




 

 

ᒪᐃ 4, 2018 

ᑖᓂᐅ ᓯᐅᓴᒃ 

ᑭᖑᑉᕕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖃᐅᑖ 1379 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0A 0H0 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑖ: ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑖ RM 002-2018; ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓ (ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ) ᖁᔭᓕᔪᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ 

ᑭᒡᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ NWMB ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ RM 002-2018. 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕋᑖᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ (GN) ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ GN 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓰᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᓐᖓᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᓈᓴᐅᑖᓂ RM 002-2018. 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑕᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᒋᑦ GN ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐄᑉᕈ 28, 2018. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᒃ HTO−ᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

GN−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ GN-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ NWMB−ᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓈᖕᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ NWMB−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᕐᓯᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓗ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᓐᖓᖓᔪᓂᒃ. ᐋᔩᕋᕈᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ NWMB-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᑉᐸᑦᓴᖅ, 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᒃᑲᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ GN−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓅᖓᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ RM 002-2018 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓ NWMB−ᑯᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓂ No. RM 002-2018, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑉᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔪᑦ GN 

ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

 ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ GN ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ TAH ᓯᓚᑖᓂ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᒃ PC-04 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ PC-06. 

 ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ NWMB−ᑯᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ HTO ᑕᑯᓐᓇᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᓐᖓᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ: 

 

o ᐱᔾᔪᑖ 1: ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ GN ᐊᑐᕈᒪᕙᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ TAH−ᑕᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ? 

o ᐱᔾᔪᑖ 2: ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᓯᒍᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ PC-04-ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ PC-04−ᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑲᑦ TAH 

0−ᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ HTO ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᑉᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓛᒃᑯᑦ 5-ᒪᓕᑦᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᓕᐅᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑲᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎᒥᒃ? 
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o ᐱᔾᔪᑖ 3: GN-ᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙ ᓇᔫᑎᓗᓂ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ 

ᐅᑉᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᕐᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ?  

 

 ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ HTO−ᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ HTO ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ HTO−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖅᑯᓪᓕᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᕕᑉᕗᐊᓕᒥ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ. 

 

ᐸᕐᓇᓐᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

GN ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖓ NWMB−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᓐᖓᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᒃᑰᕐᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ NWMB−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᕐᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᑕᑉᕗᓐᖓᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᖕᒪᕆᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ. 

ᐋᔩᕋᕈᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ GN-ᑯᓐᓂᒃ NWMB−ᑯᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖓᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᒃ NWMB−ᑯᑦ ᑏᓰᒻᕙ, 2017 ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓈᖕᒪᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᒍᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓈᖕᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖁᔨᓐᖏᓚᑦ GN−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᔫᓂᒥ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓕᕐᐸᑕ. ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ NWMB−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᖁᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᕐᓯᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ 

ᑕᑯᓐᓇᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓅᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᖃᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᓯᓯᒪᓕᑐᐊᕐᐸᑕ 

HTO−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᔩᕋᕈᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ GN ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑲᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᒫᓐᓇ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒻᒪᑕ NWMB−ᑯᑦ ᓇᔫᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓚᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᖁᔨᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ, 

ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ. 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ, 

 

ᔭᐃᒥᓯ ᐃᑦᑐᓗᒃ, 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑉ ᑐᒡᓕᐊ 



ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ) 

ᑲᑎᒪᕕᑦᓴᐅᑎᖓᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ RM 002- 2018 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᖅ: ☐       ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ: ☒ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ:   ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

“ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ”, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ    

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᑦ 1960ᖏᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᒥᓂᖕ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 50 ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓕᒻᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑦ, ᐃᒻᒥᓂᖕ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᕙᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᑦᓴᖏᓂᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓕᕋᐃᒐᒥ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ.  ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᕐᕕᒥᓐᓂᖕ, ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᓄᖒᑦᓯᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᑐᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓯᐊᕐᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᒍᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖏᓐᓃᓐᖔᕐᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᓯᒥᓐᓂᖕ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓂᑦ.    

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓱᐃᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑎᑦᓴᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒧᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒧᓪᓗ.  ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2018ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᑦᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᓗ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᓯᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᓪᓗ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓐᓂᕋᑎᖕ.  ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᑎᑦᓯᓂᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ 

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᓗ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕋᓗᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ.  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᓱᕐᕋᐃᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ.   

ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᖕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᒐᑎᖕ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖏᓂ.  ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᓯᖏᑕ ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᐸᒻᒪᖔᑕ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᐅᓪᓗ, ᑕᖅᑭᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᑲᓪᓛᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓕᕐᐸᑕ.     

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᑯᓄᐊᓗᖕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓕᒻᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ 

ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᓯᐊᕐᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 50 ᐅᖓᑖᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓱᓪᓕᑎᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᓂᑦ 



ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᕐᓯᒪᑦᓯᐊᐸᑦᑐᑎᑦ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᒥᒃᑰᖓᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᑉᐸᒪᑕ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒍᓯᖃᕐᖓᑕ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ 

ᑲᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᕐᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᑦ ᐃᒻᒪᖃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 35 

ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑏᑦ: 

1. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒫᖕ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᕆᓂᐊᕐᑕᖓᑦ “ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦᓴᑦ” 

ᒥᑦᓵᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᖕ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᑦᓴᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᒥᑦᓵᓃᑦᑐᑦ, ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕐᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᒻᒪᕆᓪᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓂᑦ 9ᓂᑦ 12−ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ.        

2. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᐳᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᖏᑕ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᓯᑦᑑᑉ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᓯᖏᑦ  

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᑦᓴᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᑕ, 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓯᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕙᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑎᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᓯᓄᑦ.     

ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ: 

ᔭᐃᓯᓐ ᒥᑭ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, 867-645-4860 

ᒪᐃᒃ ᐴᒋᓴᓐ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, 613-407-1197 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅᓯᐅᑦ: 

ᒪᐃ 3, 2018 

 



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

 

 

 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 1-2, 2018 



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ i ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ (HTO) ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᑦ, ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 1-2, 2018, ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑎᒃᑲᓂᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ (ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ). 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕆᐊᓐᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ. ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) 2014−ᒥᑦ. ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓐᖓᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ. 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ (TAH) 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. DOE ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦᓴᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᓗᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. DOE ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᔪᓂ 2018 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᓈᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᖃᕋᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  

 

  



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ ii ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᓕᕈᑎᖓ 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐃᓐᓇᕆᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐊᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᑦ.  

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᖔᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ. 

  



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ iii ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

ᕿᓂᕐᕕᒃ 
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ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 4 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᑎ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ (ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒧᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 1-ᒥ 2-ᒧ, 2018: 

 ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 1, 2018 

 ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2, 2018 

ᐊᑯᓂᑲᓪᓚᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑎ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓐᖓᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ, ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2014−ᒥᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ, 2018−ᒥ, ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.  

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (NTI), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ (QWB) ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 

2.0 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ.  

2.1 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂ 2-ᓗ 3-ᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ, ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨ, ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎ 

(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2014−ᒥᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐱᕐᓱᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋ. ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᒪᑕ.  

  

 



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 5 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

3.0 ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᑎᒍᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑲᑕᒃᓂᕐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕌᖓ. ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ.  

 

3.1 ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 1, 2018 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ: 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ − ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ: ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ − ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨ: ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ − ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ: ᓯᑳᑦ ᔮᓐᓴᓐ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ − ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎ: ᑕᐱᑕ ᒧᕐᓕᓐ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᐅᕈᓪ ᕗᕇ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑕᓂᔅ ᓇᑎᓗ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑲᐃᐅᓪ ᐅᕆᑦᓯ 

 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨ: ᐋᑕᒥ ᓄᓇ 

 ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

o ᐱᓕᑉ ᒪᓐᓂᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) 

o ᓈᓐᓯ ᐊᒪᕈᐊᓕᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ) 

o ᐹᑎ ᐊᕿᐊᑦᑐᓱᒃ 

o ᔪᐊᑕᒥ ᐊᒪᕈᐊᓕᒃ 

o ᐹᓪ ᐊᒪᕈᐊᓕᒃ 

o ᓴᐃᒪᓐ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᑦ 

o ᑳᑕᐅᓯ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᑦ 

o ᒫᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᐊᓕᒃ 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᑦ: 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑏᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑏᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖏᑦᑎᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᑐᖔᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎ. ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᑕᑕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᑕᑎᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ.  



