚᐅᓱᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑑᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᔫᓕᕇᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖁᓕᓅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑑᓚᐅᑲᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓯᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ. 

 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓂᑦ, 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎ ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᐊᓘᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕆᐊᕆᔭᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓂᒐᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂᒃ. ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ (ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ) ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᐊᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2016. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ 2003-ᒥᑦ 2010-ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2010-ᒥᑦ 2015-ᒧᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑕᓚᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (1978-1990) 

ᑯᕝᕙᓯᓕᕇᖕᓂᖏᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 2016 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 

2000 ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖃᖓᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ−ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓛᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2014 (ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3). 

 

ᒫᓐᓇᓕᓴᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐅᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ−ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ (ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᑐᐊᖑᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ) ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 

2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᕿᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2019 (ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᖕᒥᔪᖅ 2018 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ−ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ), ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2016 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ. 

 

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ (SFA) 4 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ), 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᖃᑦᑎᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᓂᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᕌᓂᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 



3 

 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒦᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᓄᓇᒥᙶᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ−ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 + 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔭᖅ 0 (ᑐᔾᔭᐱᒃᖢᓂ ᑖᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ [EAZ]). 

 

ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᒍᑏᑦ 
 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2020-ᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓚᐅᑐᖅ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 

ᐊᑐᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2020-2021 ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᓐᓈᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᕐᓃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓚᐅᑲᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓂᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒃᖠᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᖃᑦᑕᙱᑦᑐᑦ. 

 

ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ−ᑐᒃᓯᕌᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖓᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒦᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᓄᙳᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ, ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᓄᑦ (COL) ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 5 ᒪᐃᓕᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᑯᖔᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓖᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᒃᐸᑕ 10% ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒍ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ 

(ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2). ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᑦᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ 8 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 26, 2020-ᒥᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 21, 2020-ᒧᑦ).  ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᐅᔫᑉ 

ᐅᐱᕐᖓᓴᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᒋᑦᓱᒍ ᒫᓐᓇᓯᐅᑎᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᓪᓓᓯᒪᐅᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᒪᕐᕈᒋᐊᓪᓛᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᑐᑑᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᑕᒪᐅᔪᖕᖏᒐᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᒪᓂᐊᕐᓱᓂ (ᒣ 28, 2021 ᔪᓓ 23, 2021 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓓ 30, 

2021 ᓯᑉᑎᒻᐱᕆ 24, 2021 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ) ᑲᔪᓯᑦᓯᐊᑐᒥᒃ  ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓂᖃᖁᓗᒍ.) 

 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ, ᑭᒡᒍᑎᓯᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒧᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

(SFA) 4 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓐᒥᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᓂ ᓅᕕᒻᐱᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᒣ ᑕᕐᕐᑭᖓ 

ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑐᖃᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᔫᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ SFA-ᒥᒃ.  ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥᑦ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ/ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, 

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᓪᓚᐅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑯᒧᖓ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ/ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ 
 

ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᒥᖔᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ−ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᖃᑦᑕᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ (SFA) 

4-6, ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (WAZ). 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖅᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ 

ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓕᓯᒪᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓂᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓛᕐᓗᓂ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂᑦ 2021. 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ (DFO) ᓄᓇᒥᖔᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᓃᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᖃᑦᑕᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ 



4 

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ (DFO) 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ 
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ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒃᖠᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᖃᑦᑕᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ, 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᕌᖓᑕ. 

 

ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓈᓂᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓱᓕ ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᒪᐃᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᓛᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑭᒡᒍᑎᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᒫᓐᓇ ᑐᓂᓯᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᑖᒃᓱᒥᖓ, 

ᓴᓂᖅᑯᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 

 

ᐱᕙᒌᑕᖅᑕᖓ ᐆᒪ: ᐃᐊᔨᑲ ᐹᕆᓪ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᒪᓃᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᔫᓓ 4, 2021 

 

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
 

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1 – ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 

ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ 

 

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2 – ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᓄᑦ (COL) ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

 

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3 – ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: ᐱᑕᖃᖅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K (ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 2020/021) 

 

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 4 – ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖅ: ᐱᑕᖃᖅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K 

(ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 2020/021) 
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ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ 

ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1 
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ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2 

 

 

 

ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᑦ 

 

5.2. ᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᑭᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ 2.5%-ᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 100 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ, 

ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᐅᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒥᑦ 

ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ (10) ᒪᐃᓕᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᓵᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᕝᕕᒋᓵᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᓗᒃᑖᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ. ᓅᕌᓂᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓅᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ 

ᖃᑭᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒃᐸᑕ 2.5% ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 100 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ 

ᑲᔪᓯᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓗᓂ 10 ᒪᐃᓕᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓵᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᖁᑎᖃᖁᓇᒋᑦ. ᓇᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖕᒥᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᒧᑦ (ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒧᑦ) ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓ (ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒦᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᒨᕐᓂᖓ) 

ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖁᒥᐊᓐᓂᖅᓯᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑭᓗᒎᕌᒻᓂᒍᑦ. 

 

ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᓄᑦ (COL) ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 26, 2020, ᑕᐃᑯᖓᓱᖓᖅ 

ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 21, 2021: 

 

5.2.3 ᐱᔭᐅᙱᖢᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 5.2 ᖁᓛᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ 4, 

ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᒃᐸᑕ 10% ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔩᑲᐅᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᒋᔭᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᒥᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ (5) ᒪᐃᓖᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓵᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓐᓂᕌᖓᑕ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ (5) ᒪᐃᓕᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓵᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 

ᑭᖑᓕᕇᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ. ᓇᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖕᒥᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᒧᑦ (ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒧᑦ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᔭᖏᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓ (ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒦᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᒨᕐᓂᖓ) ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ 

ᐃᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻᑎᒍᑦ. ᖁᓛᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 5.2.3 ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ 0001 UTC ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 26, 2020 ᑕᐃᑯᖓ 2400 UTC 

ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 21, 2021-ᒧᑦ. 

 

 

ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓓᓴᓐᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᕐᑮᒋᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᒣ 28, 2021 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ, ᔫᓓ 23, 2021 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ: 
 
 

5.2.3  ᐱᔭᐅᙱᖢᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 5.2 ᖁᓛᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1,  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᕐᑖᓘᑉ 

ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓰᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 4, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᓱᒥᒪᓂᖓ 5, ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᕋᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᑉᐸᑕ 10 ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᒣᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᒥ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᓕᑕᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓓᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᔨᔪᖅ 

ᓅᑦᓴᐅᑎᒋᐊᐱᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥᓂᑦ 5 ᒣᓕᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒋᑫᓐᓇᑕᒥᓂᑦ.  ᐅᒥᐊᖅ 

ᓅᕌᐱᑐᐊᕈᓂ 5 ᒣᓕᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓴᒧᓪᓗᓃᑦ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᑫᓐᓇᑕᒥᓂᑦ, ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓕᕐᒥᔭᖓ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐸᐅᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ 

ᐱᖓᓲᔪᕐᑐᕕᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᓓᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᖁᑎᒥᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᒋᐊᓕᒃ 
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(ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᑦᓴᒥ) ᓱᕐᕐᑯᐃᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᑦᑌᓕᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᒥᓂᒃ ᑲᓕᑕᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕐᑐᕕᓂᐅᑐᐊᕐᐸᑕ , ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᓯᓗᓂ (ᓄᓇᖕᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓂᑯᑦᓯᐊᓂᓪᓗᑐᖅ ᑕᕐᓯᓗᒍ) 

ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑭᓗᑯᔮᒻ-ᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᖁᒣᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᒥᓗᒋᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 5.2.3-ᒥ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᑎᒃ 0001 UTC ᒣ 28, 2021 2400 UTC ᔪᓓ 23, 2021 ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ.   

 

 

 

ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓓᓴᓐᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᕐᑮᒋᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᔪᓓ  30, 2021 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ, ᓯᑉᑎᒻᐱᕆ 24, 2021 
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ: 
 
 
5.2.3  ᐱᔭᐅᙱᖢᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 5.2 ᖁᓛᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓃᑦ 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1,  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᕐᑖᓘᑉ 

ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓰᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 4, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᓱᒥᒪᓂᖓ 5, ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᕋᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᑉᐸᑕ 10 ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᒣᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᒥ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᓕᑕᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓓᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᔨᔪᖅ 

ᓅᑦᓴᐅᑎᒋᐊᐱᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥᓂᑦ 5 ᒣᓕᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒋᑫᓐᓇᑕᒥᓂᑦ.  ᐅᒥᐊᖅ 

ᓅᕌᐱᑐᐊᕈᓂ 5 ᒣᓕᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓴᒧᓪᓗᓃᑦ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᑫᓐᓇᑕᒥᓂᑦ, ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓕᕐᒥᔭᖓ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐸᐅᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ 

ᐱᖓᓲᔪᕐᑐᕕᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᓓᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᖁᑎᒥᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᒋᐊᓕᒃ 

(ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᑦᓴᒥ) ᓱᕐᕐᑯᐃᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᑦᑌᓕᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᒥᓂᒃ ᑲᓕᑕᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕐᑐᕕᓂᐅᑐᐊᕐᐸᑕ , ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᓯᓗᓂ (ᓄᓇᖕᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓂᑯᑦᓯᐊᓂᓪᓗᑐᖅ ᑕᕐᓯᓗᒍ) 

ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑭᓗᑯᔮᒻ-ᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᖁᒣᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᒥᓗᒋᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 5.2.3-ᒥ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᑎᒃ 0001 UTC ᔪᓓ 30, 2021 2400 UTC ᓯᑉᑎᒻᐱᕆ 24, 2021 ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ.  
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ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ: ᐱᑕᖃᖅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K (ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 

2020/02) 

 
 ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2003-ᒥᑦ 2010-ᒧᑦ. ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2010-2015 ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᑕᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (19781990) 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓕᕇᖕᓃᑦ. 

 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ (ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ < 15 ᓴᓐᑎᒦᑕᓂᒃ) ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 

2000 ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖓ−ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2014-ᒥᑦ. 

 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒃᑑᕐᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (< 1%) ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2006. 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᖅ, ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᔪᑦ) 

ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2006 ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 500 ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓃᑦ. 

 ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᙱᓐᓂᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ (ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒦᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ [DFO] 2012) ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᖑᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓲᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓂᒃ (LRP) 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓂᒃ (LRP) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᓱᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓄᑦ (LRP) 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ. 

 ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓄᑦ (LRP) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ [DFO] 2012) ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᖅ. 

 ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓄᑦ (LRP), ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᓇᓕᐊᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (PA) 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ. ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᒃᑯᐃᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ. 
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021 
 

ᐆᒧᖓ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ: X        ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ:  

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ − ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ:  

 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ:  

1) ᑑᒑᓖᑦ: 

• DFO ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ (HTOs/HTAs) 

2020/21 ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ. 

• 2021/22 ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᓴᒪᓕᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᓐᓄᑦ (ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᑕᖅᔪᐊᖅ) ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓱᓐᓂᖓ ᐅᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. DFO ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ 

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 2021/22 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓱᐊᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓕᒫᓄᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎ, ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ 2021/22 ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ. 

• DFO ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑏᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᕐᖏᓐᓈᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑑᒑᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ 2021 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᕐᓇᖅ ᑑᒑᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  

 

2) ᐊᐃᕖᑦ: 

• ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 27 ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

2021 (ᓴᓪᓖᑦ 23 ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ 4). ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2021 

ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  
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• DFO ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᔅᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄ ᑕᑕᑎᕆᐊᓕᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯ. 

• DFO ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. 

ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ−19.  

• ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ (CBCM) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᓴᒪᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒥᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑎᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑎ 2021 ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖓ CBCM ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ, ᐱᐅᓯᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ. DFO ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ CBCM ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᓪᓕᓄᑦ 2020 ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ 2021, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓴᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᕋᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᑦ. 

 

3) ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ: 

• ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᐃᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᕐᖏᓐᓈᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ. 2021-ᒥ, ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ, ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᑦᓯ. ᐃᐳᕈᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᓇᖅᑕᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᔫᓂᒥᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓛᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᖑᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᒡᒋᓯ.  

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ. ᔪᓚᐃ 22−ᒥ, 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑰᑕᖓ 41 

ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑎᔾᔪᑎᒥᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  

 

4) ᐊᕐᕖᑦ: 

• ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ, DFO ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥ ᓴᓪᓕᓄᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 6 ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᔪᓚᐃ 15, 2021-ᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 10 ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ.  

• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ, ᕿᑭᕐᑕᖅᔪᐊᖅ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕕᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᒍᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᔭᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ-19 ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

• ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕕᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᒍᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑦᑕᓴᐃᖅᓯᒍᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᕕᔅᓴᑭᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ.  
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• DFO ᒫᓐᓇᐅᒧᒥᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥ 2021 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ (IFMP). 

 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ (ᓇᑖᕐᓇᐃᑦ):  

1) ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ 

• DFO ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ (CSTMA) 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᖕᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ 500 ᑕᓐᔅ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 

436.8 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 63.2 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ.  

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ: ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ– ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ:  ᔪᒪᐃ 23, 2021 



ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 
ᐅᕗᖓ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ:                                                      ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᒐᒃᓴᖅ: X 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ: ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᕆᐊᖅᑐᓯ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓ 
ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ-ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ-ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ) ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᑦ 1 ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 
ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓ: 

ᐅᓇ ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ-ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ-ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ) 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2011.   

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 5.2.34 (d) (i) ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᕆᔭᒥᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2008-ᒥ  “ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᖕᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑑᖕᒪᑕ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ .” 

ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ-
ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ-ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ)  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  
ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ-ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ-ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ) ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ 
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᓇ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᐊᑭᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᓚᐅᕐᓗᑕ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ-ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ-ᓛᐸᑐᐊ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖓ) ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒥᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᒻᒥᒎᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᑕᖏᕆᔭᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᑕ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐅᓇ 
ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ E):  https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-guidelines-status-table-2.html


change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-
guidelines-status-table-2.html 

ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᑕᐃᒪᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᓯᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪ 
ᖃᓄᕆᑑᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᓲᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕋᐃᖕᒪᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ.  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᓱᕋᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓕᓲᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕕᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ; ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓇ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓗᓂ ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᖕᖒᒪᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓐᓃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ (ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓇᑎᒃ), ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ: 

• ᑐᖁᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᑕᐸᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᐊᖏᕐᕋᐅᑎᔭᐅᒍᓂ, ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ;  

• ᐱᓯᒪᒍᓂ, ᓄᐊᑦᑎᒍᓂ, ᓂᐅᕕᕈᓂ, ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᓂ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᒍᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ; ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ, 

• ᓱᕋᑦᑎᒍᓂ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᑯᑎᑦᑎᑎᒍᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᕙᕕᒃ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᓯ) ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᖑᒻᒪᕆᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ: 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 
(ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ-ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ-ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ) ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᑦ 1 ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓇ: 

ᐃᕇᑲ ᑐᐊᓖᕕᓴᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖓᑦ, ᐋᑐᕚ. 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥ: 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-guidelines-status-table-2.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-guidelines-status-table-2.html
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᖅ (Northern Bottlenose Whale-ᖑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ)  

ᐊᓇᕐᓇᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 

ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ−ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ − ᓚᐸᑐᐊᕆᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᓂᓗ) 

 

 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᖅ 

ᐊᓇᕐᓇᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ−ᓴᓐᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓂ−ᓚᐸᑐᐊᕆᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᓂᓗ) 

ᐅᑭᐊᓵᒃᑯᑦ 2011-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕈᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ, 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᐃᑦ, ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2012−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᒫᔾᔨ 

2013−ᖑᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᖅ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᔫᓐ 2013-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᒡᕙ ᐊᑕᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᕿᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᖃᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ/ᐅᖃᓘᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2011−ᒥ, ᐃᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 

2013−ᒥ. ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖏᓂᒃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2013−ᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᓕᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ.  

 

 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒐᐱᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᐋᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2012−ᒥ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᐃᑦᑐᓪᓚᕆᐊᓘᒐᓗᐊᕋᒥᒃ, ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓐᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ.  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ:  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗᑦ ᓇᑦᓯᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ: 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (2012−ᒥ) ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᒡᒎᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᑭᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂ ᓄᓕᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ. ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᖁᔨᓂᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔫᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ (ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑖᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ). ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᒃᓯᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ.   
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ᓴᓈᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑕᐱᕇᖏᑦ/ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ 

ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐃᓕᔭᖁᔨᓐᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒥᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐᒥᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊᕆᒥᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᖃᓕᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᑎᓄᔾᔨᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓵᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᓂᕿᑕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᑏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ. 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᒃᓯᓴᐃᑦ: 

ᑐᔪᐃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅᓱᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᖓᒍᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᒐᓱᒃᐸᑲᓪᓗᐊᖅᓱᒋᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᒍᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ. ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖏᓚᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓐᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓈᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᒐᓱᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐅᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒎᖕᓂᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ (ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 7−ᖏᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓈᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖏᔅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᓛᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖄᓚᕕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᓚᐅᖏᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ), ᓈᒻᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᐳᖅ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᖅ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ. ᐅᖃᐅᒃᓯᓴᒃᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᖅ ᐊᓈᕐᓇᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᓕᐊᖑᕙᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᖏᓚᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ.  

 

 

ᒪᑯᐊ ᐱᖁᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᒧᑦ, ᖃᖓ, ᖃᓄᕐᓗ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ A-ᒥ.  

 

ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ B-ᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᒡᒍᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕈᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ (ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᕐᒥ, ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐᒥᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊᕆᒥᓗ) ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᖅ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᖅ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ−ᓴᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ−ᓚᐸᑐᐊᕆᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᓂᓗ).  
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ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ A: 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: 

 

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ  2011 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓵᓕᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓛᕐᒥᒃ Northern Bottlenose Whale−ᒥᒃ 

ᐊᓇᕐᓇᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 2012 – ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓛᕐᒥᒃ Northern Bottlenose Whale−ᒥᒃ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2012 – ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᖓᒍᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᕌᓂᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᓗᓚᖓᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᖓ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ−ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2012 – ᐅᖄᓚᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ. ᕿᒪᐃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᖁᔨᓂᖅ 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ/ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓯᐅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐋᒐᓯ 2013 – ᑎᑎᖃᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑕᐅᓵᓕᓂᖅᓴᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᓂᒃ (ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ) 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ 

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ  2013 – ᑎᑎᖃᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑕᐅᓵᓕᓂᖅᓴᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᒃ  ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᓂᒃ 

(ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ, 

ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᖓᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2013 – ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐊᓈᕐᓇᓂᒃ, ᒫᑐᐃᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

(ᐊᑦᑕᑕᕐᕕᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖄᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᑕ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᖓ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᑦ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, ᐅᐃᕖᖅᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ.  

 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓈᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ: 

 

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2011 – ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓈᕐᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ 
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ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 

ᐋᒐᓯ  2013 – ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓈᕐᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ 

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2013 – ᑎᑎᖃᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑕᐅᓵᓕᓂᖅᓴᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓈᕐᓇᓂᒃ (ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ) 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ, ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2013 – ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓈᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᓈᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓᒍᑦ (ᐊᑦᑕᑕᕐᕕᖓᑦ 

ᑐᕌᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, ᐅᐃᕖᖅᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ. 

 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ: 

 

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2011 – ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓇᑦᓯᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᓪᓗ, ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ  

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐊᓈᕐᓇᓂᒃ, 

ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐋᒐᓯ 2013 – ᑎᑎᖃᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑕᐅᓵᓕᓂᖅᓴᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᓂᒃ (ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ) 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ 

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2013 – ᑎᑎᖃᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑕᐅᓵᓕᓂᖅᓴᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᕐᓇᓂᒃ (ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᖏᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2013 – ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᓈᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓᒍᑦ (ᐊᑦᑕᑕᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, ᐅᐃᕖᖅᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ. 
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ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ: 

 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑎᒍᑦ   ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2013-ᒥ (ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, ᐅᐃᕖᖅᑎᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᑕᕿᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᖃᖅᑎᒋᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓂᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᖓᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂᓗ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  
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ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ B: ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋ6 ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᐃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᓪᓗ (ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ − 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ) ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓛᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᕿᕋᓴᖓᓂ−ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓂ−ᓚᐸᑐᐊᕆᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᓂᓗ) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᖏᓐᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖏᒪᖔᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑭᓇᒃᑰᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 

 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑑᓂᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ: 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ - 0 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0 

ᑲᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ - 2 (ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 1 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ)  

 

 

ᓄᓇᖃᖄᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ:  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 0  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 1 

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 1  

 

 

ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓈᖅᑲᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 1 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 5 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

 

ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕌᖑᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᖅ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᒥ - ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ) ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕆᕙᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᖓᑕ  

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓕᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᖓᓂ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᒥ, ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ, 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᓐᓇᖅᑑᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓᑦᑕ. 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ 

ᓇᐃᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᓂ ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆᒥᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. 

 
ᓱᓇᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖅ? 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑑᒥᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓᓐᓂᒃ 2003-ᒥ. ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓗᐊᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᓚᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᐊᖅᑎᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ (ᓄᖑᓐᓂᖅ, 

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖅ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ). ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒍᑦᓯᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ . ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓐᓂᖅᑕᓕᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐳᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓕᒃ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ, 

ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ.  

 

 

 
ᑎᑎᖅᑑᔮᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1 Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ 

 

 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ, ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿ ᓯᒡᒍᖃᖅᓱᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦᖅ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᑐᖓᓃᓲᖅ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ . ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᓚᑦᓯᐊᕆᒃ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖓ, 

ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᑦᓱᓂ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒻᒥᒃ. ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ ᖃᐅᓕᒃ 

ᐊᓚᒡᒐᐃᑦᑐᐹᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᐳᓪᓚᓕᓘᔮᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ   

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓯᒃᑭᑦᑖᖓᔪᑦ ᖃᑯᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᖑᑎᓂ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂ. 

ᑕᖅᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒐᓚᑦᑐᓪᓗ. ᑕᑭᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 7-9 ᒦᑕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᑏᓪᓗ ᑕᑭᓂᖅᓴᐊᒐᔪᑦᓱᑎᒃ 1ᒦᑕᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   

 

ᒪᕐᕉᓕᖅᑲᖓᔪᑦ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ,  Scotian 

Shelf population ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᖓᓂ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᒥ 

ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᓕᑦᑲᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᐊᐃᑉᐸᐃᖏᑦ Scotian Shelf-ᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓇᓵᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᑦᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. ᐊᐃᑉᐸᐃᖏᑦ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓐᓂ ᐃᑎᓂᓕᓐᓂ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 500 ᒦᑦᑕᐃᑦ.    
 

 

 
ᑎᑎᖅᑑᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1 ᐃᒪᓐᖑᐊᖅ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᓯᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ DS-BB-LS 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
 



 

 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
1-866-266-6603 
info@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
 
Aquatic Species at Risk Web Site: 
www.aquaticspeciesatrisk.gc.ca 

 
Environment Canada 
1-800-668-6767 
enviroinfo@ec.gc.ca 
 
SARA Public Registry 
www.sararegistry.gc.ca 
 

 
 
 

  

 

ᑐᑦᓯᕌᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᓲᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᖅᓴᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᓂ ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐊᑦᓯᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᐃᖅᓯᑦᓱᓂᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐆᒪᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᖏᒋᐊᖓ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᖓ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓂᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᖅᑑᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᒃᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ; 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᓪᓕᑎᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᑦᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

1960-ᖏᓐᓂ 1970-ᖏᓐᓂᓗ, ᑕᑯᑦᓴᐅᔪᖃᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐱᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ.  

 

 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑑᒥᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓐᓂ ᓵᓐᖓᑦᓯᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ, ᓂᒐᑦᑎᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᑭᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᓱᕐᕙᓪᓛᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᐃᕗᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐅᓇᑕᖅᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᖏᓐᓄᒃ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑑᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑑᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ 

ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑎᕆᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  

 
ᐊᓚᒡᒐᐃᓗᐊᓐᖑᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑎᓂᖅᐋᓂ 

ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᓄᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑎᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓃ 

800 ᒦᑕᐃᑦ 70 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᓂ ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᑦᓱᑎᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒻᒥᔪᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᑎᐹᓘᒋᐊᖏᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐅᐸᑉᐸᑦᓱᑎᒃ.  

 
ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓃ  

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ  Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᓂ ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒍᑦᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦᓄ ᐆᓚᓄᕐᓗᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᕆᐊᖏᑦ, ᐊᐳᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᑖᓂ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᓯᐊᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒨᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᓐᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ. , 

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᔪᐊᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓄᖑᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕐᓂᓪᓗ ᐋᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᓐᓇᒍᓐᓇᑦᓯᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ.   

 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᑦᓯᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᓂ ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ, 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ, 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ, 

ᐊᑐᓂᕐᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᑦᓯᐅᕙᐅᓂᖅᐹᓂᒃ  

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᓯᐊᖑᓂᖅᐸᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ.   

 
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖅ - ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑎᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᓯᑭᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᖓᒪᓂ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᓐᓇᖅᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᖃᕈᕕᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦᓯᐊᖑᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᓴᓇᕕᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᓯᓚᒧᑦ. 

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᐊᑉ.  

 
1. ᓱᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᒨᖓᒐᔭᖅᑲ, ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᑉᒐᐸᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓᑦᑕ?? 

 

2. ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᕕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᓂ ᓛᕙᑐᐊᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᖅᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᒧᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓᑦᑕ? ᓱᒻᒪᑦ? 

ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᐋᒡᒐ? 

 

3. ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᕕᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑲᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐄᖑᑉᐸᑦ, ᓇᓕᐊᒃ 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑭᐅᒃ?  

 

ᑭᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᑉᐱᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᖃᕈᕕᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐅᕗᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕆᑦ:   

 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

501 University Cres 

ᐅᐃᓂᐲᒡ, ᒫᓂᑑᕙ 

R3T 2N6 

ᐊᑭᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ: (204) 983-5192 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᒃ: fwisar@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

 

 

ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᒃ COSEWIC ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓᑦᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ, 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᖃᕈᕕᑦ, ᐅᕗᖓ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕆᑦ SARA Public 

Registry   

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕ4 

 

COSEWIC. 2011. COSEWIC ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ Bottlenose ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᒧᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐋᑐᕚ Xii + 

31pp. (www.sararegistry.gc.ca/status/status_e.com)  
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ᑖᓂᐅ ᓯᐅᓴᒃ 
ᐃᒡᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖃᒃᑯᕕᒃ 1379 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
X0A 0H0 
 
 
 
ᑖᓂᐅ ᓯᐅᓴᒃ-ᒧᑦ, 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ 1-ᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ - ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ - ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ), 
ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᖅ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ). ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ.      
 
ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᓂᐊᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐃᒍᐊᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᖓ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᖢᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ. 
ᐅᓇ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᕋ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏ 5.2.34 (f) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.3.16. ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 3.9-ᒥ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 2008 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑕ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒃᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ.   
 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ. ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.  
 
ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᖅ), ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ - ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ - ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ) 
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ 
ᐊᔪᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᔾᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᓗᐊᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓲᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᓐᓃᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖁᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒍᓐᓃᓗᐊᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 
ᓴᓇᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᑲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 
ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  
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ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᓯ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔮᓇᑕᓐ ᒍᐃᑭᓐᓴᓐ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᕙᓐᓄᑦ 
(julie.spallin@canada.ca ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓕ ᓯᑑᕗᑦ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐅᕗᖓ julie.stewart@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca . 
 
 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  
 
 
 
ᑕᒡᕙᐅᕗᑎᑦ, 
 
 
 
 
 
ᔫᓕ ᓯᐹᓕᓐ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᖓᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᓂᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
 
 
ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᖅ ᑲᐃᑦ ᓚᑎᐅ, 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
 



ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (COSEWIC) 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ  

Hyperoodon ampullatus 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ − ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖓ 
 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ, Hyperoodon ampullatus, ᓯᒡᒍᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓂᒋᑐᐊᖓᓂ 
ᓇᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᒥᒃ-ᐊᖏᓂᓖᑦ (7-9 ᒦᑕᔅ) ᐳᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ, ᑖᕙᓐᑎᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᓯᒡᒍᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑯᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᖕᒪᓗᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᕙᓐᒥ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ. 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕝᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᐸᓗᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃ 
ᐃᑎᓛᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖅ ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᕕᐊᖏᖃᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ 
ᐅᐸᒃᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᒍᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑎᔪᒥᒃ (> 500 ᒦᑕᔅ) ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᓂᒋᖅ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 40° N 
(ᓂᒋᕐᒥ). ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᙵᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᐊᐃᔅᓛᓐᒥ, 
ᔅᕙᐸᐅᑦᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᐅᐃ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓂ, ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ. 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ − ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ, ᓄᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ 
ᓄᕐᖑᐊᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᙵ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 
ᐃᑭᖓᓂ − ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᒪᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖓ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᑕ ᓯᕙᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᖃᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ 800-1,500 ᒦᑕᔅᒥ ᐃᑎᓂᓕᖕᒥᑦ. ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ ᑕᑎᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐳᖅᑐᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒐᓪᓕ, ᓱᐊᑦᓛᓐ ᖃᖅᑲᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕼᐊᓪᑎᒪᓐ ᖃᖅᑲᐃᑦ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 7-9 ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 8-13−ᒧᑦ, ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᕿᑐᕐᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᑕᒫᑦ. ᐃᓅᓯᖓᑕ ᑕᑭᓂᖓ 37−ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑐᕐᖓᕇᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ 15.5 
ᐊᕐᕌᒎᔪᑦ. 



ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑰᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ − 
ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑎᔪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓕᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑑᔪ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᙵ ᐃᑎᔪᒧᑦ−ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᕕᐊᖏᓕᖕᓂ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᓕᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒍᓈᑕᔅ 
ᐃᓚᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ 164−ᐸᓗᖕᓂ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᕈᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔾᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᖃᖏᖦᖢᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1988 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2009 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ − ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

1962-1967−ᒥ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 87−ᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1969-1971−ᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 818−ᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ − ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓗᖅᑕᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᓄᑦ ᓂᒐᕕᔾᔪᑎᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᔪᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᓇᓗᓇᔭᐅᔪᖅ. ᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᖕᒥᔪᖅ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᓂᕿᖓᓂ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᓕᕇᖕᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ “ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂ” ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ. ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃ ᐅᐃᒍᓯᒪᔪᖅ I Convention on International Trade 
in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ 
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ (IUCN)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᖃᒐᔪᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᔮᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᓂᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᕕᐊᖏᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ. ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ 
(COSEWIC)−ᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ 2002−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ 1−ᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA)−ᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2006−ᒥ. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ − ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᕆᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ “ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ” ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᓯᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (COSEWIC)−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ 1993−ᒥᑦ. 

ᒐᓪᓕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 2004−ᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᖓ 
ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒦᖦᖢᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᒻᒪᕆᖓ ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ. 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᖓ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

 



ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ - ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᑦ  Northern Bottlenose Whale, ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ Davis 

Strait-Baffin Bay-Labrador Sea ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
 
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 8, 2011 

 

ᐊᑎᖓ:  ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᑦ  Northern Bottlenose Whale, ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ Davis Strait-Baffin Bay-Labrador Sea ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᓄᑦ : Hyperoodon ampullatus 
 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) : ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ  

 
ᖃᓄᕐ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ:  ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ  ᑯᐱᒃ, ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓚᐸᑐᐊ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ , ᑐᖓᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᑦ Northern Bottlenose Whale, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ Davis Strait-Baffin Bay-Labrador Sea 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒥᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᑦᑐᑦ (ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1) ᑕᕗᖓ  ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᓂᒃ Northern Bottlenose 

Whale,ᑕᕆᖓᓂ  ᐃᑭᖓ  Davis Strait-Baffin Bay-Labrador Sea ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖃᒻᒪᕆᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ.    
 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕋᖓᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ COSEWIC, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 1 ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦᒥᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ.  

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐅᓇ ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᕐᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ   
The Species Listing Process Under SARA. 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ COSEWIC:  ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖕᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ: (1) ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓂᕐᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᖏᓐᓂ 1960s ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1970s ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 818 ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᑦ; (2) ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐅᓄᕈᓐᒦᓃᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᒃᒪᑕ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (3) ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒦᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒃᓂᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ. ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐅᓄᕐᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑕ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑕᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᓂᒐᕕᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᑦᑎᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑎᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓂᐱᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑕᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ  Baffin Bay-Davis Strait-Labrador Sea ᐃᓂᖓᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᓯᓚᓐᒥᑦᑐᓄᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ. 

 
ᓇᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  Atlantic Ocean 

 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᑐᑦ: 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᒥᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
 
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ:   

ᑯᐱᒃ 

ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊ  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  
 
ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᑕᕗᖓ: ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ  ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᕙᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ.  

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥ  35 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ.  

 
ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ :  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕙᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᕙᖓᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ, 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᓇᑎᒃᓗ, ᐃᓄᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᕐᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᕐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖃᐅᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᑕᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᕿᒃᓱᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓚᐸᑐᐊ  ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᒐᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᓂᒃ. ᐊᔾᔨᖑᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᕙᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᒐᖏᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᖃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ 
ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᓵᖓᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᒃᒪᖓᒋᑦ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ Davis Strait ᐅᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ Scotian Shelf. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃᓗ ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓚᒥᖓᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊ ᓯᒃᔭᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑎᒋᒃᒪᖓᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑲᑐᔨᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕋᖓᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑦ ᐊᓯᓪᓕᐊᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂ 
ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒃᒥᓗ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᐊᖃᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᐱᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᖓᓂ 2012. ᐊᐅᖏᑦ ᕿᓯᖏᓐᓂᖓᕐᑐᓪᓗ ᐲᕐᓯᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᓂᓇᕋᖓᑕ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖓᑕ. 

http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/sar/listing/listing_e.cfm


ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ (Hyperoodon ampullatus) − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ − ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

 
ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓄᑦ-ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᓂ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᖏᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓄᑦ.  
 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᒃᑯᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒨᑲᐅᑎᒋᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑎᒍᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖁᓇᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᒐᓚᖕᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒃᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥ. 
 
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑑᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. 
 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
(ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ. ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᑉ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᔪᒥᒃ ($25,000 ᐊᑖᓂ). 
 
ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᓂᕐᒥ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᕋᓱᒡᓗᒍ ᐊᑭᑭᑦᑑᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᒧᑦ. 



ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 
ᐅᕗᖓ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ:                                                      ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᒐᒃᓴᖅ: X 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ: ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᕆᐊᖅᑐᓯ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ) ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᑦ 1 ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓ: 

ᐅᓇ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 
2011.   

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 5.2.34 (d) (i) ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᕆᔭᒥᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2008-ᒥ  “ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᖕᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑑᖕᒪᑕ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ .” 

ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ - 
ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ)  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  
ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ) ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ 
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᓇ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᐊᑭᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᓚᐅᕐᓗᑕ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ) 
ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᑦ 
ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᒻᒥᒎᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᑕᖏᕆᔭᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᑕ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐅᓇ 
ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ E):  https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-guidelines-status-table-2.html


change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-
guidelines-status-table-2.html 

ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᑕᐃᒪᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᓯᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪ 
ᖃᓄᕆᑑᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᓲᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕋᐃᖕᒪᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ.  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᓱᕋᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓕᓲᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕕᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ; ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓇ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓗᓂ ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᖕᖒᒪᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓐᓃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ (ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓇᑎᒃ), ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ: 

• ᑐᖁᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᑕᐸᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᐊᖏᕐᕋᐅᑎᔭᐅᒍᓂ, ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ;  

• ᐱᓯᒪᒍᓂ, ᓄᐊᑦᑎᒍᓂ, ᓂᐅᕕᕈᓂ, ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᓂ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᒍᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ; ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ, 

• ᓱᕋᑦᑎᒍᓂ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᑯᑎᑦᑎᑎᒍᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᕙᕕᒃ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᓯ) ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᖑᒻᒪᕆᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ: 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 
(ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ) ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᑦ 1 ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓇ: 

ᐃᕇᑲ ᑐᐊᓖᕕᓴᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖓᑦ, ᐋᑐᕚ. 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥ: 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-guidelines-status-table-2.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-guidelines-status-table-2.html
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖅ 

(ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ − ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᓗ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ) 

  

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᓚᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ − ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᓗ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ) ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2009−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕈᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2015−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐋᒐᓯ 2014-ᒥ.  

  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑕᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᕿᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ/ᐅᖃᓘᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015−ᒥ, 

ᐃᓱᓕᓚᑦᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᐄᐳ 2015−ᒥ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ. 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖏᓂᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015−ᒥᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᔾᔨᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᓕᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ.  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᔨᓂᖅ: ᓴᓪᓕᖅ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ.  

 

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ: ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ, 

ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ. 

 

ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ: ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖅᑑᖅ, ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ. 

 

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ: ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᑯᒑᕐᔪᒃ, 

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᑦ. 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ “ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑎᑦ.”  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᑦᓯᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᒃᓯᓴᐃᑦ: 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᖓᓲᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑑᑎᑕᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᓚᑦ ᑭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (44% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
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ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ. ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ2 ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖅᑎᖑᑦ,  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᑕᐅᕕᒃᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 

ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᖓᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ A−ᒦᑦᑐᓂ.  

 

ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓂ B−ᒦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ (ᕿᑎᐊᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓂᒃ, 

ᑯᐸᐃᒃ, ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊᕆ) ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ − ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᓗ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ).  
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ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ A: ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐃᑦ 

ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ. 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: 

  

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ.  

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᑐᖅᐅᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ. 

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2015 –ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᐃᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᑲᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ. 

ᒫᔾᔨ 2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ (ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓱᓕ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ, 

ᐃᓱᓕᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ. 

ᒫᔾᔨ  2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱ3ᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ. ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᒃᓂᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ.  

ᒫᔾᔨ−ᐄᐳ 2015 –. ᐅᖄᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ/ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᒪᐃᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ.  

 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᖓᓐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ.: 

  

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ  2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓂᒃ 

ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ (ᐊᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ).   
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ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓴᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ: 

  

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ  2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᑦᓯᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ, 

ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ.  

 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ: 

 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015−ᒥ (ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, 

ᐅᐃᕖᖅᑎᑐᑦ, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ) ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓐᓄᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓂᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  
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ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ  B: ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋ5 ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᕕᐅᓂᔪᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ (ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ − ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ) ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓂᒃ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ − ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ). ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᖏᓐᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ 

ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖏᒪᖔᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  

 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑭᓇᒃᑰᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑑᓂᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ: 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ - 0  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0  

 

ᓄᓇᖃᖄᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ:  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 0  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 5  

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 1  

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 8  

 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᓯᐊᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ):  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 1  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0  

 

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 2  

 

ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓂᒃ:  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 3  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0  

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 4  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 5  

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 11  
 

____________  

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ: 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 1  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0 

 



ᐊᕐᕕᕐᒃ
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ

ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ Balaena mysticetus) ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓱᖃᖃᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᕗᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᐳᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓃᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᒐᔪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᐊᕿᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐸᓯᐅᑉ 
ᐊᕐᕕᖏᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᖃᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑐᖃᖓᒍᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ, ᐊᕐᕕᖅ (ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ) ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖅᐳᒃ 
(ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᒃᑐᓐ), ᐊᒡᒍᕐᕕᒃ (ᐃᓄᐱᐊᖅᑐᓐ), ᐊᒡᕗᐱᒃ (ᔫᐱᒃᑎᑐᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑎᕝ (ᑦᓱᒃᑦᓯᒥᐅᑎᑐᑦ). ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᒥᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᑦᑕᔭᐅᕐᔪᐊᕌᓗᒃᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᓂᐅᖁᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᖁᒻᒧᖓᔪᒥᒃ 
ᖃᓂᖃᖅᓱᓂ. ᐃᔾᔪᔪᐊᓗᒃ ᓴᐅᓂᖓ ᓂᐅᖁᐊᓂ, ᑎᒥᖓᓗ 
ᓴᓐᖏᔪᐊᓘᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓱᕋᒃᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᑯᒥᒃ 20 ᓴᓐᑎᒦᑕᓂᒃ 
ᐃᔾᔪᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᔪᒥᒃ, ᐊᖕᒪᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᖅᓵᖅᑐᕐᕕᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ. ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 
ᐱᐊᕋᖏᑦ (ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓛᖏᑦ) ᑕᑭᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 4-ᓂᒃ 4.5-ᓄᑦ ᒦᑕᓂᒃ 
ᐃᕐᓂᐊᖑᓵᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑲᔪᕐᓚᐅᔭᕐᒥᒃ 
ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ (ᐃᓐᓇᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ)  
ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒥᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᓛᔪᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᑉᓗᐊᒍᑦ, ᐃᔨᐅᑉ 
ᖁᓛᒍᑦ, ᑕᓕᕈᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ,  ᐃᑎᕐᕕᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᕝᕕᐊᒍᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ/
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᕝᕕᐊᒍᓪᓗᓐᓃ,  ᓴᖅᐱᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᐱᐊᑕ ᑎᕆᖁᐊᒍᑦ.

ᐱᑕᖃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ 
ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᑦᐳᑦ 1 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓂᒃ km2-ᓂᒃ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑭᓛᒦᑕᓂᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᓕᕕᖃᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᒃ 
ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑉ ᖁᒃᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖓᓂ, 

 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ/
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᔭᐅᕙᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ 
“ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ” 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓕᒪᖓᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᒍᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓕᑕᓕᕆᔩᓪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᕈᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐄᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖏᒃᑯᑎᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ.

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐃᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓯ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᐊᓄᑦ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 15, 2015. ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᓯᓚᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐᐲᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᐊᕐᔪᐊᖑᓂᖓᓂ. 
ᐅᑮᕕᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂᖃᐃᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐ ᐱ, ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᓪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ, ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ, 
ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑑᑉ 
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ. 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᒍᑦ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ. 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ.

ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ) 2005-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᒪᕐᕈᖕᓃᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 2009-ᖑᑎᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓰᓐᓇᕐᒥᖃᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ 
“ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ.” 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ,  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᖁᑎᖓ:  ᔭᐃ. ᕼᐃᒡᑕᓐ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᒍᑦ



ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅᐸᖑᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᑰᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ 
ᒫᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓗᑎᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᐃᓇᔭᕐᒪᑕ, ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ 
ᐊᕐᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ. 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕆᕗᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᕕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓂ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᑐᓴᖅᓴᖅᔪᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᐱᖁᖅᑐᔪᓂᒃ, ᓄᓗᐊᕐᓄᓪᓗ (ᒪᑦᑎᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ) 
ᓂᒐᕕᕝᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ, 
ᓱᕈᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐋᕐᓗᕐᓄᑦ 
(ᖃᓗᓈᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᓛᑎᓐᑎᑐᑦ Orcinus orca-ᓄᑦ), ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᓯᔪᔭᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ. 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂᓇᓱᒍᔭᐃᕗᑦ 6000-ᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓱᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓱᓕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑕᒍᓐᓇᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᕿᑐᖏᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᒋᕙᖕᓂᖏᓪᓗ). 

ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ

ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓅᖏᓐᓇᕈᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 
ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕋᖓᑦ ᐊᕐᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ, 
ᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᐅᖅᑯᐊᒃᓴᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᐅᖂᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓂ. ᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐅᖅᓱᖓ ᐱᐅᔫᐊᓘᖕᒪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐋᖑᖃᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᖅᓲᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᒪᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖂᓴᐅᑎᒃᓴᓄᓪᓗ. ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑐᓕᒪᕌᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒡᓕᕈᐊᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᐃᑦ ᖁᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᓗᖓᓂ 
ᓴᐅᓂᒡᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᑲᑎᕆᕝᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓴᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᕋᒃᓴᓄᑦ. ᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓱᖃᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᐱᐅᑕᖅᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᒧᑎᖕᓄᑦ ᓱᑲᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᕐᕙᖕᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᖕᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᕕᐃᓗᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕙᖕᓂᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᕋᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᐅᖃᑕᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 

ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐸᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᐊᓂᒍᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᖑᓕᒐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ.  



ᐱᑕᖃᕈᑎᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ  
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᒪᓂᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ, ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ, 
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᕆᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
(ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ) ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓕ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
(ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᖑᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ). ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑐᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᑰᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓪᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᖏᒻᒪᖓᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ. 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ, 
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ 
ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑖᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ,  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕙᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕋᔭᖅᐸᑕ 
ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᓴᓈᕆᕙᒃᑕᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓄᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ, 
ᐱᕈᖅᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᖃᕐᕕᖕᓄᓗᓐᓃᑦ, 
ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᖕᓄᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ.

ᑐᓂᓯᔪᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑎᑦ 
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᕗᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕌᕈᒻᒦᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᑲᓂᓗ ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ “Get involved”-ᓚᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 

ᑐᓂᓯᔪᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᒍᔅᓯ, 
ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐅᕙᓂ 
ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᖕᒥ fwisar@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᐳᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ 
SARAregistry.gc.ca 

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᓯ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕᖓᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᑦ. 



 

 
 
 
ᑖᓂᐅ ᓯᐅᓴᒃ 
ᐃᒡᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖃᒃᑯᕕᒃ 1379 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
X0A 0H0 
 
 
 
ᑖᓂᐅ ᓯᐅᓴᒃ-ᒧᑦ, 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ 1-ᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ - ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ - ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ), 
ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᖅ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ). ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ.      
 
ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᓂᐊᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐃᒍᐊᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᖓ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᖢᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ. 
ᐅᓇ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᕋ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏ 5.2.34 (f) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.3.16. ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 3.9-ᒥ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 2008 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑕ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒃᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ.   
 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ. ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.  
 
ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᖅ), ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ - ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ - ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ) 
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ 
ᐊᔪᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᔾᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᓗᐊᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓲᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᓐᓃᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖁᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒍᓐᓃᓗᐊᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 
ᓴᓇᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᑲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 
ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  
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ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᓯ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔮᓇᑕᓐ ᒍᐃᑭᓐᓴᓐ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᕙᓐᓄᑦ 
(julie.spallin@canada.ca ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓕ ᓯᑑᕗᑦ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐅᕗᖓ julie.stewart@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca . 
 
 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  
 
 
 
ᑕᒡᕙᐅᕗᑎᑦ, 
 
 
 
 
 
ᔫᓕ ᓯᐹᓕᓐ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᖓᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᓂᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
 
 
ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᖅ ᑲᐃᑦ ᓚᑎᐅ, 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
 



ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (COSEWIC)  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  
ᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ  

Balaena mysticetus 
ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ − ᐅᓛᓯᐊᑉ − ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ – ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
 
 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖓ 
 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ 
 
ᐊᕐᕕᖅ (Balaena mysticetus) (Linnaeus [ᓕᓇᐃᔭᔅ] 1758) ᐊᖏᔪᖅ ᓱᖅᑲᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ 
Balaenidae−ᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑎᒥᖓ ᕿᕐᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᑯᕐᓂᖃᐅᖅᖢᓂ 
ᑕᓪᓗᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᒥᐅᖓᓂᒃ. 
 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᑦ 
 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂᒃ (DU). ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ − ᐅᓛᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ (BCB) ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ − ᐅᓛᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᓇᔪᒻᒪᕆᒃᑕᖓᓂ. ᐊᓯᖓ, ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᕕᓂᖅ, ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ − ᐊᒥᑦᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓵᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ – ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ (EC-WG) ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᔪᒻᒪᕆᒃᑕᖓᓂ. 
 
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ 
 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᑕ ᑲᔾᔨᖓᓂ ᐃᓂᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ − ᐅᓛᓯᐊᑉ − ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᒃᕼᐊᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓛᓯᐊᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓃᑉᐸᒃᖢᓂ. 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ – ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊ, ᐊᒥᑦᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ, 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ (ᑰᒐᓇᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᓱᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᑉᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓃᑉᐸᒃᖢᓂ. 
 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖓ 
 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᑎᑦᑎᐊᖓᑕ ᐃᒪᖓᓃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ 
ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᔾᔪᔪᒥ, ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒧᑦ (ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᒫᓂᕐᕆᔪᓂᒃ) ᓯᑯᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. 
 



ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖏᑦ 
 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 25−ᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᒥᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 3−ᓂᒃ 4−ᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᑦ. ᐃᓅᑯᑖᖕᓂᖏᑦ 100 ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 
ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ − ᐅᓛᓯᐊᑉ − ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ 5% ᐊᕐᕕᐊᕋᕐᓂᒃ 
(< 6 ᒦᑕᔅᓂᒃ ᑕᑭᓂᓕᒃ), 54% ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ (6−13 ᒦᑕᔅ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 41% ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ (> 13 ᒦᑕᔅ), ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐊᖑᑏᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓅᓯᖓᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ – ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ/ᐃᓐᓂᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍ-ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓂᖏᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ. ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒥᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑎᒍ-ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓈᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕕᐊᕋᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᐅᔭᓕᒫᖅ. ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓕᕋᕐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑭᖑᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᒪᖕᓂᒃ. ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ 
ᐊᕙᑎᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓅᑯᑖᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᓄᑭᒃᓴᒥᒃ 
ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓂᐱᓂᒃ ᑐᓵᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒨᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᓂᐊᖁᖓᓗ ᖁᒻᒧᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ “ᓂᐊᖁᕈᓯᖃᖅᖢᓂ” ᓯᑯᒥᒃ 
ᖁᒻᒧᒃᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᓂᖅᓵᕋᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 
 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᑲᓴᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ 1900-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ. 2001−ᒥ, ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ − ᐅᓛᓯᐊᑉ − ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 10,470−ᓂᒃ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ (95% ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ [CI] 8,100-13,500), ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ 
3.4%−ᒥᒃ (95% ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ [CI] 1.7-5.0%). ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ – ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2002−ᒥᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2003−ᒥᑦ. ᓇᓕᖅᑯᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓇᓚᐅᖅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᓴᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥ 1900-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ. 
 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓗᖅᑕᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
 
ᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᑦ, ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ-ᐃᓅᕙᒃᖢᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᖅ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᖢᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᓂᕆᕝᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖓ ᐱᕕᑭᑦᑑᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑐᔪᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓂᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᑎᒍᑦ). ᓯᑯ ᒥᒃᖠᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ. 
 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥ (ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲ) 
ᐅᓛᓯᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ (ᐅᓛᓯᐊᖅ), ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓛᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ. 
 



ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᓕᕇᖕᓂᖏᑦ 
 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᕕᐊᖏᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ 1993−ᒥᑦ, 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᓚᐃᓴᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ−ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓄᑦ. ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ − ᐅᓛᓯᐊᑉ − ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ 1 ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2007−ᒥ. 2005−ᒥ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (COSEWIC)−ᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ – ᐊᒥᑦᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ – ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎᒨᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕕᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒃᑯᑦ (US) 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ 1973−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒃᑯᑦ (US) ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᕕᐊᖏᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ 1972−ᒥᑦ. ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ 
ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒥᑦ, ᐅᓛᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓛᖠᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ−ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ) 
ᓄᓇᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑰᑕᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 



ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ− ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑦ - ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ  

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 25, 2009 

ᐊᑎᖓ:: ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑦ - ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᓄᑦ : Balaena mysticetus 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) : ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ  

ᖃᓄᕐ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ: ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑯᐱᒃᒥ, ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᒥ ᓚᐸᑐᐊᒥᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒥᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᑦᑐᑦ (ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

1) ᑕᕗᖓ  ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ  ᑲᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖃᒃᑯᕕᒃᒧᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕆᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐱᕐᓱᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᒃᓂᑦ.    

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕋᖓᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ COSEWIC, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 1 ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦᒥᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ.  ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐅᓇ ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᕐᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ The Species Listing Process Under SARA. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ COSEWIC: ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᕈᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖢᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᖓᓂ 1500 ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒍ 1910. ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 1900, ᐃᓛᓐᓂᓚᐅᓱᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓄᒃᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᓗ. ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᓄᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᒐᓴᒃᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓱᓕ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᖢᑎᒃ. ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ. 

ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ 6000. ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᒐᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᓱᓕ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᓄᑎᒋᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᓱᕐᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᓱᖑᓂᖏᑦ,ᓱᒃᑲᐃᑐᒥᒃᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ). ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᕐ 

ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒃᓂᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᓯᓚᐅᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖃᓕᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᕐᓱᐊᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᑐᓪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ. ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓄᓪᓗ 100 ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᓕᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. 

ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ, ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃᓗ 

ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  . 

ᓇᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ Arctic Ocean 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᑐᑦ: 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᒥᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ:  

ᑯᐱᒃ  

ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊ  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  

ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᑕᕗᖓ:  

ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ : ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᓄᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᓗ ᐆᒪᑎᒋᕙᒃᒪᖓᑕ, ᐊᕋᒍᒥᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᒐᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᕋᓚᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ Foxe Basin. ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒃᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᑯ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᖓ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᑦᑐᑦ,  

ᐅᒪᔪᐊᕈᓰᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓ ᐊᕙᑕᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ. ᓄᑕᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᒐᓴᒃᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᖓᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᑰᒃᒪᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᐊᕈᓰᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ (ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕐᓱᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ) ᖃᖓᒃᑯᓕᕋᖓᑦ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ.  



ᐊᕐᕕᖅ (Balaena mysticetus) 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ – ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

 

ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓄᑦ – ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  
 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ – ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒨᑲᐅᑎᒋᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑎᒍᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖁᓇᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᒐᓚᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒃᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥ. 
 
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑑᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. 
 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ – ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ (ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ. ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᑉ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᔪᒥᒃ 
($25,000 ᐊᑖᓂ). 
 
ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓂᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ – ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᒥᑭᑦᑑᓂᕐᒥ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᕋᓱᒡᓗᒍ ᐊᑭᑭᑦᑑᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᒧᑦ. 



ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 
ᐅᕗᖓ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ:                                                      ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᒐᒃᓴᖅ: X 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ: ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᕆᐊᖅᑐᓯ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓ ᐋᕐᓗᒃ 
(ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᑦ 1 ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓ: 

ᐅᓇ ᐋᕐᓗᒃ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2011.   

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 5.2.34 (d) (i) ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᕆᔭᒥᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2008-ᒥ  “ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᖕᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑑᖕᒪᑕ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ .” 

ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐋᕐᓗᒃ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - 
ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ)  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᒃ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - 
ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᓇ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, ᐊᑭᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᓚᐅᕐᓗᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᒃ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - 
ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᒻᒥᒎᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᑕᖏᕆᔭᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᑕ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐅᓇ 
ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ E):  https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-
change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-
guidelines-status-table-2.html 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-guidelines-status-table-2.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-guidelines-status-table-2.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding/listing-process/quantitative-criteria-guidelines-status-table-2.html


ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᑕᐃᒪᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᓯᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪ 
ᖃᓄᕆᑑᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᓲᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓕᕋᐃᖕᒪᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ.  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᓱᕋᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓕᓲᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕕᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ; ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓇ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓗᓂ ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᖕᖒᒪᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓐᓃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ (ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓇᑎᒃ), ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ: 

• ᑐᖁᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᑕᐸᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᐊᖏᕐᕋᐅᑎᔭᐅᒍᓂ, ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ;  

• ᐱᓯᒪᒍᓂ, ᓄᐊᑦᑎᒍᓂ, ᓂᐅᕕᕈᓂ, ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᓂ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᒍᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ; ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ, 

• ᓱᕋᑦᑎᒍᓂ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᑯᑎᑦᑎᑎᒍᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᕙᕕᒃ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᓯ) ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕕᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᖑᒻᒪᕆᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ: 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᒃ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 
ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᑦ 1 ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓇ: 

ᐃᕇᑲ ᑐᐊᓖᕕᓴᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖓᑦ, ᐋᑐᕚ. 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥ: 

ᔪᓚᐃ 2, 2021. 
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

 
  

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ 

(ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ) ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2009−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕈᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ, 

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2012−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐋᒐᓯ 

2014-ᒥ.  

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑕᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᕿᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ/ᐅᖃᓘᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015−ᒥ, 

ᐃᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᐄᐳ 2015−ᒥ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ. 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖏᓂᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᔾᔨᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᕕᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖄᓚᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ.  

 

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᔨᓂᖅ: ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ.  

 

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ: ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ, 

ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ. 

 

ᐋᕐᓗᖅᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᐃᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᐃᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ: 

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖅᑑᖅ, ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ. 

 

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᕇᔭᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ: ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, 

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᑯᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ, 

ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᑦ. 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ “ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑎᑦ.”  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᑦᓯᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᒃᓯᓴᐃᑦ: 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒪᕐᕉᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ, ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑑᑎᑕᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᖏᓚᑦ ᑭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (44% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ. ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖅᑎᖑᑦ,  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᑕᐅᕕᒃᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 

ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᖓᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ A−ᒦᑦᑐᓂ.  

 

ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓂ B−ᒦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ (ᕿᑎᐊᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓂᒃ, 

ᑯᐸᐃᒃ, ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊᕆ, ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒪᕕᐅᓂᕐᒦᑐᓪᓗ) 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᑕ 

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥᓗ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ). 
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ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ A: ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐃᑦ 

ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ. 

 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: 

  

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖅᓴᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ. 

ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ.  

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ. 

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2015 – ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᐃᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᑲᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓗᐃᑦ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ. 

ᒫᔾᔨ 2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ 

(ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓱᓕ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ, 

ᐃᓱᓕᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ. 

ᒫᔾᔨ  2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓗᕐᓂᒃ. ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓗᕐᓂᒃ 

ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᓂᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ.  

ᒫᔾᔨ−ᐄᐳ 2015 − ᐅᖄᓚᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ/ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᒪᐃᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓗᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ.  

 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᖓᓐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: 

 

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ  2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ (ᐊᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ).   
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ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓴᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 

ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ: 

  

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ  2015 – ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᑦᓯᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ, 

ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ.  

 

 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ: 

 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2015−ᒥ (ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, 

ᐅᐃᕖᖅᑎᑐᑦ, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ) ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓗᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  
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ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ  B: ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᕕᐅᓂᔪᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ (ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ − ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ) 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥᓗ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ). ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᖏᓐᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖏᒪᖔᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ  

 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑭᓇᒃᑰᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑑᓂᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ: 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ - 3 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 1 

ᑲᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ - 1  

 

ᓄᓇᖃᖄᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ:  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 0  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 3  

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 4  

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 7  

 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᓯᐊᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ):  

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ − 2 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ − 0 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 1  

 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ: 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ − 2 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ − 0 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ − 2 

 

ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓂᒃ:  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 6  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ − 0 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ – 1 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 13  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 4 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 16  
 

____________  

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ: 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  – 1  

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ – 0 

0 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑎᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑎᑦ 

 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ. 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᒋᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  

 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓛᑎᓐᑎᑐᑦ Orcinus orca), ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᑕ 

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥᓗ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᐅᑕᓂᓗ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᔅᓯᓐᓂᒡᓗ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅᓯᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᕙᒃᑕᔅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖏᐸᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ. 

 

ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ... 

ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 

ᐆᒥᐊᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᖃᑕᖅᐳᖅ: ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᓲᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

(ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ) ᐱᔭᕇᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓐᖏᓗᑎᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ. ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑕᐅᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᓱᓕᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒥ 1-ᒥ) ᐊᑯᓂᓗᐊᒃ ᐆᒪᔫᓲᑦ ᓂᕿᑐᓲᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ 

ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ grampus, thrasher, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ blackfish, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐋᕐᓘᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖏᑦ 

ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 80-ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓄᑦ, ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ 40-ᓂᒃ 

50-ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓄᑦ. ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᕿᑐᖏᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 12 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 17 

ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ, ᐊᑕᐅᓰᓐᓈᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᐋᕐᓗᐊᓛᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᓲᑦ 

ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ 5 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᓈᓂᑕᒫᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᒃᓱᑎᒃ. ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᑕᕐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᕿᓕᕈᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᖅᐱᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᒌᒻᒪᕆᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᐅᔭᖏᓐ. ᑎᒥᖏᑦ 

ᑕᑭᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  9 ᒦᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 7.7 ᒦᑕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ.  