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 6 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᓚᐅᖏᑕᖓ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᐅᒃ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓂᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᓱᓕᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓅᕋᔭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ (ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ) ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᑎ ᑖᒃᑯ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ, ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᕕᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐊᐱᕆᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᔫᓂᒥᑦ.  

 

 

3.2 ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ: ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2, 2018 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ: 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ − ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ: ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ − ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨ: ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ − ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ: ᓯᑳᑦ ᔮᓐᓴᓐ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᐅᕈᓪ ᕗᕇ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑕᓂᔅ ᓇᑎᓗ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑲᐃᐅᓪ ᐅᕆᑦᓯ 

 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨ: ᐋᑕᒥ ᓄᓇ 

 ᐃᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

o ᔮᓗ ᑭᒍᑦᑕᖅ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ) 

o ᔭᕗᕇ ᖃᐅᓐᓇᖅ 

o ᓕᓴ ᓂᖏᐅᖅ 

o ᒫᑎ ᑯᓪᓗᕈᖅᑑᖅ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᔨ) 

o ᐃᓐᒍᓖᔅ ᑯᕆᔅᑕᓐᓴᓐ 

o ᐊᐃᒪᓐ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᖓ) 

 



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 7 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᑦ: 

ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᒻᒪᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2008−ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ 2008−ᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᖏᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 2014 ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᓂᕋᖅᑐᑎ 2015/2016 ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓐᓇᑎ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ 

ᖁᓕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᑏᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑏᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓯᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᒧᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖓ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎ ᐱᖔᕈᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᕐᒃᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᔪᒧᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᖅ 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ). ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓱᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᑎ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ. 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᔫᓂᒥᑦ. 

 

4.0 ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ  

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔫᓐᓄᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑏᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᓱᓕ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ. 

 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1 



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 8 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

 



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 9 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 10 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 11 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

  

 

  

 

   

 



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 12 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 12 

 

   

 

 

 



  

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪ 
 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 
 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃ:      ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᒃ: X 
 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ: ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:   

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ. ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ (ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦᓱ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ, 
ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑐᒋᓪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ.  

 
ᓯᕗᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓪᓗ 
ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔫᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑎᓕᒻᒥᑦ “ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓂᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖏᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ,” ᔭᓐᑭᓐ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ 2011-ᒥ) ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᑯᑦᑐᔫᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᖃᓄᕐᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓈᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᓚ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᔫᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒋᓪᓗ. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᒫᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓐᒻᖓᑦ 45-ᒥᓂᔅᒥᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒋᓪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓴᓕᐅᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

 

 
 



  

ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ: 

• ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑖ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 2014−ᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 

2017−ᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ.  

• ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓯᒪᓕᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓚᐅᙱᓛ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓪᓗ; ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ. 

 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᓄᓇᓕᓕᒫᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ, 
ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᒥᓪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᕋᔪᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ 
ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᓚᐅᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦᒪ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑰᒑᕐᔪᓪᓗ. 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᑭᖑᓂᖓᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᒃ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᒥᓃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᑯᓐᓂ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᒥᓃᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1-ᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒻᒥᒃ, ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ 
ᓇᐃᓪᓕᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓱᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒻᒥᑦ 2-ᒥᑦ. 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᓕᖅᑲᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ; 1) ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑭᓪᓕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑳᑦ, 2) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑳᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᑕᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ, 3) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑳ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4) ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓂᒪᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑲᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᕌᕋᕆᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᕝᕙᓂᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᑉᐸᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑐᑦ? 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕋᔅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.   
 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᓐᓈᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2010-ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 2001-ᒥ 2008-ᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓇᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᔅᓵᓄᑦ. 
 
ᐱᔭᕇᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒥᕿᕐᕈᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᔪᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 
ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᒍᒪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 2013-ᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑲᑦ; ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ.. 
 
 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂᑦ-2014 ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᒡᓗ 

 
 



  

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᔭᐅᙱᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ. 
 
ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ, 
ᑐᔅᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᐊᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᓴᓐᖏᓐᓂᕋᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 
  
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ: 
 

• ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ 2014-2020−ᒧᑦ.  
• ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᔨᓗᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ. 
 

  

 
 



  

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1 
ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 13-20, 2012 

 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒫᔾᔨ 2012-ᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᒻᒥ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᓪᓗ,. ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᕿᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓇᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔪᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᑎᓐᓂ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᔅᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᒡᓴᖏᓐᓂ, 
ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 
 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ,. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐱᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ. 
 
ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 13, 2012 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ - ᕼᑦᓴᓐ, ᐲᑕ ᕼᐊᐃᔪ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᖃᐅᒪᔪᖅ ᐆᔪᑯᓗᒃ, ᐊᐃᑐᕆᐊᓐ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ, ᔫᓴᐃᔭ ᐊᑉᐸᓕᐊᐱᒃ, ᑰᓇᖅ 
ᐃᓄᒍ, ᐹᓪ ᐃᔾᔭᖏᐊᖅ, ᔮᒃ ᐅᐃᓕ ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎ/ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᒍ 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ. 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ; 
 

1) ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑳᑦ? 
- ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂ 
- ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓐᓂ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᔫᒥᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ 
 

2) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑳᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᑕᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ?  
- ᐱᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᒻᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᓚᐅᓲᑦ 
- ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒍᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓱᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᓪᓗ 
 

3) ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑑᖅᑲᑦ? 
- ᑐᑦᑐᒐᔪᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖑᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
 

4) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑳ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ? 
- ᐄ, ᐊᑭᖃᕐᓗᑎᖅᑲᐃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ  

 
 



  

 
5) ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔭᖅᑲᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ? 

- ᐄ (ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᐃᑦ) ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᐸᓪᓚᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ 

-  
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ;  

- ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᐅᕆ ᑐᑦᑑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖔᕇᐊᓕᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ 
 
ᖃᐅᑐᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 17, 2012,  
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ-ᑯᕆᔅ ᕼᑦᓴᓐ, ᐲᑕ ᕼᐊᐃᔪ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ-ᒋᓕᓐ ᐅᐃᓕᐊᒻᔅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᐲᓕᐴᓯ ᒪᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑎ, ᐹᑎ ᐊᕿᐊᑦᑐᓱᒃ ᐋᓕ ᓴᓪᓗᕕᓂᖅ, ᓄᐊᒪᓐ 
ᐃᓪᓚᐅᑦ, ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᑲᓪᓗᒃ, ᓴᐃᒪᓐ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᑦ, ᓈᓐᓯ ᐊᒪᕈᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎ/ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᒍ 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ. 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ; 
 

1) ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑳᑦ? 
- ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓᓐᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓅᖓᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓅᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
- ᓅᑦᑕᕐᖓᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓄᑦ, ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓂᑦ ᓂᒪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᒋᐊᓕᒃ. 

 
2) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑳᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᑕᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

-  ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ 
- ᑐᑦᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᔫᒐᓗᐊᖅ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᓕᕿᒻᒥ 
 

3) ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑑᖅᑲᑦ? 
- 1970-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᔮ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕈᓗᒻᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ 
- ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2001-ᒥ 2003-ᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓱᓕᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᓄᑖᕐᓂᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
- ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᓯᐅᔪᖅ  ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 3-ᐳᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᒥᑭᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
- ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

 
4) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑳ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ? 

- ᐄ 
- ᒋᓕᓐ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑕᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᑦ 
 

5) ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔭᖅᑲᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ? 
- ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖁᔨᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
- ᐊᖏᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ (ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ) 

 
 



  

 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ; 

- ᑐᖁᕋᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᖓᑕᓕ, ᓅᑦᑕᕐᖓᑕ 
- ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 
- ᐳᔪᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐊᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

 
ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 21, 2012 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ-ᑯᕆᔅ ᕼᑦᓴᓐ, ᐲᑕ ᕼᐊᐃᔪ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ-ᒋᓕᓐ ᐅᐃᓕᐊᒻᔅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ: ᔭᐃᐱᑎ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ, ᐊᒃᓵᔪᖅ ᓂᖏᐅᖅ, ᓵᓕ ᓄᐊ, ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓗᒃ, ᔫᐱ 
ᑭᒍᑦᑕᖅ, ᒫᒃ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎ/ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᒍ 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ; 
 

1) ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑳᑦ? 
- ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

 
2) ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔪᑉᐹᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑑᔮᖅᑲᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ? 

- ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᖓᓯᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐸᒐᔅᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 
 

3) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕙᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ? 
- ᓴᖅᑮᒍᒫᕐᓂᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᓪᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
- ᐱᓕᓐ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑕᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᓴᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ 
 

4) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑳ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ? 
- ᐄ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓯᑭᑑᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑕᐅᑎᒋᕕᔅᓴᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᔅᓴᖅᑖᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᓯᑭᑑᓄᑦ 
 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ;  

- ᐅᒥᒻᒪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
- ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓗᐊᓐᖏᖕᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᖓᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
- ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ (ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ) ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑐᐃᓗᐊᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᐅᔫᒋᐊᓕᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑲᑦ 
- ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᑉᐱᕆᔭᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᒡᒎ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒻᒪᑕ 
- ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕐᔪᐊᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑐᓪᓕ 
- ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 



  

ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᒫᔾᔨ 18-23, 2013 
 
ᑕᒫᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᒪᔪᑦ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ-ᒫᔾᔨ 2012-ᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᕐᔪᒻᒥ, 
ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥᓪᓗ. 
 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᕿᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓇᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔪᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᔅᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᒡᓴᖏᓐᓂ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 
 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ,. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐱᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ. 
 
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 18, 2013, 16:00 
ᐋᐱ ᒍᕇᓐᓕ, ᔪᐊᔾ ᐊᖑᕼᐃᐊᑦᑐᒃ, ᔮᓂ ᓚᐃᔪ, ᐳᕋᓐᑕ ᓯᑕᑕᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎ/ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᕼᑦᓴᓐ, ᒫᑎᐅ ᑐᒫᓐᑦ 
 
ᒫᑎᐅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ. 
 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᒍ 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ. 
 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ;  

6) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᒦᒐᔪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑳᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᐊᓗᒃ? 
- ᐄ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᕼᐊᑦᓕ ᐃᒪᖓᓐᓂ 
- ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓲᖑᕙᑦ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᕐᒦᓐᖔᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖓᖅᐸᓯᕐᒨᖅᐸᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒧᑦ 
 

7) ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔪᑉᐹᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑑᔮᖅᑲᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ? 
- 60-ᖏᓐᓂ 70-ᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᐅᑉ  

ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᖔᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᕐᒥ 
ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᖔᓕᓲᑦ 

- ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᖔᕈᒪᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᓗᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
 

 
 



  

8) ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑑᖅᑲᑦ? 
- ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ; 60-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 70-ᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐃᑭᕋᓴᕐᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒨᓐᖔᖅᐸᔪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
- ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒥ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᕼᐊᑦᓕ ᐃᒪᖓᓐᓂ 
- ᐊᒥᓲᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐸᑦᑐᑦ, ᒪᕐᕉᓂᖅᑲᐃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ, ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐸᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᑦ 
 

9) ᓇᐅᒃᑰᖁᒐᔭᖅᑎᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ? 
- ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᓈᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
- ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 
ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
 

10) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕙᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ? 
- ᐄ, ᐊᑭᖃᕐᓗᑎᖅᑲᐃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓃᓐᖔᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ 
ᑐᑦᑐᓃᓐᖔᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖔᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

 
11) ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔭᖅᑲᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ? 

- ᐄ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑲᑎᓐᒻᖓᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ 
ᑐᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᖓᑦ 

 
ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 19, 2013, 19:00 
ᔫ, ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᐃᕿᐅᑉ, ᓘᑲᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ, ᓵᒻ ᑐᓗᕆᐊᓕᒃ, ᐊᐃᐳ ᐊᖅᑲᖅ, ᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᓴᐃᒪᓐ ᕿᕐᖓᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎ/ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᕼᑦᓴᓐ, ᒫᑎᐅ ᑐᒫᓐᑦ 
 
ᒫᑎᐅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ. 
 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᒍ 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ. 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ; 
 

1) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᒦᒐᔪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑳᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᐊᓗᒃ? 
- ᐄ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᐅᓄᖔᓘᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᓄᖓ ᐊᓚᕐᒪᕐᔪᒥ 

 
 



  

- ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᓲᖑᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᔮ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕈᓗᒃ/ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒃᑭᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᔅᓯᓐᓈᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
 

2) ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔪᑉᐹᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑑᔮᖅᑲᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ? 
- 60-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 70-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᓪᓗ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ  
- ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒥᓂᖅᓱᓂᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᔪᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦᓪᓗ 
 

3) ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑑᖅᑲᑦ? 
- 60-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 70-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᓪᓗ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ  
- 80-ᖏᓐᓂ 90-ᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᔪᖃᖃᑦᑕᔪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
- ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑎ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᔪᐊᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᓂᖅᑲᑦ ᐊᔅᓲᒥᖃᑦᑕᔪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪ ᖁᓕᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
 

4) ᓇᐅᒃᑰᖁᒐᔭᖅᑭᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ? 
- ᑕᑯᔭᐃᓐᓇᕆᒍᕕᐅᒃ ᐊᓚᕐᒪᕐᔪᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖅᑕᓕᒃ 
- ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᓲᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂᓗ 

 
5) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕙᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ? 

- ᐊᖏᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
 

6) ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔭᖅᑲᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ? 
- ᐊᖏᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ; 

- ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂᓕᒫᖅ 
ᐊᓚᕐᒪᕐᔪᒻᒥᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ 

- ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓇᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

- ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕋᔭᕐᖓᑕ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

- ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᒍᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᑦᑕᓕᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᖅᑲᐃ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

- ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ/ᑐᑦᑐᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᖓᑕ 
- ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕᑦᑕᐅ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᐃᓪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
 

 
ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 20, 2013, 19:00 
ᔭᐃᒻ ᕿᑦᓱᐊᓕᒃ, ᓴᐃᒪᓐᑯᒪᖓᑦ, ᑕᐃᕕᑦᕿᖅᑯᑦ, ᔭᐃᑯᑉ, ᔪᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᒃ ᐸᓐ ᖁᕕᒃ (ᑐᓵᔨ) 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᕼᑦᓴᓐ, ᒫᑎᐅ ᑐᒫᓐᑦ 
 

 
 



  

ᒫᑎᐅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ. 
 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᒍ 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ. 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ; 
 

1) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒦᒐᔪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑳᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᐊᓗᒃ? 
- ᐄ, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᖃᕋᔪᓐᓂᖅᐹᖅ. 
- ᑕᑯᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓪᓗᑭᐊᖅ 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓇᖓ 
- ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒨᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒃᑭᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓚᐅᓲᑦ. 
- ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᕋᔪᓲᑦ ᓂᒋᕐᒧ, ᓄᓇᒃᑰᒐᔪᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

 
2) ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔪᑉᐹᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑑᔮᖅᑲᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ? 

- ᑐᑦᑐᖔᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓲᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᒃᑭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᑭᐊᓂᓕ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

 
3) ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑑᖅᑲᑦ? 

- ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 60-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 70-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ, 
ᖃ%ᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᓲᑦ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

- ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᒃ 
 

4) ᓇᐅᒃᑰᖁᒐᔭᖅᑎᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ? 
- ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓚᕐᒪᕐᔪᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ 
- ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓚᕐᒪᕐᔪᒻᒥ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᓄᖓ 

ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐊᓚᕐᒪᕐᔪᒻᒥ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ (ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ: ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ). 

5) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕙᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ? 
- ᐊᖏᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ 
- ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓃᓐᖔᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
 

6) ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔭᖅᑲᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ? 
- ᐊᖏᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅᑲᐃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᓂᓪᓗ 
 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ; 

- ᐃᑭᕋᓴᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᔫᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
- ᐸᕝᕕᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

 
 



  

- ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᒐᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
- ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᕐᖓᑕ, ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑲᑦ? 
- ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᒻᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ 

 
 
ᑰᒑᕐᔫᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ 
ᒫᔾᔨ 21, 2013, 19:00 
ᐸᓇᐱ ᐃᒥᒐᖅ, ᔮᑯᕆ ᐆᒑᖅ, ᐃᒪ ᖃᒡᒍᖅᑕᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᑦᑎ/ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᕼᑦᓴᓐ, ᒫᑎᐅ ᑐᒫᓐᑦ, ᓖ ᒪᒃᐱᐅᓪ (ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ) 
 
ᒫᑎᐅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ. 
 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᒍ 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ. 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ; 
 

1) ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑰᒑᕐᔪᒦᒐᔪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑳᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᐊᓗᒃ? 
- ᐄ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᓐᒻᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᓚᕐᒪᕐᔪᒻᒥ, ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑐᑦᑐᓕᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
 

2) ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔪᑉᐹᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑑᔮᖅᑲᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ? 
- ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᕐᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ 
- ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᔪᒍᒪᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᒪᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
 

3) ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑑᖅᑲᑦ? 
- ᑐᑦᑐᒐᔪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓯᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
 

4) ᓇᐅᒃᑰᖁᒐᔭᖅᑎᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ? 
- ᐊᓚᕐᒪᕐᔪᒥ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐃᑎ ᐱᐅᕆ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ 
 

5) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒍᒪᒐᔭᖅᑲᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ? 
- ᐊᖏᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
 

6) ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔭᖅᑲᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ? 
- ᐊᖏᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ; 

- ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᒋᐊᓖᑦ 

 
 



  

 
ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 2 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᔪᑦ 
 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᕆᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᖓ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ.  
 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 
 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᒫᑎᐅ ᑐᒪᓐ 
ᑯᕆᔅ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐ 

 
ᑭᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᒥᒪᔪᕗᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ 
• ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
• ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑦ 
• ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
• ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᓴᕐᓂᕐᓗ 

 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

• ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᔅᓵᓅᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᖓᑦ 
• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
• ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖁᓕᓅᖓᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑐᖃᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓂᓪᓗ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓕᓴᕐᓂᑦ 
• ᐅᑕᖅᑭᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᓐᓂ,ᒪ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂ 

 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 
• ᑐᕌᒐᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓗᑎᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ; 
• ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᐊᓖᓪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ; 
• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖏᑦ 
• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ; 
• ᖃᖓᒃᑰᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
• ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
• ᑐᓂᓯᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᒌᖅᑐᒥᑦ. 

 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ 
• ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
• ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ  

 
 



  

• ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐋᖅᑮᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᑖᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ 

 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᓇᐃᓪᓕᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 
• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 
• ᖃᓄᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
• ᑐᕌᒐᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 
• ᑐᑦᑐᓃᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖏᓪᓗ 

 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 

• ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
• ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᖅ 
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
• ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑲᑦ 
• ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 
• ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ 

 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗᓕ 

• ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓂ 
 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᒻᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ;  
• 1) ᐹᑑᔅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ 
• 2) ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᒻᒦᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
• 3) ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᔮ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ/ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ  
• 4) ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᕿᑭᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂ 
• 5) ᐅᒥᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓈᓂ 
• 6) ᕆᓐᖏ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ 

 
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑲᑦ? 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
• ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ 
• ᐋᖅᑮᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ 
• ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓃᓐᖔᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑖ 
• ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖏᑦ 

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᓱᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ (ᑐᖁᑲᓪᓚᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᑲᑦ:  

1) ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ, 
2) ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅᐹᓘᓐᓂᖅᑲᑕ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, 
3) ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅᑲᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
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Note:  

This draft is based upon the format and language used in the document “Taking Care of 

Caribou -The Cape Bathurst, Bluenose West, and Bluenose East Barren Ground 

Caribou Herds Management Plan” developed by the stakeholders and Terriplan 

Consultants and submitted to the Advisory Committee for the Cooperation on Wildlife 

Management. The majority of technical information is derived from the GN DoE report 

“Recent trends and abundance of Peary Caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) and 

Muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) in the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut”. The 

information contained herein is an amalgamation of both documents and the work in 

both those documents represents the talent, skill and considerable efforts of those 

involved respectively.  
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1.0 Summary  

Peary caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) are a distinct caribou subspecies that occurs 

almost entirely on islands within the Canadian Arctic Archipelago. These ungulates live 

the farthest north of all caribou in North America, and are the smallest in stature and in 

population size. In February 2011 Peary caribou were listed as Endangered under the 

Species at Risk Act (SARA) due to declines in abundance and expected unpredictable 

declines due to changes in long-term weather patterns.  

 

Caribou are of major cultural, traditional and economic importance to Inuit, and are also 

a vital part of the Arctic ecosystem. Nunavummiut are concerned about the status of 

Peary caribou and their habitat as determined through public workshops in Grise Fiord 

and Resolute Bay. Peary caribou harvest in Nunavut has not been restricted through 

legislation; rather the Resolute Bay Hunters and Trappers Association (HTA) and the 

Iviq HTA of Grise Fiord have imposed temporary harvest restrictions on their members 

during periods of marked declines. Inuit knowledge however suggests that increasing 

land-use activity, such as resource exploration, poses a greater potential threat to Peary 

caribou and their habitat than hunting pressure.  