 

ᐱᑕᖃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 2) 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖏᓚᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓪᓕ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓴᐃᓐᑦ ᓗᐊᕆᓐᓯᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᓐ ᓗᐊᕆᓐᓯᐅᑉ 

ᑲᖏᖅᓱᖓᓂ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ Bᐃᐅᓪ ᐊᐃᐅᓪᒥ (Bell 

Isle-ᒥ). ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 

ᖁᓕᒐᓴᐅᓈᖅᑎᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᒥᒃ, 

ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐ ᐲᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖑᓂᖓᓂ, 

ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐋᕐᕕᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ 

ᐅᐊᓕᓂᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ (ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ).  ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒧᖓᕈᓐᓇᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᑯᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᐅᕙᒃᑑᑉ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᐅᑕᓂ. 

ᓯᑯᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᑕᒃᐸᒃᓂ ᓄᑖᖑᓕᕐᒪᑕ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ) 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑖ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑏᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᒻᐸᓯᐊᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖅ – ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 15-ᒥᒃ ᒫᔾᔨ 15, 2015-ᒧᑦ 



 

 

 

 

ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ) ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐋᕐᓗᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ.  

 

  
 

ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 1. ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ ᐋᕐᓗᖅ. 

 

 
ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 2. ᓇᔪᖃᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ 

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᑎᒃᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖓ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ 2008). 

 
ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ? 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 

ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑐᖃᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᓪᓗ, ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ 

ᓂᒃᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2008-ᒥ.  

 

ᓲᒐᒥᓕ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᒃᑐᓂ? 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ, ᑐᓴᖅᓴᐅᔪᖃᐃᓐᓇᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓂᐱᖁᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

(ᐊᑖᓃ 1,000 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 250-ᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓴᕋᐃᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ... 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑐᖂᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, 

ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ) 

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᕋᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᕿᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕋᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓚᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐃᓚᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓇᔭᖏᒃᑯᑎᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ 

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ 

ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕿᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᔭᕋᔅᓯ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᑕ.  

 

ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᑕᑕᑎᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᐃᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᖅ. 

ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ 2008-ᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ 

ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ 

www.sararegistry.gc.ca. 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ -COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ. 2008. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒡᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 

Orcinus orca, ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓃᑐᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒦᓲᓪᓗ, 

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᓯᔅᔭᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᖃᑕᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐋᑐᕚᒥ viii + 65 pp ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖏᓐᓂ. 

(www.sararegistry.gc.ca). 

 
  

http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/
http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/


 

 

 

 

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ:  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᓯ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒪᑕ! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᕖᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ) ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ?  

ᐄᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᒃᑲᓗᓐᓃᑦ?             

                

               

                

ᓲᒐᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᕕᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓲᒐᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᓇᕙᓐᖏᓚᑎᓐ?        

               

                

2. ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐋᕐᕕᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ) ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᕐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᕙᑎᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ?          

               

               

                

3. ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐋᕐᕕᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ) ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᕐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᕙᑎᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ?          

               

               

                

4. ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖅᐱᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ) ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ? 

               

                

5. ᑭᐅᒍᕕᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᖄᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖕᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ, 

ᒥᑭᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅᕆᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃᓗᓐᓃᑦ1 ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ.  

               

                

 

6. ᓇᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓃᑉᐱᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᐅᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᐱᑦ? ᓇᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᕐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᓯ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕙᑦ 

                

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᒃᓯᓴᕆᔭᓯ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᖅ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ, ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ/ᑐᓂᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᑕᑯᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᐃᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ www.sararegistry.gc.ca ᐊᑖᑏᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᑦ “ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖅ” “Get involved”-

ᓚᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓᐅᓕᕐᒥᓗᑎᒃ “ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ” “Public Consultations”-ᓚᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ.  

 

http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/


 

 

 

 

ᐊᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓇ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖓ (ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑎᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ):       

               

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓇᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᒡᓗ, ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑖᓂ 100ᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑖᒃᓯᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ 

ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ $30,000-ᓂᒃ - $5 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

Killer whale 

ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᑕᑕᑎᕆᒐᕕᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃ    ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ            

ᑎᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ      ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᑎᓂᐊᖅᐸᑎᑦ     501 University Crescent 

ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ   ᐅᐃᓂᐸᐃᒡ, ᒫᓂᑑᐸ R3T 2N6 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯ      ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ: (204) 983-5192 

ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ:   E-Mail: fwisar@dfo-mpo.gc.ca   

        
 

mailto:fwisar@dfo-mpo.gc.ca


 

 
 
 
ᑖᓂᐅ ᓯᐅᓴᒃ 
ᐃᒡᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖃᒃᑯᕕᒃ 1379 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
X0A 0H0 
 
 
 
ᑖᓂᐅ ᓯᐅᓴᒃ-ᒧᑦ, 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ 1-ᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ - ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ - ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ), 
ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᖅ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ). ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ.      
 
ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᓂᐊᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐃᒍᐊᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᖓ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᖢᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ. 
ᐅᓇ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᕋ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏ 5.2.34 (f) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.3.16. ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 3.9-ᒥ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 2008 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑕ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒃᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ.   
 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ. ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.  
 
ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ - ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᖅ), ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ - 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᒡᒍᑲᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ - ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ - ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ) 
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ 
ᐊᔪᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᔾᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᓗᐊᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓲᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᓐᓃᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖁᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒍᓐᓃᓗᐊᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 
ᓴᓇᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᑲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 
ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  
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ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᓯ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔮᓇᑕᓐ ᒍᐃᑭᓐᓴᓐ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᕙᓐᓄᑦ 
(julie.spallin@canada.ca ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓕ ᓯᑑᕗᑦ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐅᕗᖓ julie.stewart@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca . 
 
 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  
 
 
 
ᑕᒡᕙᐅᕗᑎᑦ, 
 
 
 
 
 
ᔫᓕ ᓯᐹᓕᓐ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᖓᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᓂᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
 
 
ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᖅ ᑲᐃᑦ ᓚᑎᐅ, 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
 



ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (COSEWIC)  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  

ᐋᕐᓘᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ  
Orcinus orca 

ᐊᑭᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᑎᔪᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖓ 
 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ 
 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᐊᑲᐃᑦ Orcinus orca, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑯᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᓄᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑕᑭᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ Orcinus−ᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᓄᑦ ᐋᔩᕈᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ. 
 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᑦ 
 
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ − ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (1. ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ 
ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑎᔪᒥᒃ (2. ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 3. ᐊᑭᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 4. ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ 
ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5. ᐃᑎᔪᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ). ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᖅᑯᓵᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑎᔪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑎᒍ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑎᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍ (ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ, 
ᓂᐱᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᓯᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓴᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭᒥ ᓱᖁᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᑕ 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 
 
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ 
 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᒥᕈᓘᔮᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭᐅᑉ (BC) ᓯᒡᔭᖓᑕ 
ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒥᕈᓘᔭᖅ, ᐊᑭᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᖅ ᕚᓐᑰᕘᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᑕ 
ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ, ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᓇᒥᕈᓘᔮᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᕐᒥ 
ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᕚᓐᑰᕘᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᑕ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ. 
ᐊᑭᓐᓇᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᑎᔪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒧᕈᓘᔭᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ. ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᒥᕈᓘᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ 
ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᑯᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ. 
 



ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖓ 
 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐆᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓪᓕᕐᔪᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᓯᑯ 
ᒥᒃᖠᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓄᑖᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒃᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ) ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓄ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ. 
 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖏᑦ 
 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂ ᐃᓅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᑉ− ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒡᓂᖅᓴᖓᓃᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᓕᕈᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑯᑎᖏᑕ ᑕᖅᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ. 
ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 30 
ᐅᖓᑖᓃᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓄᑦ−ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑑᑎᓂᖓ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᐃᓅᑯᑖᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 80−ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 40-50−ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ. 
ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 12-17−ᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐃᕐᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑕᒫᑦ. ᕿᑐᕐᖓᕇᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ 26-29−ᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᔪᑦ. ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 40 ᐅᖓᑖᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ. ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᓯᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖃᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᕕᐊᖏᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓪᓗ 
ᐊᖑᑏᓪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓱᓕᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓄᑦ. 
 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂ ᓂᕿᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ. ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓱᓄᒃ, ᓴᒻ ᓵᓪᒪᓐ, 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᕕᐊᖏᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᐃᑎᔪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᕕᐊᖏᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ. 
 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 
 
1974−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 70−ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 132−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ 1975−ᒥᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2006−ᒥ 85−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 244, ᐊᑐᓂ. ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 1970−ᒥᑦ, ᐊᑭᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦᑕᐅᖅ, 
ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕌᔮᕋᓗᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ 1990−ᖑᕋᓱᖕᓂᖓᓂ, ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕋᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓃᑦ 
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ 3%−ᐸᓗᖕᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ. ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓵᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 243 ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ 2006−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᐃᑎᔪᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
288 ᐅᖓᑖᓂ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ, ᐃᑎᔪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᒐᔪᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕋᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᑦ. 
 

ᑐᓗᖅᑕᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕿᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ 
ᑐᕌᒐᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᑦᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᑐᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓂᑲᓇᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄ. 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓃᑦ ᑭᐳᖕᓂᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓕᐊᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᓗᖅᑕᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ. 
ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᑲᓇᖅᑐᑦ 



ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᑎᔪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ 
ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖃᑕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ. 
 
ᐃᓄᖕᓂᖔᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᑦ (ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐱᒃᑯᑦ), ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᕐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ. ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒥ ᑯᕕᓂᖅ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑐᓗᕐᓂᖏ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦᑕᐅᖅ. ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᐃ 
ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓄ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᖕᒥᔪᑦ. ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ, ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ 
ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓛᖠᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐊᓂ. 
 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ 
 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ. ᐳᓚᕋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᑕᑯᓐᓇᒐᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᔭᒐᖃᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ. 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᔭ (BC)−ᐅ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ 500 ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ. ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕐᓘᑉ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒥᕈᓘᔮᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᙱᔪᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᐊᖏᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 
 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᕕᐊᖏᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ. ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ 
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2001−ᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓴᒪᐃᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ. ᐊᑭᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖓᓂ, ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ 
ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑎᔪᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᖅᖢᓂ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ. 



ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ -ᐋᓗᐃᑦ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ Northwest Atlantic ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ  25, 2009 

ᐊᑎᖓ: ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ , ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ Northwest Atlantic ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ   

ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᓄᑦ : Orcinus orca 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) : ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ  

ᖃᓄᕐ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ: ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ  ᒪᓂᑐᐸ, ᐊᓐᑎᐅᓕᐅ, 

ᑯᐱᒃ,ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊ, ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᓱᕕᒃ, ᓄᕙ ᓱᑯᓯᐊ, ᐳᓕᓐᔅ ᐃᑦᕗᑦ ᐊᐃᓚᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᓂ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ Northwest Atlantic ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒥᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᑦᑐᑦ (ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1) 

ᑕᕗᖓ  ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ Northwest Atlantic ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖃᒃᑯᕕᒃᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐱᕐᓱᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᒃᓂᑦ.   

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕋᖓᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ COSEWIC, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 1 ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦᒥᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ.  

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐅᓇ ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᕐᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ The Species Listing Process 

Under SARA. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ COSEWIC: ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂ, ᓂᐱᓄᓪᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᐃᒪᓵᕐᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᓄᑦ. ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᒻᒪᑕ (ᑐᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ 1000 

ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖓᓂᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ 250) ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒃᓇᕐᑐᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ. 

ᓇᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ Arctic Ocean Atlantic Ocean 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᑐᑦ: 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᒥᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  

 

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ:  
ᒪᓂᑐᐸ 

ᐊᓐᑎᐅᓕᐅ 

ᑯᐱᒃ 

ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊ 

ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᓱᕕᒃ 

ᓄᕙ ᓱᑯᓯᐊ 

ᐳᓕᓐᔅ ᐃᑦᕗᑦ ᐊᐃᓚᓐ  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  

 

ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᑕᕗᖓ:  

ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ : ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᑎᒍᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᕙᖓ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ,  ᐊᔪᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᒃᓱᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓴᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖏᓪᓗᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ. ᑕᑯᔭᕐᑐᕐᓯᒪᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᕋᓐᓇᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᕐᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔭᖑᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᐊᑭᓐᓇᖓᓂᓗ, ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖓᒍᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑎᒋᒃᒪᖓᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ (ᑕᕐᓴᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᕿᓕᕈᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕐᐱᖓᑕ ᐊᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ). ᓇᒧᖓᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᒥᒻᒪᖓᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕋᖓᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ, ᐅᓄᕐᑎᒋᓂᖏᓪᓗ, ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒃᓂᖏᓪᓗ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᐱᕐᓱᐅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᖏᓐᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᒥᔪᑦ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒃᑯᒋᖃᑦᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖓᑕ (ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᐳᐃᔩᑦ) ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᖏᑦ. 

ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᒻᒪᖓᑕ ᓂᐱᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ.   



2 ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᓵᒃᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ.  
3 ᐊᑭᑐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑕᓃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ $625,000−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ, ᐊᑭᑭᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑕᓃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ $1 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ−ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᖕᒥᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᐃᒃᑯᑕᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᓂᒃ .   

ᐋᕐᓗᖅ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᖑᓂᕐᒥ/ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ) 
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ−ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 

 
ᐊᑭᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒡᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ  
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱ5ᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ, ᓴᕿᓐᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᐋᕐᓗᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑖᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ.  
 
ᐊᕐᕕᖅ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓂᐊᕈᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᓂ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸ5ᕐᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ, ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᓴᓈᖃᕈᑎᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᓈᒪᔪᒃ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ. ᐃᓚᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ2 ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᓴᕿᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ.  
 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
(ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᑭᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸ6ᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, 
ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ. ᐊᑭᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᖏᓪᓚᑦ. (ᐊᑖᓂ $25K).  
 
ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᖓᖏᓐᓂᖅ3 ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑭᑐᓚᖓᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ 

 



TRANSPORT CANADA PILOT PROJECTS IN 
CAMBRIDGE BAY SEPTEMBER 2021

Bobby Greenley, Ekaluktutiak Hunters & Trappers Organization



SHIPPING CONCERNS 

 wcl4]g5tx6 srs6b6’g2 bEszb xd]b]A6ymCbs4m xml bfymKA
xuha6X9oxJw5 sux6Jx6i xg6bs?o6g6 srs5 yKxAtx]naJ6.

 kNo4usbw5 wLwosDtQymo6m5J x5]gmyc6m x4/6gwi4f5:

 yf yd2t6X9oxi6

 xg6bsymJw5 iWgJk bm4fx wm6usbw ]smJdtq5 xml wclw5

 xg6bsygw8NEx]o5 f=Jc6i6X s6hi4 x?tE/2t8k



TRANSPORT CANADA OCEANS PROTECTION PLAN PILOT 
PROJECTS IN THE ARCTIC

 WsyQx6lQ5 bEs2 wmz ckEo6X9oiqA 
s0p6gwi6

 ]xesmtQx6lQ5 sux6Jx6 vm5tx6i4f5

 ]smJw5 SwC5b6g6 x]gm/sJ5 sux6Jx6i4 
x4/6gwJc6ymt9lA



ENHANCED MARITIME SITUATIONAL AWARENESS (EMSA)

 WsyQx6lQ5 bEs2 wmz ckEo6X9oxizA s0p6gwi6 
W/4nsJ6 xml W=4nc6t5tJ6 xdtc6t5ti6 cspnDtu
gnZ4noDbsix6gu

 cspnDt wosc6bsymC5b6g6 sux6Jx6i 
csp/sC5b6i6nsix6mb wqCiqA

 WsyQx6i6j bEs2 wmzk ckEo6X9oxizA cspnDt
xg6bs?4g6:

 cspnwi6u sux6Jx6vo6X bEsdtK

 ]s4gCwi6 cspnDtu xml trcN6ymJto4j wLx6yQxDtc6g6 
kNo4usbw x5bN6g]udNQ5

 kNzfx4f5 xdtQC5b6bqA xml gM5b6=q8k9l 
NlNwDtQJtQ/K

nesmJ6 x0pos6ym]i5_be9lx6u wqCisC5b6g6 yb7S @)!(



PROACTIVE VESSEL 
MANAGEMENT (PVM)

 n]et5tJA r4oi6 er6b6usb5 wmq8k 
x5bN6g]ubwomi6j vtm]p5

 vtmicCb6g5 be6yst Wzh5 N9o]Cz
xml r[Z6g6tc6Lt kNo4usb6i xml 
Z?mgc4f8i4

 g4goEi6j9l 
wo8ixZ4nc6t5tMs34g6 srx4]n6 
@)!(_at9lA

 ttc4f5 W?9oxi4f5 
NlNw6t5tymJw5 tn7S @)!(_u4

7C Vessels Intending to Navigate in Kitikmeot Region in Canada’s Northern Waters 

whm6h3t5tq8i6
Whm6h6t5tq8i6 x]gtcExc3g6 sux6Jx6k bmw4k xdt]fo6Xb nS8ix6bsymJi4 r4ozA NlNw/6ymJ6 Gd6h34iz xml xsXl4iz 
kNax6u NlNwfb]oH xml moZw5 moQxc6ix6bq5 yd2tEq8i6nsix6mb x5bN6g]ubwomi6j xgxZq8i xml sfx wMQ/q5:
!. hvwoQx6v3g6 slExNq8i6nsix6m wqCiz tn7S !_u4 ]J8 #)_j GxsXl4izb xd]bAH
@.hvwoQx6v3g6 g4gi s]?]l8]i5 wk4i bfymoDt xd]noDt]l8]i5;
#. x]gtc6t9lQ5 kNo4usbw5 gnsm/q5 sux6Jx6 ]cqExcqbw g4gw9l wkw9l yf4f5 wqCJw5 yKix]i4Xb;
$. xg6t5bwolQ xbsyqgk xdt4nsZ/6g6 g?cqgu4.



CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF MARINE SHIPPING

 W0JtQym/z xdys6toEp6Jx4f vNbu Ws]y5 xg6bsymiqA bEs4f5 x4/6gwi6j

 n8N=Q/six6g6 xs/6u @)@!_!u4

 x5]gtc6g6 sux6Jx5 iWgiq5

 wm6j xsMJ8Ns]t5 ]s4gCDbslt ck6 bric6ym1m sux6Jx6 xml ck6 yo4tQ4m

 xg6bsymi6 sux6Jx6 wd7mo6t9lA

 WoExctc6ymJA vNbu d5t4gu srs6b6gu9l cspn6tsJi woscwJm2lb xsMJi4 x0posDti 
cspnwJ8N6ixC2b y0/5 hD6n3bsq7m]zb

 s6h4u f=Jc6X slExN6izA cspnwi6
 r4oi6 er6bzi wm6k xdtbsJk x5bN6g]ubwomt5ti6j vtm]p5

 x]gtc6ymLi czbJtsJu x0posECb6ymJA wms2 y0/q8i yKost/Exc6i3nsJi ttCD8N6ixCtK9l ckwo6ymiz s6hu4 
f=Jc6i6X



REFLECTIONS

 wMsC5b6i6 bm4kz W/4nsJk xdys6toEp6Jx4f8i vNbu
wloc3g6 sfiz:

 wLx6yQx6t5ti6 gnsmct]Q4i4f5 kN]o5 x?to]E4gi, 
xdys6toEp6Jx4f8i9l, xml vNbu sux6JxoE]p5 yfys6]t5

 xq9oQx6lA gnsm/sJw5 xdtQlQ5

 xdtcEx6ly sux6Jx2 wqCix gnsm/st9lQ5 kNo4usbw9l 
gnsmtbscbsltl

 xs/st9lA @)@!_u4 yMw8N6u n8N=c6i6
 W=4nc6tbsi6 vt6hwi6 kNos2 wlxi x5bN6g]ut5bwomi6j 

nNDtcExc6i6
 wvJ6gwi6 cspn6bsJti4 xml nS8ix6lQ5 kNo4usbw wmdtq6

CONCLUSIONS



ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒫᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑭᖑᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦᑎ ᑭᖑᔅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
 
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖅ 

  
ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌ ᐆᒃᑐᕈᑎᖏᓐ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᑦᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ, 
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᑖᓂ ᑕᒡᕙ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ: 
 
ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 5, 2021  
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ−ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ−ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᓱᑎᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ:  

• ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ−ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ (WAZ−ᒥᒃ 
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖓᓂ); 

• ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ − ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᖔᖃᑕᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᓐᓂ 50-ᑕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᓘᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᖏᖔᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAB−ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂ−−ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂ−9B−ᒥ).  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ.  

 
ᒫᔾᔨ 11, 2021 
ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 



ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᓚᖓᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ 1) 
ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᔪᓐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (2) 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖁᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒪᐃ 
7, 2021-ᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ.  
 
ᒫᔾᔨ 24, 2021 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᖔᕐᓂᐊᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᖑᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 
ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ 50−ᑕᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᒃᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᓗᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒎᓐᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᑦ ᐋᖀᓗᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ (TAB−ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂ−9D). 
 
ᐄᐳ 8, 2021 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᔪᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ (TAB−ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂ−9E) 
 
ᒪᐃ 5, 2021 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓰᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᕝᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᕆᐊᓪᓚᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒎᖅ “ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ 
ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓱᓇᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.” (TAB−ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂ−9F) 
 
ᒪᐃ 20, 2021 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 
ᒪᐃ 5, 2021−ᒥ, ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᓛᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓰᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ. ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓪᓗᑐᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒫᓂ  
ᔪᓚᐃ 23, 2021−ᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᒍᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ NFA−ᑯᑦ 
ᑲᔾᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ − ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᕝᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021-ᒥ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 



ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕇᓐᓇᓲᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ. NFA−ᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ 
ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (TAB−ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂ−9G−ᒥ). ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᒪᐃ 20, 2021-
ᒥᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
 
ᔪᓚᐃ 23, 2021  
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖓᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ to 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒪᐃ 20, 2021−ᒥ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᖏᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᔭᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ  
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒪᐃ 15, 2021. (TAB−ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂ−9H). 
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ: ᑕᓂᔅ ᐃᓐᑏᓗ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᓯᔨᖓᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ: ᑲᐃᓪ ᕆᑦᓯ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓᑦ, 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ: ᐋᒐᓯᖑ 13, 2021 
 
 



 
SUBMISSION TO THE 

NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

FOR DECISION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Issue: Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry by DFO for Shrimp in the WAZ and EAZ 

 

Authority  

Given that access fees are a key component of commercial fisheries management, the NFA believes the NWMB 
is the appropriate governing body to address this issue. Under Section 5.2.34 (d) of the Nunavut Land Claims 
Agreement, the NWMB has the authority to approve plans for “(i) management, classification, protection, 
restocking or propagation, cultivation or husbandry of particular wildlife…” Under Section 5.3.8, which governs 
section 5.2.34, “when the NWMB makes a decision, it shall forward that decision to the Minister.”  

Background 

Access fees are standard practice in most non-Indigenous fisheries where fishing areas are not governed by 
Indigenous Land Claims Acts, Agreements, or Treaties.  When fees are properly implemented and evenly applied, 
NFA members have no problem paying these fees on their allocations.  However, in the WAZ and EAZ shrimp 
fisheries there are two distinct issues on access fees which our members are facing which need to be addressed 
in terms of equity and fairness.  At present, the access fees unilaterally charged to industry by DFO on shrimp 
(both P. borealis and P. montagui) are $67.96/tonne. For montagui access fees in the WAZ Land Claims area, DFO 
simply applied the borealis fees that were being used in non-Land Claims areas. This appears to have been done 
without proper process, in both Nunavut and Nunavik. 

WAZ Access Fees   

• The Western Assessment Zone (WAZ) is situated fully within the Settlement Areas of Nunavut and 
Nunavik, where the Wildlife Management Boards have jurisdiction.  Since the montagui and borealis 
fishery was established in this area, based on survey research which has been fully funded by industry 
and other stakeholders in Nunavut and Nunavik, DFO has been invoicing NFA members for access fees 
on both species at an equivalent rate.  In total, the current access fees charged to the Nunavut industry 
for borealis and montagui in the WAZ are $514,389 per annum. 

• NFA has been made aware that the Nunavik industry has not paid access fees in the WAZ since the start 
of this fishery.  It is understood that the Nunavik industry takes the view that this region is under Nunavik 
Marine Region Wildlife Board (NMRWB) management and therefore they should not have to pay access 
fees.   



 
• In contrast, NFA members have paid the majority of their access fees in the WAZ, with one member 

interrupting payment after learning of the situation in Nunavik.  Millions in access fees have been paid 
by Nunavut industry   

• NFA also understands that for First Nations in southern jurisdictions no access fees are paid on their 
communal fishery allocations. 

• The annual stock survey in the WAZ is completed by the Northern Shrimp Research Foundation (NSRF), 
an industry organization, and fully paid for by stakeholders in Nunavut and Nunavik, consisting of 
industry and the Government of Nunavut (GN).  As summarized in Appendix 1, since the initiation of this 
survey in 2014, NFA has paid almost $1.3 Million towards the survey costs, for 55.1% of the total costs.  
In total, Nunavut stakeholders have covered 76.3% of the $2.35 Million in contributions made to NSRF 
since 2014 to cover the survey costs.  DFO has not provided any financial contribution towards the costs 
of undertaking this critical annual survey. 

• NFA is seeking a decision from the Board on whether DFO has the right to charge access fees in an area 
which is subject to decision making by the NWMB without the Board’s prior consent and approval.   

• In addition, although montagui has been obtaining a much lower price than borealis in the market on a 
consistent basis, as detailed in Appendix 2, DFO has been charging the same access fees per tonne for 
both species.  This is especially significant this year as the montagui prices have dropped significantly, 
such that these access fees now account for a significant portion of returns, making the fishery break-
even at best.  With one member in this fishery not paying any fees they have a competitive advantage in 
the market for montagui as compared to the Nunavut industry.   

• Members of the NFA are asking NWMB make a decision to implement a moratorium on access fees 
within the Nunavut Land Claims Area, for equity and consistency with Nunavik. . 

• In particular, NFA is requesting the NWMB consider, as part of its decision-making review:  the overpriced 
fee structure for montagui as compared to much higher-valued borealis; the competitive disadvantage 
faced by Nunavut Inuit Companies compared to Nunavik Companies, and the significant contribution 
made by Nunavut fishing companies towards research costs, in the context of fee revenue being 
intended for research. 

EAZ Access Fees  

• The Eastern Assessment Zone (EAZ) is located primarily outside of the NSA (other than NU/NK E).  In this 
area the Wildlife Boards do have a role to play in making recommendations to the Minister 

• This Shrimp Fishing Area (SFA) is comprised of three sub-areas (the only SFA like this), i.e. Davis Strait 
West (DSW), Nunavut/Nunavik East (NU/NK E), and Davis Strait East (DSE).  Both DSW and NU/NK E are 



 
considered commercial fishing areas while DSE is considered exploratory.  DSE is very much a hit or miss 
fishery with limited harvests on an annual basis, somewhat similar to SFA 1. 

• DFO is requiring NFA members to pay 50% of their access fees for DSE up front, regardless of whether 
they plan to fish in this area.  With NFA members holding substantial allocations in DSE, this is a 
significant financial burden for access to an area that in most cases will not be fished. The total up front 
payment required for Nunavut’s share of the DSE quota would be close to $55,000.  

• For the offshore commercial shrimp sector, the longstanding practice has been for areas that are 
considered exploratory or questionable in terms of fishing success that participants could pay access fees 
in 50 tonne increments, as required, if they desired to try fishing in these areas.  This has worked well 
and minimized the burden on industry. 

• DFO has indicated that the 50% up front is written policy and that it is now being implemented for 
Nunavut industry, even though it was not in the past. 

• NFA is requesting that the NWMB make a recommendation to the Minister on access fees in DSE (or any 
other exploratory area) where payment can be made in 50 t increments, as per past practice and to 
recognize the exploratory nature of these areas. 

Stakeholder Consultation 

NFA has reached out to its primary stakeholders to obtain their views and input on these issues.  As outlined in 
Appendix 3, this has included several email exchanges with representatives of stakeholders in Nunavut, including 
the Government of Nunavut (GN), Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. (NTI), and the Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA).  A 
conference call for these stakeholders was held on January 26th and attended by representatives from the GN, 
QIA and the NWMB. 

DFO has also been contacted to provide their input and to provide notice of NFA’s plans to make a submission 
to the NWMB on the access fees issues.  Note that NFA was directed by DFO to approach the NWMB on these 
issues, given the Board’s decision and recommendation making roles in the WAZ and EAZ respectively. 

Summary of Request  

NFA is requesting from the Board the following decisions/recommendations:  

1) For the WAZ: 
a. A decision by the NWMB to place a  moratorium on access fees within the Nunavut Land Claims Area;  
b. In its review and decision-making process, consideration of equity of the Nunavut industry: 

overpriced fees based on the market price differential between borealis and montagui shrimp; 
competitive disadvantage faced by Nunavut as compared to the Nunavik industry, and; research 



 
survey costs for the WAZ are  primarily paid directly by Nunavut fishing enterprises and stakeholders, 
with no financial support from DFO. 

2) For the EAZ, a recommendation on the following: 
a. That access fees in DSE, as an exploratory area, be payable up front in 50 tonne increments as utilized 

by allocation holders. 

Prepared by: Brian Burke, Executive Director, Nunavut Fisheries Association 

Date: February 5, 2021 

  



 
Appendix 1:  Table of Contributions Toward Annual WAZ Shrimp Survey – 2014-2020 

 

 

WAZ Survey Contributions
2020
NFA $163,500 50.0%
Makivik $163,500 50.0%
Total $327,000 100.0%
2019
NFA $179,944 56.9%
Makivik $136,247 43.1%
Total $316,190 100.0%
2018
NFA $217,994 68.9%
GN $43,579 13.8%
Makivik $54,599 17.3%
Total $316,172 100.0%
2017
NFA $207,587 69.0%
GN $41,516 13.8%
Makivik $51,897 17.2%
Total $301,000 100.0%
2016
NFA $175,000 60.3%
GN $40,000 13.8%
BF $25,000 8.6%
Makivik $50,000 17.2%
Total $290,000 100.0%
2015
NFA $175,000 42.7%
GN $160,000 39.0%
BF $25,000 6.1%
Makivik $50,000 12.2%
Total $410,000 100.0%
2014
NFA $175,000 45.1%
GN $138,000 35.6%
BF $25,000 6.4%
Makivik $50,000 12.9%
Total $388,000 100.0%
2014 to 2020
NFA $1,294,025 55.1%
GN $423,095 18.0%
BF $75,000 3.2%
Makivik $556,243 23.7%
Total $2,348,362 100.0%



 
Appendix 2: Market Price Differentials – P. borealis vs P. montagui 

Price Differentials Between P. borealis and P. montagui Shrimp 

The following paragraphs outline details on actual market price differentials between P. borealis and P. montagui 
shrimp obtained by Nunavut companies.  For confidentiality purposes, the data has been summarized. 

P. montagui as a targeted fishery is a relatively new species and when the volumes of the species were low the 
price differentials were minimal.  However, with the rapid expansion in volumes in recent years, largely from the 
WAZ fishery, this situation has changed and price differentials with borealis have expanded and overall market 
prices have declined.  In the early years, as industry was learning how to handle and process this species, there 
were quality issues (black spot) which impacted on prices and demand.  Although these issues have been largely 
addressed, as demonstrated below the price differentials continue to expand.  As such, the Nunavut industry is 
seeking to undertake a targeted marketing and branding program for montagui to address this situation in the 
coming years, with support from external sources. 

Excerpt from Marketing Proposal Submitted by NFA to CanNor: 

Background 
The Canadian shrimp industry harvests two commercial species, P. borealis and P. montagui. The P. 
borealis is considered the main commercial species, with the largest quotas and is also considered by 
industry to be preferable in terms of quality and value. P. montagui, in contrast, is located in northern 
Shrimp Fishing Areas (SFAs) and until recently has not been a focus for industry. As such, minimum 
effort has been expended in general to evaluate and develop market opportunities for this species and 
industry has been accepting prices which are significantly discounted from their P. borealis sale values. 
Allocations of P. montagui shrimp are primarily held by northern indigenous businesses in Nunavut and 
Nunavik. These northern interests hold 100% of directed P. montagui allocations and 79% of total 
allocations (the remaining as bycatch allocations in the P. borealis fishery). In 2019, the quotas for P. 
montagui increased significantly in the Western Assessment Zone (WAZ), with a 95% increase almost 
doubling the allocations available to Nunavut and Nunavik industry players for directed fishing. The 
current breakdown of P. montagui shrimp allocations by quota holder is outlined in the following table. 
 

 

2019 P. montagui Allocations
WAZ EAZ SFA 4 Total %

Nunavut 5,987.5 337.2 355.9 6,680.6 40%
Nunavik 5,987.5 165.2 355.9 6,508.6 39%
Remaining Offshore (bycatch) 0.0 337.6 3,321.2 3,658.8 22%
Totals 11,975.0 840.0 4,033.0 16,848.0 100%
Note:  NU and NK allocations for EAZ and SFA 4 include their respective shares of
offshore bycatch in these areas.  NU and NK hold 100% of directed P. montagui allocations.



 
Price Differentials 
The price differentials between borealis and montagui shrimp sales can be quite significant and can be 
even higher when coldwater shrimp is under negative pressure in terms of demand and overall price 
levels.   Coldwater shrimp prices were under downward pressure in 2019 for all players in the sector, 
placing further pressure on P. montagui demand and pricing. At present, given the overall downward 
price pressure on coldwater shrimp, which is being further exacerbated by the COVID-19 crisis, and the 
significant discounts on P. montagui, the viability of harvesting this species by the Nunavut industry is 
questionable. 
 
A review of pricing data provided confidentially by Nunavut industry participants for the past three 
years illustrates the significant price differentials and how the relative differentials have increased, 
especially for smaller industrial shrimp.  For cooked borealis and montagui the price differentials 
((borealis-montagui)/montagui) have ranged for similar pack sizes from 7-24% in 2017, to 20-50% in 
2018, and 26-50% in 2019.  For industrial shrimp the differentials have varied from 63-73% in 2018 to 
112-125% in 2019.  Although some of the price differentials may be attributable to some intrinsic 
differences in the species, any such differences do not account for the wide disparity experienced by 
industry. 
 

Update to Include 2020 Prices: 

For 2020 harvested shrimp, the price differential between borealis and montagui on cooked shrimp has ranged 
from 23% early in the season to 76% later in the season as markets tightened, while for industrial the price 
differential has been around 128%. 

In addition to the differential in prices between the species which has expanded in recent years, the overall 
market prices for both species have been declining in recent years.  For montagui, prices have declined by over 
185% over three years and around 75% since last year. 

 

(Detailed price sheets can be provided to NWMB on a confidential basis) 

  



 
Appendix 3:  Correspondence with Stakeholders on Access Fees Issues 

Correspondence with Nunavut stakeholders (GN, NTI, QIA), initiated on October 19, 2020 (5 emails) 

Correspondence with DFO (2 emails) 



From: Brian Burke
To: "Martin, Zoya"; Andrew Bresnahan; Andrew Randall; Jeffrey Maurice
Subject: EAZ/WAZ Shrimp Access Fees Submission for the Next NWMB Board Meeting
Date: October 19, 2020 3:33:00 PM

Good afternoon,
 
NFA’s members who are participating in the EAZ and WAZ shrimp fisheries have been experiencing
issues with DFO access fees in these fisheries which, once again, demonstrate the inequitable and
less than fair treatment we are experiencing from DFO Arctic.  As a result, as outlined below, NFA is
planning to bring forward a submission to the NWMB Board for consideration at their upcoming
December Board meeting.  NFA is requesting support from our stakeholders on this issue, either
through participating in a joint submission with NFA or through making individual representation to
the NWMB in support of our submission.  The final date for submission to the NWMB in advance of

the next Board meeting is November 6th, as such time is of the essence.
 
DFO access fees are a normal cost of business for the Canadian commercial fishing industry and,
where warranted and evenly applied, NFA members have no problem paying these fees on their
allocations.  However, in the WAZ and EAZ shrimp fisheries there are two distinct issues on access
fees which our members are facing which need to be addressed in the spirit of equity and fairness. 
Each of these are outlined below:

WAZ Access Fees: 
As you are all aware the Western Assessment Zone (WAZ) is situated fully within the
Settlement Areas of Nunavut and Nunavik.  Since the montagui and borealis fishery was
established in this area, based on survey research which has been fully funded by
industry and other stakeholders in Nunavut and Nunavik, DFO has been invoicing NFA
members for access fees on both species at an equivalent rate. 
NFA has found out that Makivik has not paid access fees since the start of this fishery,
refusing to do so based on decisions in this area being up to the Wildlife Boards and not
DFO and we have heard that they also have a legal opinion in support of their position. 
In contrast, one of the NFA members has paid their access fees every year and another
stopped paying for a couple of years after learning of the Makivik situation but had to
pay again this year or DFO would refuse to transfer their license to another vessel for
fishing in this area.  Upwards of $1M has been paid in access fees by Nunavut industry
while Nunavik industry has paid none. 
NFA also understands that in the south First Nations pay no access fees on their
communal fishery allocations.
NFA now questions whether DFO has the right to charge access fees in an area which is
subject to decision making by the Boards without their prior consent and approval.  Are
land claims rights being ignored by DFO?
In addition, although montagui has been obtaining a much lower price than borealis in
the market, DFO has been charging the same access fees per tonne for both species. 
This is especially significant this year as the montagui prices have dropped significantly,
such that these access fees now account for a significant portion of returns, making the
fishery break-even at best.  With Makivik not paying any fees they have a competitive
advantage in the market for montagui.

mailto:executivedirector@noaha.ca
mailto:Zoya.Martin@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
mailto:ABresnahan@QIA.ca
mailto:ARandall@QIA.ca
mailto:JMaurice@tunngavik.com


NFA members have discussed this with DFO management and have been told that this
should be brought to the Wildlife Boards.
NFA is proposing to make a submission to the NWMB requesting a decision of the
Board on whether Nunavut industry members should be paying access fees, to whom,
and at what level.

EAZ Access Fees:
Although the Eastern Assessment Zone (EAZ) is outside of the NSA (other than NU/NK
E), the Wildlife Boards do have a role to play in making recommendations to the
Minister in this area.
This Shrimp Fishing Area (SFA) is comprised of three sub-areas (the only SFA like this),
i.e. Davis Strait West (DSW), Nunavut/Nunavik East (NU/NK E), and Davis Strait East
(DSE).  Both DSW and NU/NK E are considered commercial fishing areas while DSE is
considered exploratory.  DSE is very much a hit or miss fishery with limited harvests on
an annual basis, somewhat similar to SFA 1.
For the first time, DFO Arctic is now requiring NFA members to pay 50% of their access
fees for DSE up front, regardless of whether they plan to fish in this area.  In addition,
one member has asked if these fees for the DSE subarea can be transferred to one of
the other subareas in the EAZ if not used and has been told no.  With NFA members
holding substantial allocations in DSE this is a significant financial burden for access to
an area that in most cases will not be fished.
For the offshore commercial shrimp sector, the practice has been for areas that are
considered exploratory or questionable in terms of fishing success that participants
could pay access fees in 50 tonne increments as required if they desired to try fishing in
these areas.  This has worked well and minimized the burden on industry.
DFO Arctic has indicated that the 50% up front is written policy and that it is now being
implemented for Nunavut industry, even though it was not in the past.
NFA is proposing to also request that the NWMB make a recommendation to the
Minister on access fees in DSE (or any other exploratory area) where payment can be
made in 50 t increments, as per past practice and to recognize the hit and miss nature
of these areas.

 
As mentioned above, NFA would appreciate your support on these access fees issues (recommended
by NWMB that we reach out to stakeholders to get their input/support).  If you wish we can hold a
call to discuss further.  Please let me know if you are willing/able to participate in a joint submission
or to write the NWMB outlining your support in advance of the deadline for their next meeting.
 
Regards,
 
Brian Burke
Executive Director
Nunavut Fisheries Association (NFA)
Tel: (709) 351-7263
 



From: Brian Burke
To: "Martin, Zoya"; "Andrew Bresnahan"; "Andrew Randall"; "Jeffrey Maurice"
Subject: RE: EAZ/WAZ Shrimp Access Fees Submission for the Next NWMB Board Meeting
Date: November 3, 2020 8:54:00 AM
Attachments: NFA Submission to NWMB on Shrimp Access Fees - NFA Nov 6 2020 Final.docx

Good morning,
 
Attached is the submission NFA has prepared for the NWMB on the access fees issue.  Please review
and provide any comments and suggestions today if at all possible, as I have to get the document
translated and submitted by this Friday.  As per the prior emails, NFA would appreciate your support
on this important issue.  NFA members have paid DFO millions of dollars for access fees since the
WAZ fishery started while Makivik has paid none, hardly a fair situation, especially when the margins
on montagui are so tight (or possibly non-existent this year).
 
Regards,
 
Brian
 

From: Brian Burke 
Sent: October 27, 2020 2:14 PM
To: 'Martin, Zoya' <Zoya.Martin@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Andrew Bresnahan <ABresnahan@QIA.ca>;
Andrew Randall <ARandall@QIA.ca>; Jeffrey Maurice <JMaurice@tunngavik.com>
Subject: RE: EAZ/WAZ Shrimp Access Fees Submission for the Next NWMB Board Meeting
 
Good afternoon,
 
Following up on my prior email below.  Any comments/suggestions for moving forward.  I have to
prepare our NWMB submission over the next few days.
 
Regards,
 
Brian
 

From: Brian Burke 
Sent: October 19, 2020 3:33 PM
To: 'Martin, Zoya' <Zoya.Martin@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Andrew Bresnahan <ABresnahan@QIA.ca>;
Andrew Randall <ARandall@QIA.ca>; Jeffrey Maurice <JMaurice@tunngavik.com>
Subject: EAZ/WAZ Shrimp Access Fees Submission for the Next NWMB Board Meeting
 
Good afternoon,
 
NFA’s members who are participating in the EAZ and WAZ shrimp fisheries have been experiencing
issues with DFO access fees in these fisheries which, once again, demonstrate the inequitable and
less than fair treatment we are experiencing from DFO Arctic.  As a result, as outlined below, NFA is
planning to bring forward a submission to the NWMB Board for consideration at their upcoming
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SUBMISSION TO THE

NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD

FOR DECISION AND RECOMMENDATION

Issue: Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry by DFO for Shrimp in the WAZ and EAZ



Authority 

Given that access fees are a key component of commercial fisheries management, the NFA believes the NWMB is the appropriate governing body to address this issue. Under Section 5.2.34 (d) of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement, the NWMB has the authority to approve plans for “(i) management, classification, protection, restocking or propagation, cultivation or husbandry of particular wildlife…” Under Section 5.3.8, which governs section 5.2.34, “when the NWMB makes a decision, it shall forward that decision to the Minister.” 

Background

Access fees are standard practice in most non-Indigenous fisheries where fishing areas are not governed by Indigenous Land Claims Acts, Agreements, or Treaties.  When fees are properly implemented and evenly applied, NFA members have no problem paying these fees on their allocations.  However, in the WAZ and EAZ shrimp fisheries there are two distinct issues on access fees which our members are facing which need to be addressed in terms of equity and fairness.  At present, the access fees unilaterally charged to industry by DFO on shrimp (both P. borealis and P. montagui) are $67.96/tonne. For montagui access fees in the WAZ Land Claims area, DFO simply applied the borealis fees that were being used in non-Land Claims areas. This appears to have been done without proper process, in both Nunavut and Nunavik.

WAZ Access Fees  

· The Western Assessment Zone (WAZ) is situated fully within the Settlement Areas of Nunavut and Nunavik, where the Wildlife Management Boards have jurisdiction.  Since the montagui and borealis fishery was established in this area, based on survey research which has been fully funded by industry and other stakeholders in Nunavut and Nunavik, DFO has been invoicing NFA members for access fees on both species at an equivalent rate.  In total, the current access fees charged to the Nunavut industry for borealis and montagui in the WAZ are $514,389 per annum.

· NFA has been made aware that the Nunavik industry has not paid access fees in the WAZ since the start of this fishery.  It is understood that a legal opinion has been obtained and that the Nunavik industry takes the view that this region is under Wildlife Board management.  

· In contrast, NFA members have paid the majority of their access fees in the WAZ, with one member interrupting payment after learning of the situation in Nunavik.  Millions in access fees have been paid by Nunavut industry while Nunavik industry has paid none.  

· NFA also understands that for First Nations in southern jurisdictions no access fees are paid on their communal fishery allocations.

· NFA is seeking a decision from the Board on whether DFO has the right to charge access fees in an area which is subject to decision making by the NWMB without the Board’s prior consent and approval.  

· In addition, although montagui has been obtaining a much lower price than borealis in the market on a consistent basis, DFO has been charging the same access fees per tonne for both species.  This is especially significant this year as the montagui prices have dropped significantly, such that these access fees now account for a significant portion of returns, making the fishery break-even at best.  With one member in this fishery not paying any fees they have a competitive advantage in the market for montagui as compared to the Nunavut industry.  

· Members of the NFA are asking NWMB to seek from DFO a temporary moratorium on access fees within the Nunavut Land Claims Area until such time as Nunavut fishing enterprises have been consulted, and the NWMB has reviewed the matter and made a decision on future access fees.

· In particular, NFA is requesting the NWMB consider, as part of its review:  the fee structure for montagui as compared to much higher-valued borealis; the competitive disadvantage faced by Nunavut Inuit Companies compared to Nunavik Companies, and the significant contribution made by Nunavut fishing companies towards research costs, in the context of fee revenue being intended for research.

EAZ Access Fees 

· The Eastern Assessment Zone (EAZ) is located primarily outside of the NSA (other than NU/NK E).  In this area the Wildlife Boards do have a role to play in making recommendations to the Minister

· This Shrimp Fishing Area (SFA) is comprised of three sub-areas (the only SFA like this), i.e. Davis Strait West (DSW), Nunavut/Nunavik East (NU/NK E), and Davis Strait East (DSE).  Both DSW and NU/NK E are considered commercial fishing areas while DSE is considered exploratory.  DSE is very much a hit or miss fishery with limited harvests on an annual basis, somewhat similar to SFA 1.

· DFO is requiring NFA members to pay 50% of their access fees for DSE up front, regardless of whether they plan to fish in this area.  With NFA members holding substantial allocations in DSE, this is a significant financial burden for access to an area that in most cases will not be fished. The total up front payment required for Nunavut’s share of the DSE quota would be close to $55,000. 

· In addition, a request to be able to transfer fees for the DSE subarea to one of the other subareas in the EAZ if not used has also been declined for one NFA member.  

· For the offshore commercial shrimp sector, the longstanding practice has been for areas that are considered exploratory or questionable in terms of fishing success that participants could pay access fees in 50 tonne increments, as required, if they desired to try fishing in these areas.  This has worked well and minimized the burden on industry.

· DFO has indicated that the 50% up front is written policy and that it is now being implemented for Nunavut industry, even though it was not in the past.

· NFA is requesting that the NWMB make a recommendation to the Minister on access fees in DSE (or any other exploratory area) where payment can be made in 50 t increments, as per past practice and to recognize the exploratory nature of these areas.

Summary of Request 

NFA is requesting from the Board the following decisions/recommendations: 

1) For the WAZ:

a. A request to DFO to place a temporary moratorium on access fees within the Nunavut Land Claims Area until a review has been completed; 

b. In its review and decision-making, consideration of: market price differential; competitive disadvantage, and; research costs already paid directly by Nunavut fishing enterprises.

2) For the EAZ, a recommendation on the following:

a. That access fees in DSE, as an exploratory area, be payable up front in 50 tonne increments as utilized by allocation holders.

Prepared by: Brian Burke, Executive Director, Nunavut Fisheries Association

Date: November 6, 2020
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December Board meeting.  NFA is requesting support from our stakeholders on this issue, either
through participating in a joint submission with NFA or through making individual representation to
the NWMB in support of our submission.  The final date for submission to the NWMB in advance of

the next Board meeting is November 6th, as such time is of the essence.
 
DFO access fees are a normal cost of business for the Canadian commercial fishing industry and,
where warranted and evenly applied, NFA members have no problem paying these fees on their
allocations.  However, in the WAZ and EAZ shrimp fisheries there are two distinct issues on access
fees which our members are facing which need to be addressed in the spirit of equity and fairness. 
Each of these are outlined below:

WAZ Access Fees: 
As you are all aware the Western Assessment Zone (WAZ) is situated fully within the
Settlement Areas of Nunavut and Nunavik.  Since the montagui and borealis fishery was
established in this area, based on survey research which has been fully funded by
industry and other stakeholders in Nunavut and Nunavik, DFO has been invoicing NFA
members for access fees on both species at an equivalent rate. 
NFA has found out that Makivik has not paid access fees since the start of this fishery,
refusing to do so based on decisions in this area being up to the Wildlife Boards and not
DFO and we have heard that they also have a legal opinion in support of their position. 
In contrast, one of the NFA members has paid their access fees every year and another
stopped paying for a couple of years after learning of the Makivik situation but had to
pay again this year or DFO would refuse to transfer their license to another vessel for
fishing in this area.  Upwards of $1M has been paid in access fees by Nunavut industry
while Nunavik industry has paid none. 
NFA also understands that in the south First Nations pay no access fees on their
communal fishery allocations.
NFA now questions whether DFO has the right to charge access fees in an area which is
subject to decision making by the Boards without their prior consent and approval.  Are
land claims rights being ignored by DFO?
In addition, although montagui has been obtaining a much lower price than borealis in
the market, DFO has been charging the same access fees per tonne for both species. 
This is especially significant this year as the montagui prices have dropped significantly,
such that these access fees now account for a significant portion of returns, making the
fishery break-even at best.  With Makivik not paying any fees they have a competitive
advantage in the market for montagui.
NFA members have discussed this with DFO management and have been told that this
should be brought to the Wildlife Boards.
NFA is proposing to make a submission to the NWMB requesting a decision of the
Board on whether Nunavut industry members should be paying access fees, to whom,
and at what level.

EAZ Access Fees:
Although the Eastern Assessment Zone (EAZ) is outside of the NSA (other than NU/NK
E), the Wildlife Boards do have a role to play in making recommendations to the
Minister in this area.
This Shrimp Fishing Area (SFA) is comprised of three sub-areas (the only SFA like this),



i.e. Davis Strait West (DSW), Nunavut/Nunavik East (NU/NK E), and Davis Strait East
(DSE).  Both DSW and NU/NK E are considered commercial fishing areas while DSE is
considered exploratory.  DSE is very much a hit or miss fishery with limited harvests on
an annual basis, somewhat similar to SFA 1.
For the first time, DFO Arctic is now requiring NFA members to pay 50% of their access
fees for DSE up front, regardless of whether they plan to fish in this area.  In addition,
one member has asked if these fees for the DSE subarea can be transferred to one of
the other subareas in the EAZ if not used and has been told no.  With NFA members
holding substantial allocations in DSE this is a significant financial burden for access to
an area that in most cases will not be fished.
For the offshore commercial shrimp sector, the practice has been for areas that are
considered exploratory or questionable in terms of fishing success that participants
could pay access fees in 50 tonne increments as required if they desired to try fishing in
these areas.  This has worked well and minimized the burden on industry.
DFO Arctic has indicated that the 50% up front is written policy and that it is now being
implemented for Nunavut industry, even though it was not in the past.
NFA is proposing to also request that the NWMB make a recommendation to the
Minister on access fees in DSE (or any other exploratory area) where payment can be
made in 50 t increments, as per past practice and to recognize the hit and miss nature
of these areas.

 
As mentioned above, NFA would appreciate your support on these access fees issues (recommended
by NWMB that we reach out to stakeholders to get their input/support).  If you wish we can hold a
call to discuss further.  Please let me know if you are willing/able to participate in a joint submission
or to write the NWMB outlining your support in advance of the deadline for their next meeting.
 
Regards,
 
Brian Burke
Executive Director
Nunavut Fisheries Association (NFA)
Tel: (709) 351-7263
 



From: Brian Burke
To: Martin, Zoya; Onalik, Jimi; Andrew Bresnahan; Andrew Randall; Jeffrey Maurice
Cc: sakiasie sowdlooapik; Jerry Ward; Jaypetee Akeeagok; David Alexander; Harry Earle; Dave Bollivar (TFC; Peter

Keenainak; Jesslene Jawanda
Subject: FW: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations

Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry
Date: November 18, 2020 6:12:00 PM
Attachments: NFA Submission to NWMB on Shrimp Access Fees - NFA Nov 6 2020 Final.pdf

NWMB ltr to NU Fisheries Association_RE_Access Fees_ENG.pdf
Importance: High

See attached from the NWMB denying our request for a chance to present this issue at their
upcoming December meeting.  As you recall I did reach out to each of you on this issue and
requested your input and support.  With respect to DFO, it was actually David Whorley who had
indicated to one of my members that this needed to go to the NWMB for review. I would greatly
appreciate if you could each inform the NWMB of this prior contact and request and, if possible,
indicate your support for our position.  I have sent an immediate request for the NWMB to
reconsider their position and this would greatly help.  Otherwise our industry will continue to be
treated unfairly on this issue into another fishing year. 
 
Stakeholder support would be greatly appreciated.  If you are unable or unwilling to provide this
support please let me know as soon as possible.
 
Regards,
 
Brian Burke
Executive Director
Nunavut Fisheries Association (NFA)
Tel: (709) 351-7263
 
 
 

From: Taqialuq Sataa <tsataa@nwmb.com> 
Sent: November 18, 2020 5:41 PM
To: Brian Burke <executivedirector@noaha.ca>
Cc: Gabriel Nirlungyuk <gabriel.nirlungayuk@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; david.whorley@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Subject: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and
Recommendations Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry
Importance: High
 

Good afternoon,

 

Attached is titled "NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB
Decision and Recommendations Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut
Fishing Industry", please confirm receipt, thanks.
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SUBMISSION TO THE 


NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD 


FOR DECISION AND RECOMMENDATION 


Issue: Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry by DFO for Shrimp in the WAZ and EAZ 


 


Authority  


Given that access fees are a key component of commercial fisheries management, the NFA believes the NWMB 
is the appropriate governing body to address this issue. Under Section 5.2.34 (d) of the Nunavut Land Claims 
Agreement, the NWMB has the authority to approve plans for “(i) management, classification, protection, 
restocking or propagation, cultivation or husbandry of particular wildlife…” Under Section 5.3.8, which governs 
section 5.2.34, “when the NWMB makes a decision, it shall forward that decision to the Minister.”  


Background 


Access fees are standard practice in most non-Indigenous fisheries where fishing areas are not governed by 
Indigenous Land Claims Acts, Agreements, or Treaties.  When fees are properly implemented and evenly applied, 
NFA members have no problem paying these fees on their allocations.  However, in the WAZ and EAZ shrimp 
fisheries there are two distinct issues on access fees which our members are facing which need to be addressed 
in terms of equity and fairness.  At present, the access fees unilaterally charged to industry by DFO on shrimp 
(both P. borealis and P. montagui) are $67.96/tonne. For montagui access fees in the WAZ Land Claims area, DFO 
simply applied the borealis fees that were being used in non-Land Claims areas. This appears to have been done 
without proper process, in both Nunavut and Nunavik. 


WAZ Access Fees   


• The Western Assessment Zone (WAZ) is situated fully within the Settlement Areas of Nunavut and 
Nunavik, where the Wildlife Management Boards have jurisdiction.  Since the montagui and borealis 
fishery was established in this area, based on survey research which has been fully funded by industry 
and other stakeholders in Nunavut and Nunavik, DFO has been invoicing NFA members for access fees 
on both species at an equivalent rate.  In total, the current access fees charged to the Nunavut industry 
for borealis and montagui in the WAZ are $514,389 per annum. 


• NFA has been made aware that the Nunavik industry has not paid access fees in the WAZ since the start 
of this fishery.  It is understood that a legal opinion has been obtained and that the Nunavik industry 
takes the view that this region is under Wildlife Board management.   







 
• In contrast, NFA members have paid the majority of their access fees in the WAZ, with one member 


interrupting payment after learning of the situation in Nunavik.  Millions in access fees have been paid 
by Nunavut industry while Nunavik industry has paid none.   


• NFA also understands that for First Nations in southern jurisdictions no access fees are paid on their 
communal fishery allocations. 


• NFA is seeking a decision from the Board on whether DFO has the right to charge access fees in an area 
which is subject to decision making by the NWMB without the Board’s prior consent and approval.   


• In addition, although montagui has been obtaining a much lower price than borealis in the market on a 
consistent basis, DFO has been charging the same access fees per tonne for both species.  This is 
especially significant this year as the montagui prices have dropped significantly, such that these access 
fees now account for a significant portion of returns, making the fishery break-even at best.  With one 
member in this fishery not paying any fees they have a competitive advantage in the market for montagui 
as compared to the Nunavut industry.   


• Members of the NFA are asking NWMB to seek from DFO a temporary moratorium on access fees within 
the Nunavut Land Claims Area until such time as Nunavut fishing enterprises have been consulted, and 
the NWMB has reviewed the matter and made a decision on future access fees. 


• In particular, NFA is requesting the NWMB consider, as part of its review:  the fee structure for montagui 
as compared to much higher-valued borealis; the competitive disadvantage faced by Nunavut Inuit 
Companies compared to Nunavik Companies, and the significant contribution made by Nunavut fishing 
companies towards research costs, in the context of fee revenue being intended for research. 


EAZ Access Fees  


• The Eastern Assessment Zone (EAZ) is located primarily outside of the NSA (other than NU/NK E).  In this 
area the Wildlife Boards do have a role to play in making recommendations to the Minister 


• This Shrimp Fishing Area (SFA) is comprised of three sub-areas (the only SFA like this), i.e. Davis Strait 
West (DSW), Nunavut/Nunavik East (NU/NK E), and Davis Strait East (DSE).  Both DSW and NU/NK E are 
considered commercial fishing areas while DSE is considered exploratory.  DSE is very much a hit or miss 
fishery with limited harvests on an annual basis, somewhat similar to SFA 1. 


• DFO is requiring NFA members to pay 50% of their access fees for DSE up front, regardless of whether 
they plan to fish in this area.  With NFA members holding substantial allocations in DSE, this is a 
significant financial burden for access to an area that in most cases will not be fished. The total up front 
payment required for Nunavut’s share of the DSE quota would be close to $55,000.  







 
• In addition, a request to be able to transfer fees for the DSE subarea to one of the other subareas in the 


EAZ if not used has also been declined for one NFA member.   


• For the offshore commercial shrimp sector, the longstanding practice has been for areas that are 
considered exploratory or questionable in terms of fishing success that participants could pay access fees 
in 50 tonne increments, as required, if they desired to try fishing in these areas.  This has worked well 
and minimized the burden on industry. 


• DFO has indicated that the 50% up front is written policy and that it is now being implemented for 
Nunavut industry, even though it was not in the past. 


• NFA is requesting that the NWMB make a recommendation to the Minister on access fees in DSE (or any 
other exploratory area) where payment can be made in 50 t increments, as per past practice and to 
recognize the exploratory nature of these areas. 


Summary of Request  


NFA is requesting from the Board the following decisions/recommendations:  


1) For the WAZ: 
a. A request to DFO to place a temporary moratorium on access fees within the Nunavut Land Claims 


Area until a review has been completed;  
b. In its review and decision-making, consideration of: market price differential; competitive 


disadvantage, and; research costs already paid directly by Nunavut fishing enterprises. 
2) For the EAZ, a recommendation on the following: 


a. That access fees in DSE, as an exploratory area, be payable up front in 50 tonne increments as utilized 
by allocation holders. 


Prepared by: Brian Burke, Executive Director, Nunavut Fisheries Association 


Date: November 6, 2020 


 








 
 
 
BY MAIL ONLY:   
 
November 18, 2020 
 
Brian Burke  
Executive Director 
Nunavut Fisheries Association  
 
Dear Mr. Burke: 
 
Re: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB 


Decision and Recommendations Concerning Access Fees Charged to the 
Nunavut Fishing Industry 


  
On November 6, 2020, the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (“Board”) received the 
attached proposal from the Nunavut Fisheries Association’s (“NFA”) seeking a decision 
and recommendation regarding access fees imposed on the Nunavut fishing industry by 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (“DFO”) for shrimp fishing in the Western 
Assessment Zone (“WAZ”) and the Eastern Assessment Zone (“EAZ”).  
 
In particular, we note that the NFA’s proposal is asking that the Board: 
• Make a decision to require DFO to implement a temporary moratorium on the 


imposition of access fees within the Nunavut Settlement Area of the WAZ; 
 


• Make a recommendation to DFO that access the fees imposed in the Davis Strait 
East (“DSE”) management unit of the EAZ be payable upfront, as utilized by 
allocation holders, in 50-tonne increments. 


 
While we understand that the NFA would like to have its proposal placed on the Board’s 
Regular Meeting Agenda for consideration by the Board on December 2, 2020, we 
believe that the submission is incomplete at this time because it does not provide 
confirmation that other key stakeholders and co-management partners have been 
adequately engaged, and their comments considered, as part of the submission. 
 
We bring to your attention the requirement outlined at Section 4.4 of the Board’s 
Governance Manual which necessitates that Proponents seeking Board decisions 
provide the Board with a summary of the consultations that had been undertaken relative 
to the matter to be considered and requires that the comments from those parties that 
had been consulted be provided as part of the submission. We note that it remains 
imperative that all Proponents of matters submitted for consideration by the Board 
undertake meaningful engagement with affected stakeholders and co-management 
partners so that the Board has full access to information that is complete and takes into 
consideration the differing positions of all interested parties.  







    


To satisfy the Board’s principles of procedural fairness, the Board must consider all 
available evidence before making a decision and, in this case, we note that the 
comments from a key co-management partner, the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, 
remains outstanding. We believe that, in this case especially, because the DFO is a key 
co-management partner that has a direct stake in the matter to be considered as they are 
responsible for the establishment and implementation of the fees to be considered, 
receipt of confirmation that they have been properly consulted, and their position on the 
NFA’s proposal, is a critical element that remains missing from the NFA’s submission and 
this is information is necessary before the Board can properly consider the matter.  
 
In light of the above, please be advised that your proposal will not be placed on the 
agenda for the RM004-2020 meeting scheduled for December 2, 2020 as the Board will 
need more time to seek and consider input from DFO, and potentially other stakeholders 
and co-management partners, on your proposal before full consideration by the Board is 
possible. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the Board.  
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Daniel Shewchuk  
Chairperson  
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
 
 
c.c. Gabriel Nirlungnayuq, Department of Fisheries and Oceans 
 David Whorley, Department of Fisheries and Oceans. 







 

PS the Inuktitut translation will be sent when we get it back from our translator, please let us
know if you have any questions/comments, thanks again.

 

 



From: Brian Burke
To: "Martin, Zoya"; "Onalik, Jimi"; "Andrew Bresnahan"; "Andrew Randall"; "Jeffrey Maurice"
Cc: "sakiasie sowdlooapik"; "Jerry Ward"; "Jaypetee Akeeagok"; "David Alexander"; "Harry Earle"; "Dave Bollivar

(TFC"; "Peter Keenainak"; "Jesslene Jawanda"
Subject: RE: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations

Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry
Date: January 18, 2021 6:19:00 PM

Good afternoon,
 
Following up on our access fees issue and obtaining input from the GN, NTI and QIA.  We need to
bring this back to the NWMB for their next Board meeting and need your input/response on the
issues and/or a note indicating that your organization has been consulted.  We can organize a call to
discuss collectively or individually if you prefer.
 
Regards,
 
Brian
 

From: Brian Burke 
Sent: November 18, 2020 6:12 PM
To: Martin, Zoya <ZMartin@gov.nu.ca>; Onalik, Jimi <JOnalik@GOV.NU.CA>; Andrew Bresnahan
<ABresnahan@QIA.ca>; Andrew Randall <ARandall@QIA.ca>; Jeffrey Maurice
<JMaurice@tunngavik.com>
Cc: sakiasie sowdlooapik <sowdlooapik@hotmail.com>; Jerry Ward <JWard@Qcorp.ca>; Jaypetee
Akeeagok <Jaypetee@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; David Alexander <dalexander@baffinfisheries.ca>;
Harry Earle <harry@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; Dave Bollivar (TFC <dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com>;
Peter Keenainak <PKeenainak@Qcorp.ca>; Jesslene Jawanda <JJawanda@Qcorp.ca>
Subject: FW: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and
Recommendations Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry
Importance: High
 
See attached from the NWMB denying our request for a chance to present this issue at their
upcoming December meeting.  As you recall I did reach out to each of you on this issue and
requested your input and support.  With respect to DFO, it was actually David Whorley who had
indicated to one of my members that this needed to go to the NWMB for review. I would greatly
appreciate if you could each inform the NWMB of this prior contact and request and, if possible,
indicate your support for our position.  I have sent an immediate request for the NWMB to
reconsider their position and this would greatly help.  Otherwise our industry will continue to be
treated unfairly on this issue into another fishing year. 
 
Stakeholder support would be greatly appreciated.  If you are unable or unwilling to provide this
support please let me know as soon as possible.
 
Regards,
 
Brian Burke

mailto:executivedirector@noaha.ca
mailto:ZMartin@gov.nu.ca
mailto:JOnalik@GOV.NU.CA
mailto:ABresnahan@QIA.ca
mailto:ARandall@QIA.ca
mailto:JMaurice@tunngavik.com
mailto:sowdlooapik@hotmail.com
mailto:JWard@Qcorp.ca
mailto:Jaypetee@arcticfisheryalliance.com
mailto:dalexander@baffinfisheries.ca
mailto:harry@arcticfisheryalliance.com
mailto:dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com
mailto:dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com
mailto:PKeenainak@Qcorp.ca
mailto:JJawanda@Qcorp.ca


Executive Director
Nunavut Fisheries Association (NFA)
Tel: (709) 351-7263
 
 
 

From: Taqialuq Sataa <tsataa@nwmb.com> 
Sent: November 18, 2020 5:41 PM
To: Brian Burke <executivedirector@noaha.ca>
Cc: Gabriel Nirlungyuk <gabriel.nirlungayuk@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; david.whorley@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Subject: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and
Recommendations Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry
Importance: High
 

Good afternoon,

 

Attached is titled "NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB
Decision and Recommendations Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut
Fishing Industry", please confirm receipt, thanks.

 

PS the Inuktitut translation will be sent when we get it back from our translator, please let us
know if you have any questions/comments, thanks again.

 

 

mailto:tsataa@nwmb.com
mailto:executivedirector@noaha.ca
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Brian Burke

Subject: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and 
Recommendations Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry

Location: Call #: 866 969-8429 ID: 5111556#

Start: Tue 2021-01-26 3:00 PM
End: Tue 2021-01-26 4:00 PM

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Accepted

Organizer: Andrew Bresnahan

For ease, this scheduler may appear in our calendars. Feel free to edit as needed.  
AB 
 
_____________________________________________ 
From: Brian Burke <executivedirector@noaha.ca>  
Sent: January 25, 2021 10:29 AM 
To: Martin, Zoya <ZMartin@gov.nu.ca>; Andrew Bresnahan <ABresnahan@QIA.ca>; Andrew Randall 
<ARandall@QIA.ca>; Onalik, Jimi <JOnalik@GOV.NU.CA>; Jeff Maurice <jmaurice@tunngavik.com> 
Cc: sakiasie sowdlooapik <sowdlooapik@hotmail.com>; Jerry Ward <JWard@Qcorp.ca>; Jaypetee Akeeagok 
<Jaypetee@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; David Alexander <dalexander@baffinfisheries.ca>; Harry Earle 
<harry@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; Dave Bollivar (TFC <dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com>; Peter Keenainak 
<PKeenainak@Qcorp.ca>; Jesslene Jawanda <JJawanda@Qcorp.ca> 
Subject: RE: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations 
Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry 
 
Fantastic.  Let’s go ahead with the call for 1:30 pm Eastern, using the following contact details: 
 
Meeting Date: January 26, 2021 
Meeting time: 1:30 pm Eastern 
Call #: 866 969-8429 
ID: 5111556# 
 
Looking forward to the discussion and getting our partners’ input on this important issue. 
 
Regards, 
 
Brian 
 

From: Martin, Zoya <ZMartin@gov.nu.ca>  
Sent: January 25, 2021 11:51 AM 
To: Andrew Bresnahan <ABresnahan@QIA.ca>; Andrew Randall <ARandall@QIA.ca>; Brian Burke 
<executivedirector@noaha.ca>; Onalik, Jimi <JOnalik@GOV.NU.CA>; Jeff Maurice <jmaurice@tunngavik.com> 
Cc: sakiasie sowdlooapik <sowdlooapik@hotmail.com>; Jerry Ward <JWard@Qcorp.ca>; Jaypetee Akeeagok 
<Jaypetee@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; David Alexander <dalexander@baffinfisheries.ca>; Harry Earle 
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<harry@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; Dave Bollivar (TFC <dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com>; Peter Keenainak 
<PKeenainak@Qcorp.ca>; Jesslene Jawanda <JJawanda@Qcorp.ca> 
Subject: RE: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations 
Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry 
 
Tomorrow works for us!  I will be in Pang supporting Delia and the team.  
 
Z 
 

From: Andrew Bresnahan <ABresnahan@QIA.ca>  
Sent: January 25, 2021 10:20 AM 
To: Andrew Randall <ARandall@QIA.ca>; Brian Burke <executivedirector@noaha.ca>; Martin, Zoya 
<ZMartin@gov.nu.ca>; Onalik, Jimi <JOnalik@GOV.NU.CA>; Jeff Maurice <jmaurice@tunngavik.com> 
Cc: sakiasie sowdlooapik <sowdlooapik@hotmail.com>; Jerry Ward <JWard@Qcorp.ca>; Jaypetee Akeeagok 
<Jaypetee@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; David Alexander <dalexander@baffinfisheries.ca>; Harry Earle 
<harry@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; Dave Bollivar (TFC <dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com>; Peter Keenainak 
<PKeenainak@Qcorp.ca>; Jesslene Jawanda <JJawanda@Qcorp.ca> 
Subject: RE: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations 
Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Excellent – tomorrow works for the QIA team.  
AB 
  
  
Inuktitut ilinniatuinnaqtunga, tammaruma ajurirsiutinnga. 
  

 

ᐋᓐᓄᓘ ᕗᕆᔅᓇᕼᐋᓐ / ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ 
Andrew Bresnahan, MD, MSc, MPH, FRCGS / Special Advisor 
abresnahan@qia.ca / 867.975.8432 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ  
Qikiqtani Inuit Association  
1.800.667.2742 
ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ / Fax : 867.979.3238 
www.qia.ca 

 
  
  

From: Andrew Randall <ARandall@QIA.ca>  
Sent: January 25, 2021 10:19 AM 
To: Brian Burke <executivedirector@noaha.ca>; Martin, Zoya <ZMartin@gov.nu.ca>; Onalik, Jimi 
<JOnalik@GOV.NU.CA>; Andrew Bresnahan <ABresnahan@QIA.ca>; Jeff Maurice <jmaurice@tunngavik.com> 
Cc: sakiasie sowdlooapik <sowdlooapik@hotmail.com>; Jerry Ward <JWard@Qcorp.ca>; Jaypetee Akeeagok 
<Jaypetee@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; David Alexander <dalexander@baffinfisheries.ca>; Harry Earle 
<harry@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; Dave Bollivar (TFC <dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com>; Peter Keenainak 
<PKeenainak@Qcorp.ca>; Jesslene Jawanda <JJawanda@Qcorp.ca> 
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Subject: Re: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations 
Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry 
  
Hi Brian,  
  
Tomorrow works for me as well.  
  
Thanks 
Andrew  
  
Get Outlook for Android 

From: Brian Burke <executivedirector@noaha.ca> 
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2021 8:12:58 AM 
To: Martin, Zoya <ZMartin@gov.nu.ca>; Onalik, Jimi <JOnalik@GOV.NU.CA>; Andrew Bresnahan 
<ABresnahan@QIA.ca>; Andrew Randall <ARandall@QIA.ca>; Jeffrey Maurice <JMaurice@tunngavik.com> 
Cc: sakiasie sowdlooapik <sowdlooapik@hotmail.com>; Jerry Ward <JWard@Qcorp.ca>; Jaypetee Akeeagok 
<Jaypetee@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; David Alexander <dalexander@baffinfisheries.ca>; Harry Earle 
<harry@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; Dave Bollivar (TFC <dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com>; Peter Keenainak 
<PKeenainak@Qcorp.ca>; Jesslene Jawanda <JJawanda@Qcorp.ca> 
Subject: RE: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations 
Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry  
  
Good morning, 
  
Looking to set a meeting time to discuss the access fees issues with the GN, QIA and NTI.  Would 1 pm or later EST 
tomorrow (Tuesday) work for each of you?  Let me know what time would be best and I will send around an invite. 
  
Attached again is the NFA submission to the NWMB. 
  
Regards, 
  
Brian 
  

From: Brian Burke  
Sent: January 18, 2021 6:19 PM 
To: 'Martin, Zoya' <ZMartin@gov.nu.ca>; 'Onalik, Jimi' <JOnalik@GOV.NU.CA>; 'Andrew Bresnahan' 
<ABresnahan@QIA.ca>; 'Andrew Randall' <ARandall@QIA.ca>; 'Jeffrey Maurice' <JMaurice@tunngavik.com> 
Cc: 'sakiasie sowdlooapik' <sowdlooapik@hotmail.com>; 'Jerry Ward' <JWard@Qcorp.ca>; 'Jaypetee Akeeagok' 
<Jaypetee@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; 'David Alexander' <dalexander@baffinfisheries.ca>; 'Harry Earle' 
<harry@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; 'Dave Bollivar (TFC' <dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com>; 'Peter Keenainak' 
<PKeenainak@Qcorp.ca>; 'Jesslene Jawanda' <JJawanda@Qcorp.ca> 
Subject: RE: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations 
Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry 
  
Good afternoon, 
  
Following up on our access fees issue and obtaining input from the GN, NTI and QIA.  We need to bring this back to the 
NWMB for their next Board meeting and need your input/response on the issues and/or a note indicating that your 
organization has been consulted.  We can organize a call to discuss collectively or individually if you prefer. 
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Regards, 
  
Brian 
  

From: Brian Burke  
Sent: November 18, 2020 6:12 PM 
To: Martin, Zoya <ZMartin@gov.nu.ca>; Onalik, Jimi <JOnalik@GOV.NU.CA>; Andrew Bresnahan 
<ABresnahan@QIA.ca>; Andrew Randall <ARandall@QIA.ca>; Jeffrey Maurice <JMaurice@tunngavik.com> 
Cc: sakiasie sowdlooapik <sowdlooapik@hotmail.com>; Jerry Ward <JWard@Qcorp.ca>; Jaypetee Akeeagok 
<Jaypetee@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; David Alexander <dalexander@baffinfisheries.ca>; Harry Earle 
<harry@arcticfisheryalliance.com>; Dave Bollivar (TFC <dbollivar@trinavfisheries.com>; Peter Keenainak 
<PKeenainak@Qcorp.ca>; Jesslene Jawanda <JJawanda@Qcorp.ca> 
Subject: FW: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations 
Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry 
Importance: High 
  
See attached from the NWMB denying our request for a chance to present this issue at their upcoming December 
meeting.  As you recall I did reach out to each of you on this issue and requested your input and support.  With respect 
to DFO, it was actually David Whorley who had indicated to one of my members that this needed to go to the NWMB 
for review. I would greatly appreciate if you could each inform the NWMB of this prior contact and request and, if 
possible, indicate your support for our position.  I have sent an immediate request for the NWMB to reconsider their 
position and this would greatly help.  Otherwise our industry will continue to be treated unfairly on this issue into 
another fishing year.   
  
Stakeholder support would be greatly appreciated.  If you are unable or unwilling to provide this support please let me 
know as soon as possible. 
  
Regards, 
  
Brian Burke 
Executive Director 
Nunavut Fisheries Association (NFA) 
Tel: (709) 351-7263 
  
  
  

From: Taqialuq Sataa <tsataa@nwmb.com>  
Sent: November 18, 2020 5:41 PM 
To: Brian Burke <executivedirector@noaha.ca> 
Cc: Gabriel Nirlungyuk <gabriel.nirlungayuk@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; david.whorley@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
Subject: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and Recommendations 
Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry 
Importance: High 
  

Good afternoon, 
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Attached is titled "NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB Decision and 
Recommendations Concerning Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry", please confirm 
receipt, thanks. 

  

PS the Inuktitut translation will be sent when we get it back from our translator, please let us know if you have 
any questions/comments, thanks again. 

  

  



From: Brian Burke
To: Whorley, David
Subject: Access Fee Issues
Date: January 18, 2021 6:32:00 PM
Attachments: NWMB ltr to NU Fisheries Association_RE_Access Fees_ENG.pdf

NFA Submission to NWMB on Shrimp Access Fees - NFA Nov 6 2020 Final.pdf

David,
 
Good evening, hope you had a good holiday season and that 2021 is an improvement on 2020.
 
Attached is a letter from the NMWB which denied NFA’s request to bring issues related to access
fees to their last Board meeting.  One of the reasons identified for the denial was the need for more
information from and consultation with DFO.  This was a bit surprising in that my understanding is
that it was actually DFO who indicated to one of my members that this needed to go the NWMB for
their review and recommendations. 
 
I am hoping to resubmit for consideration at the next NWMB Board meeting in March and request
DFO’s input so that the issues can be placed on the agenda.  Available to chat if that would be
helpful.
 
Regards,
 
Brian Burke
Executive Director
Nunavut Fisheries Association (NFA)
Tel: (709) 351-7263
 

mailto:executivedirector@noaha.ca
mailto:David.Whorley@dfo-mpo.gc.ca



 
 
 
BY MAIL ONLY:   
 
November 18, 2020 
 
Brian Burke  
Executive Director 
Nunavut Fisheries Association  
 
Dear Mr. Burke: 
 
Re: NWMB Review of Nunavut Fisheries Association’s Request for NWMB 


Decision and Recommendations Concerning Access Fees Charged to the 
Nunavut Fishing Industry 


  
On November 6, 2020, the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (“Board”) received the 
attached proposal from the Nunavut Fisheries Association’s (“NFA”) seeking a decision 
and recommendation regarding access fees imposed on the Nunavut fishing industry by 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (“DFO”) for shrimp fishing in the Western 
Assessment Zone (“WAZ”) and the Eastern Assessment Zone (“EAZ”).  
 
In particular, we note that the NFA’s proposal is asking that the Board: 
• Make a decision to require DFO to implement a temporary moratorium on the 


imposition of access fees within the Nunavut Settlement Area of the WAZ; 
 


• Make a recommendation to DFO that access the fees imposed in the Davis Strait 
East (“DSE”) management unit of the EAZ be payable upfront, as utilized by 
allocation holders, in 50-tonne increments. 


 
While we understand that the NFA would like to have its proposal placed on the Board’s 
Regular Meeting Agenda for consideration by the Board on December 2, 2020, we 
believe that the submission is incomplete at this time because it does not provide 
confirmation that other key stakeholders and co-management partners have been 
adequately engaged, and their comments considered, as part of the submission. 
 
We bring to your attention the requirement outlined at Section 4.4 of the Board’s 
Governance Manual which necessitates that Proponents seeking Board decisions 
provide the Board with a summary of the consultations that had been undertaken relative 
to the matter to be considered and requires that the comments from those parties that 
had been consulted be provided as part of the submission. We note that it remains 
imperative that all Proponents of matters submitted for consideration by the Board 
undertake meaningful engagement with affected stakeholders and co-management 
partners so that the Board has full access to information that is complete and takes into 
consideration the differing positions of all interested parties.  







    


To satisfy the Board’s principles of procedural fairness, the Board must consider all 
available evidence before making a decision and, in this case, we note that the 
comments from a key co-management partner, the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, 
remains outstanding. We believe that, in this case especially, because the DFO is a key 
co-management partner that has a direct stake in the matter to be considered as they are 
responsible for the establishment and implementation of the fees to be considered, 
receipt of confirmation that they have been properly consulted, and their position on the 
NFA’s proposal, is a critical element that remains missing from the NFA’s submission and 
this is information is necessary before the Board can properly consider the matter.  
 
In light of the above, please be advised that your proposal will not be placed on the 
agenda for the RM004-2020 meeting scheduled for December 2, 2020 as the Board will 
need more time to seek and consider input from DFO, and potentially other stakeholders 
and co-management partners, on your proposal before full consideration by the Board is 
possible. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the Board.  
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Daniel Shewchuk  
Chairperson  
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
 
 
c.c. Gabriel Nirlungnayuq, Department of Fisheries and Oceans 
 David Whorley, Department of Fisheries and Oceans. 








 
SUBMISSION TO THE 


NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD 


FOR DECISION AND RECOMMENDATION 


Issue: Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry by DFO for Shrimp in the WAZ and EAZ 


 


Authority  


Given that access fees are a key component of commercial fisheries management, the NFA believes the NWMB 
is the appropriate governing body to address this issue. Under Section 5.2.34 (d) of the Nunavut Land Claims 
Agreement, the NWMB has the authority to approve plans for “(i) management, classification, protection, 
restocking or propagation, cultivation or husbandry of particular wildlife…” Under Section 5.3.8, which governs 
section 5.2.34, “when the NWMB makes a decision, it shall forward that decision to the Minister.”  


Background 


Access fees are standard practice in most non-Indigenous fisheries where fishing areas are not governed by 
Indigenous Land Claims Acts, Agreements, or Treaties.  When fees are properly implemented and evenly applied, 
NFA members have no problem paying these fees on their allocations.  However, in the WAZ and EAZ shrimp 
fisheries there are two distinct issues on access fees which our members are facing which need to be addressed 
in terms of equity and fairness.  At present, the access fees unilaterally charged to industry by DFO on shrimp 
(both P. borealis and P. montagui) are $67.96/tonne. For montagui access fees in the WAZ Land Claims area, DFO 
simply applied the borealis fees that were being used in non-Land Claims areas. This appears to have been done 
without proper process, in both Nunavut and Nunavik. 


WAZ Access Fees   


• The Western Assessment Zone (WAZ) is situated fully within the Settlement Areas of Nunavut and 
Nunavik, where the Wildlife Management Boards have jurisdiction.  Since the montagui and borealis 
fishery was established in this area, based on survey research which has been fully funded by industry 
and other stakeholders in Nunavut and Nunavik, DFO has been invoicing NFA members for access fees 
on both species at an equivalent rate.  In total, the current access fees charged to the Nunavut industry 
for borealis and montagui in the WAZ are $514,389 per annum. 


• NFA has been made aware that the Nunavik industry has not paid access fees in the WAZ since the start 
of this fishery.  It is understood that a legal opinion has been obtained and that the Nunavik industry 
takes the view that this region is under Wildlife Board management.   







 
• In contrast, NFA members have paid the majority of their access fees in the WAZ, with one member 


interrupting payment after learning of the situation in Nunavik.  Millions in access fees have been paid 
by Nunavut industry while Nunavik industry has paid none.   


• NFA also understands that for First Nations in southern jurisdictions no access fees are paid on their 
communal fishery allocations. 


• NFA is seeking a decision from the Board on whether DFO has the right to charge access fees in an area 
which is subject to decision making by the NWMB without the Board’s prior consent and approval.   


• In addition, although montagui has been obtaining a much lower price than borealis in the market on a 
consistent basis, DFO has been charging the same access fees per tonne for both species.  This is 
especially significant this year as the montagui prices have dropped significantly, such that these access 
fees now account for a significant portion of returns, making the fishery break-even at best.  With one 
member in this fishery not paying any fees they have a competitive advantage in the market for montagui 
as compared to the Nunavut industry.   


• Members of the NFA are asking NWMB to seek from DFO a temporary moratorium on access fees within 
the Nunavut Land Claims Area until such time as Nunavut fishing enterprises have been consulted, and 
the NWMB has reviewed the matter and made a decision on future access fees. 


• In particular, NFA is requesting the NWMB consider, as part of its review:  the fee structure for montagui 
as compared to much higher-valued borealis; the competitive disadvantage faced by Nunavut Inuit 
Companies compared to Nunavik Companies, and the significant contribution made by Nunavut fishing 
companies towards research costs, in the context of fee revenue being intended for research. 


EAZ Access Fees  


• The Eastern Assessment Zone (EAZ) is located primarily outside of the NSA (other than NU/NK E).  In this 
area the Wildlife Boards do have a role to play in making recommendations to the Minister 


• This Shrimp Fishing Area (SFA) is comprised of three sub-areas (the only SFA like this), i.e. Davis Strait 
West (DSW), Nunavut/Nunavik East (NU/NK E), and Davis Strait East (DSE).  Both DSW and NU/NK E are 
considered commercial fishing areas while DSE is considered exploratory.  DSE is very much a hit or miss 
fishery with limited harvests on an annual basis, somewhat similar to SFA 1. 


• DFO is requiring NFA members to pay 50% of their access fees for DSE up front, regardless of whether 
they plan to fish in this area.  With NFA members holding substantial allocations in DSE, this is a 
significant financial burden for access to an area that in most cases will not be fished. The total up front 
payment required for Nunavut’s share of the DSE quota would be close to $55,000.  







 
• In addition, a request to be able to transfer fees for the DSE subarea to one of the other subareas in the 


EAZ if not used has also been declined for one NFA member.   


• For the offshore commercial shrimp sector, the longstanding practice has been for areas that are 
considered exploratory or questionable in terms of fishing success that participants could pay access fees 
in 50 tonne increments, as required, if they desired to try fishing in these areas.  This has worked well 
and minimized the burden on industry. 


• DFO has indicated that the 50% up front is written policy and that it is now being implemented for 
Nunavut industry, even though it was not in the past. 


• NFA is requesting that the NWMB make a recommendation to the Minister on access fees in DSE (or any 
other exploratory area) where payment can be made in 50 t increments, as per past practice and to 
recognize the exploratory nature of these areas. 


Summary of Request  


NFA is requesting from the Board the following decisions/recommendations:  


1) For the WAZ: 
a. A request to DFO to place a temporary moratorium on access fees within the Nunavut Land Claims 


Area until a review has been completed;  
b. In its review and decision-making, consideration of: market price differential; competitive 


disadvantage, and; research costs already paid directly by Nunavut fishing enterprises. 
2) For the EAZ, a recommendation on the following: 


a. That access fees in DSE, as an exploratory area, be payable up front in 50 tonne increments as utilized 
by allocation holders. 


Prepared by: Brian Burke, Executive Director, Nunavut Fisheries Association 


Date: November 6, 2020 


 







From: Brian Burke
To: Whorley, David
Subject: RE: Access Fee Issues
Date: January 31, 2021 3:40:00 PM

David,
 
Good afternoon.  Following up on my prior email, NFA held a meeting with its Nunavut stakeholders
on these issues last Tuesday, which was attended by representatives from the GN, QIA and the
NWMB.  We are planning to resubmit our request to the NWMB this coming week, in time for their
March Board meeting.  Please let me know if you wish to discuss in advance of our submission, I will
forward the final copy to you in advance.
 
Regards,
 
Brian Burke
Executive Director
Nunavut Fisheries Association (NFA)
Tel: (709) 351-7263
 
 
 

From: Brian Burke 
Sent: January 18, 2021 6:33 PM
To: Whorley, David <David.Whorley@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>
Subject: Access Fee Issues
 
David,
 
Good evening, hope you had a good holiday season and that 2021 is an improvement on 2020.
 
Attached is a letter from the NMWB which denied NFA’s request to bring issues related to access
fees to their last Board meeting.  One of the reasons identified for the denial was the need for more
information from and consultation with DFO.  This was a bit surprising in that my understanding is
that it was actually DFO who indicated to one of my members that this needed to go the NWMB for
their review and recommendations. 
 
I am hoping to resubmit for consideration at the next NWMB Board meeting in March and request
DFO’s input so that the issues can be placed on the agenda.  Available to chat if that would be
helpful.
 
Regards,
 
Brian Burke
Executive Director
Nunavut Fisheries Association (NFA)

mailto:executivedirector@noaha.ca
mailto:David.Whorley@dfo-mpo.gc.ca


Fisheries and Oceans Canada is providing the following reminder and update as it relates to the payment 

of licence fees in accordance with the interim NORTHERN SHRIMP SCHEDULE FOR OTHER ALLOCATIONS 

and interim NORTHERN SHRIMP ENTERPRISE ALLOCATION SCHEDULE FOR OFFSHORE LICENCE HOLDERS, 

as appended to your fishing licence. 

Payment Procedures: 

Payment procedures for Northern (P. borealis) and Striped (P. montagui) shrimp fees vary based on the 

fishing area.  

A reminder that current guidelines that govern the transfer of allocations between allocation holders 
require the payment of licence fees before a transfer can be approved. Additionally, where increments 
are permitted, harvesters are expected to acquire sufficient quota to cover expected catches before 
commencing a fishing trip.   
 
The current payment schedule available to quota holders is as follows: 

Area Species Method 

SFA 1 Borealis Payment in 50t increments 

NU/NK – E Montagui Payment in 50t increments 

NU/NK – E Borealis *REVISED Payment in 50t increments 

DS – E  Borealis *REVISED Payment in 50t increments 

DS – W Borealis Full payment when Schedule is available 

NU/NK – W Montagui Payment in 50t increments 

NU/NK – W Borealis Payment in 50t increments 

SFA 4  Montagui N/A - Bycatch 

SFA 4-6 Borealis Full payment when Schedule is available 

 

Where P. borealis is a directed species in NU/NK-E management units, licence fees will apply beginning 

in 2021-22. 

Carry Forward / Quota Borrowing: 

Quota holders permitted to carry-forward unfished quota or borrow quota from the following season 

are required to contact Gordon Goodkey at the NHQ Statistics Office (Gordon.Goodkey@dfo-

mpo.gc.ca). Seasonal borrowing must be requested and caught within the last month of the fishery, and 

carry forwards must be requested and fished prior to the end of the applicable carry forward period.  

Current carry forward periods are as follows: 

Fishing Area Carry Forward Period  

SFA 1 N/A 

NU/NK– E (Montagui) N/A 

NU/NK– E (Borealis) Must be fished by July 31 

DS – E Must be fished by July 31 

DS – W Must be fished by July 31 

NU/NK – W (Montagui) Must be fished by September 30 

NU/NK – W (Borealis) N/A 

mailto:Gordon.Goodkey@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
mailto:Gordon.Goodkey@dfo-mpo.gc.ca


SFA 4 Must  be fished by July 31  

SFA 5 Must be fished by June 30 

SFA 6 N/A 
 

For any questions, or additional information related to the issuance of  allocations for the Northern 

Shrimp Fishery; please direct your question to : Courtney.D’Aoust@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

 

 

Le ministère des Pêches et des Océans (MPO) vous fait parvenir ce tableau mise à jour en ce qui 

concerne paiement des frais de permis conformément au NORTHERN SHRIMP SCHEDULE FOR OTHER 

ALLOCATIONS provisoire (calendrier provisoire de pêche à la crevette nordique pour d’autres 

allocations) et au NORTHERN SHRIMP ENTERPRISE ALLOCATION SCHEDULE FOR OFFSHORE LICENCE 

HOLDERS provisoire (calendrier provisoire d’allocation d’entreprise de crevette nordique pour les 

détenteurs de permis de pêche hauturière), qui sont annexés à votre permis de pêche.  

Procédure de paiement: 

Les procédures de paiement des frais de permis pour la crevette nordique (P. borealis) et ésope (P. 

montagui) varient selon la zone de pêche. 

Rappel : les directives actuelles qui régissent le transfert des allocations entre les détenteurs 
d’allocations exigent le paiement des frais de permis avant que le transfert ne puisse être approuvé. De 
plus, là où les augmentations sont autorisées, les pêcheurs devraient acquérir suffisamment de quotas 
pour couvrir les prises attendues avant de commencer une sortie de pêche. 
 
Voici la procédure de paiement actuelle pour les détenteurs de quota :  

Zone  Espèces Méthode 

ZPC 1 Borealis Paiement des incréments de 50 tm 

NU/NK – E Montagui Paiement des incréments de 50 tm 

NU/NK – E Borealis *MODIFIÉ Paiement des incréments de 50 tm 

DD – E  Borealis  *MODIFIÉ Paiement des incréments de 50 tm 

DD – O Borealis Paiement total lorsque le calendrier est disponible 

NU/NK – O Montagui Paiement des incréments de 50 tm 

NU/NK – O Borealis Paiement des incréments de 50 tm 

ZPC 4  Montagui S. O. – Prises accessoires  

ZPC 4-6 Borealis Paiement total lorsque le calendrier est disponible  

 

Lorsque P. borealis est une espèce dirigée dans les unités de gestion NU / NK-E, des frais de permis 

s'appliqueront à compter de 2021-2022. 

Reporter/emprunter le quota : 

Les détenteurs de quota qui peuvent reporter les quotas non pêchés ou emprunter des quotas de la 

saison suivante doivent communiquer avec Gordon Goodkey, bureau des statistiques de l’AC, 

mailto:___@dfo-mpo.gc.ca


Gordon.Goodkey@dfo-mpo.gc.ca). Les emprunts saisonniers doivent être demandés et pêchés au cours 

du dernier mois de la pêche. Les reports doivent être demandés et pêchés avant la fin de la période de 

report applicable. Voici les périodes de report actuelles : 

Zone de pêche  Période de report   

ZPC 1 S. O. 

NU/NK Est (Montagui) S. O. 

NU/NK Est (Borealis) Doit être pêché avant le 31 juillet 

DD – E Doit être pêché avant le 31 juillet 

DD – O Doit être pêché avant le 31 juillet  

NU/NK Ouest (Montagui) Doit être pêché avant le 30 septembre  

NU/NK Ouest (Borealis) S. O. 

ZPC 4 Doit être pêché avant le 31 juillet  

ZPC 5 Doit être pêché avant le 30 juin  

ZPC 6 S. O. 
 

Si vous avez des questions ou souhaitez obtenir de plus amples renseignements sur l’émission 

d’allocations de quota pour la pêche de la crevette nordique, veuillez envoyer un message à :  

Courtney.D’Aoust@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
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ᐄᑉᐳ 8, 2021 
 
 
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᕐᓇᑎ ᔪᐊᑕᓐ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ 
15th Floor, Centennial Towers 
200 Kent Street ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖓᓂ 
ᐋᑐᕚ, ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔫ 
K1A 0E6 
 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᑕᓐᒧᑦ: 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ:  ᑎᑭᓯᒪᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᕙᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅ 
ᑭᖑᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 

 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ) ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕇᓐᓇᓲᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᒫᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 10, 2021-ᒥ (RM001-2021-ᒥ), ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑭᖑᖅᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ/ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ:  

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᑭᖑᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ 

• ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᕝᕕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓐᓇ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ. 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᑭᖑᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ 
• ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᑕ-ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ  50 

ᑕᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓯᒪᓂᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ. 
 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒪᔾᔨ 11, 2021 (IC-001-2021), ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ, ᑎᑎᖃᐃᓪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ:  
 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ, ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᔫᓐ 2021-ᒥ 
ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒌᓐᓇᓲᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
 



 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᖏ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒪᐃ 7, 2021-ᒥ. 

 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑲᑎᒫᔨᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᐊᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᑲᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᕙᖕᓂᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓚᐃᓴᓕᖕᓂᒃ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕋᐃᓂᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᔅᓯᓐᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 
ᑭᖑᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᓕᕐᒥᒪᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᐃᑕᐅᐃᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 7, 2021.  
 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᓯᕗᒧᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒌᒡᓗᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ  
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᑐᐊᕈᕕᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᑎᓪᓗᓃᑦ 
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᑎᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕈᑎᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ, ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᐊᖏᓚᑎᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 
 

 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ, 
 

 
 
ᑖᓂᐅᓪ ᓯᐅᑦᓴᒃ 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 
ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ:  ᑭᐊᕙᓐ ᐱᐅᓪ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖓᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ; 

ᑯᐊᑦᓂ ᑕᐆ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐅᒫᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᖅ; 
ᒌᐳᕆᐅᓪ ᓂᕐᓗᖓᔪᖅ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖓᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ 

ᐊᖃᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ; 
ᐳᕋᐃᔭᓐ ᐳᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᑎᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ 
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Mr. Daniel Shewchuk 

Chairperson 

Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

Box 1379 

Iqaluit, NU X0A 0H0 

 

 

 

Dear Mr. Shewchuk, 

 

Thank you for your correspondence of April 8, 2021, in which you request the position and 

comments of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) as it relates to matters within the Nunavut 

Fisheries Association’s (NFA’s) submission presented at the Nunavut Wildlife Management 

Board's (NWMB or Board) Regular Meeting on March 10, 2021 (RM001-2021). 

 

Upon review of the NFA’s submission, DFO does not see that the matters raised, or the 

requested decisions and recommendation, fall within any of the Board’s decision-making or 

advisory authorities established within the Nunavut Agreement. We note that in the “Authority” 

section of its submission, the NFA referred the Board to s. 5.2.34(d), and quoted this portion 

“[approve plans for] (i) management, classification, protection, restocking or propagation, 

cultivation or husbandry of particular wildlife…” However, the determination of commercial 

fishing licence fees does not fall within the functions referred to in s.5.3.34(d), or elsewhere in 

Article 5. 

 

Given these circumstances, DFO is not in a position to determine what information or 

submissions would be appropriate to provide in response. If the Board were to proceed further on 

these matters, DFO would request that the Board first identify any specific authorities it 

considers to be engaged and on what basis, so that DFO could respond appropriately.  

 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

 

______________________ 

Adam Burns 

Director General 

Fisheries Resource Management 



 

 

 

 

May 20, 2021 
 
M. Adam Burns  
Director General  
Fisheries Resource Management 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 
Dear M. Burns, 
 
We acknowledge receipt of your letter electronically signed on May 5, 2021. It is our 
understanding that you are seeking to raise a preliminary question about the Board’s authority 
to consider matters related to the determination of commercial fishing licence fees. 
 
The Board will consider your assessment that the Board may not have authority to consider the 
request from the Nunavut Fisheries Association (NFA) and will deliberate on this preliminary 
question and make a decision in September 2021. The Board will come to its own conclusion 
about its authority related to the determination of commercial fishing licence fees in the Nunavut 
Settlement Area at that time. We will invite the NFA and other relevant co-management partners 
to comment on this preliminary issue as well. 
 
Notwithstanding that the Board is yet to decide on the authority question, we acknowledge that 
the imposition of licence fees constitutes a key component of commercial fisheries 
management, and the issues raised by the NFA have the potential to impact the harvesting of 
wildlife within the Nunavut Settlement Area. Therefore, we encourage you to respond 
specifically to the issues raised in the NFA’s submission so that the Board—if it determines it 
has the authority—can also review the NFA’s submission at the September 2021. Please 
provide your comments by July 23, 2021. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns relative to any of the above, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
 
Daniel Shewchuk  
Chairperson  
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
 
c.c. Courtney D’Aoust, Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 
 



 
July 23, 2021 
 
Jason Akearok 
Executive Director 
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board  
PO Box 1379, Iqaluit, NU 
X0A 0H0 
 
Re: Access Fees Charged to the Nunavut Fishing Industry by DFO for Shrimp in the WAZ and EAZ 
 
Dear Mr. Akearok: 
 
Thank you for your email of June 30th and the invitation to provide input in response to DFO’s letter of May 5th 
and the NWMB’s response of May 20th with reference to NFA’s submission and request for decision and 
recommendations by the NWMB on the issue of access fees charged to the Nunavut fishing industry by DFO for 
shrimp allocations in the WAZ and EAZ.  NFA is pleased that the NWMB is not accepting DFO’s position on its 
authority on this issue at face value and that it is undertaking its own internal analysis. 
 
NFA is extremely disappointed that DFO has taken this approach rather than trying to address the substantive 
issues we have identified in our submission to the NWMB.  Unfortunately, we have faced this situation of DFO 
either ignoring our substantive issues or reverting to technicalities rather than addressing issues for way too long.  
Our Northern industry has been waiting since 2016 for DFO to undertake the policy discussion recommended in 
the Ministerial Advisory Panel (MAP) report on shrimp on increasing access to adjacent allocations and, most 
recently, we have seen DFO back away from the longstanding practice of 60-day Ministerial responses to NWMB 
decisions based on land claim technicalities.   
 
The Nunavut industry continues to be treated differently from other jurisdictions, and in the case of WAZ access 
fees this is not only an issue of fairness and equity but also one of competitiveness in a difficult market 
environment.  We continue to hear the talk of reconciliation and increased Indigenous access to the fishery from 
DFO and the federal government in general but have seen no substantive action or progress on either. 
 
We look forward to NWMB’s assessment of its authority on this important issue and the feedback provided by our 
land claims organizations.  NFA also supports the NWMB’s request for a substantive reply from DFO on the access 
fees issues and remains hopeful that DFO will address this longstanding issue in a fair and equitable manner. 
 
Please let me know if there are any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Brian Burke 
Executive Director, Nunavut Fisheries Association 
 



 
c.c.  Minister Bernadette Jordan, Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 Tim Sargent, Deputy Minister, Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 Adam Burns, Director General, Resource Management, Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 Gabriel Nirlungnayuq, Regional Director General, Arctic Region, Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 President Aluki Kotierk, Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. 
 President PJ Akeeagok, Qikiqtani Inuit Association 
 Premier Joe Savikataaq, Government of Nunavut 
 Minister David Akeeagok, Economic Development and Transportation, Government of Nunavut 
 Daniel Shewchuk, Chair, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

Sakiasie Sowdlooapik, A/Chair, Nunavut Fisheries Association 
Jaypetee Akeeagok, Director, Nunavut Fisheries Association 
David Alexander, Director, Nunavut Fisheries Association 
Jerry Ward, Director, Nunavut Fisheries Association 
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