 

The Department of Environment of the Government of Nunavut (GN DoE) has the 

ultimate responsibility for the management and conservation of Peary caribou within its 

jurisdiction. To address the DoE mandate for management this plan recommends 

management units and harvest levels to establish the basis of new regulations under 

the Wildlife Act as well as recommendations for ongoing monitoring of population trends 

and harvest through an inclusive approach with all co-management partners. This will 

include provisions for future monitoring and research, Inuit involvement in research, 

monitoring and decision making, and consensus based decision making in response to 

observed changes in population.  

  

2.0 PURPOSE OF THE PLAN  

The need for a management plan for Peary caribou is born out of several issues 

including Inuit harvest rights, territorial responsibility for species management, changes 

in land use needs, population declines, and changing climate. The long term 

Department of Environment study on Peary caribou “Recent trends and abundance of 

Peary Caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) and Muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) in the 

Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut” has produced the first modern, comprehensive 

assessment of the current status of Peary Caribou in Nunavut. With the completion of 

the DOE report, and the success of community workshops held in Grise Fiord and 

Resolute, the development of management plans is essential. The need for a plan is 

also connected to the survey results, which for some areas are becoming outdated, 

although the results remain valid as a baseline. 
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The Peary Caribou Management Plan provides a snapshot of current population 

estimates and trends for the species across its range and establishes overall principles 

and goals for the conservation of Peary caribou in Nunavut. It highlights the critical need 

for co management partners to work together, defines roles of stakeholders, and 

provides a framework to guide management of the species throughout its range to 

accomplish the goals identified in Section 4.0. 

 

The GN DoE report “Recent trends and abundance of Peary Caribou and Muskoxen in 

the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut” provides greater technical detail on the 

specific island groups and their status, both historical and current. The more recent GN 

report “Distribution and abundance of Peary caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyii) and 

muskox (Ovibos moschatus) on the Bathurst Island Group, May 2013” provides 

additional information. 

  

2.1  CO-MANAGEMENT  

This plan was developed through cooperation and dialogue between co management 

partners in Nunavut including participation by: 

 

Iviq Hunters and Trappers Association (Grise Fjord) 

Resolute Bay Hunters and Trappers Association 

Ikajutit Hunters and Trappers Organization (Arctic Bay) 

Spence Bay Hunters and Trappers Organization (Taloyoak) 

Ekaluktutiak Hunters and Trappers Organization (Cambridge Bay) 

Kurairojuark Hunters and Trappers Organization (Kugaaruk) 

Gjoa Haven Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Wildlife Department 

Nunavut Department of Environment, Wildlife Management Division 

 

3.0 HOW THE PLAN WAS DEVELOPED   

The Plan was developed in collaboration with the communities that harvest Peary 

caribou as well as the other co management partners under the Nunavut Land Claims 

Agreement (NLCA). Two rounds of community workshops were conducted in 2010 and 

2011 in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in addition to the ongoing exchange of 

information during the aerial and ground surveys.  

The workshops were designed to: 

 Share results of GN DoE research 

 Gather local expert knowledge 

 Seek consensus on management and monitoring actions 

 

The initial draft was developed for further community and stakeholder involvement by 

GN DoE and consultations were conducted in March 2012 in the Qikiqtaalik Region and 
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March 2013 in the Kitikmeot Region. The final draft will be submitted to the NWMB for 

approval and will form the basis for development of Regulations under the Wildlife Act.  

  

4.0 GOALS OF THE PLAN   

The goals of the Management Plan are to provide guidance and direction to the co-

management partners and are as follows:  

 To manage Peary caribou in a co-operative manner that involves the full   

participation of communities and engagement of co management partners.  

 To include Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and scientific knowledge equally in the 

management process.  

 To promote local and regional involvement in decision making.  

 To protect, conserve and manage Peary caribou in a sustainable manner.  

 To ensure the full and effective participation of Inuit and co management partners 

in ongoing monitoring and management of Peary caribou, and decision making.  

 

4.1 INUIT QAUJIMAJATUQANGIT 

Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) is the knowledge and insight gained by Inuit through 

generations of living in close contact with nature. For Inuit, IQ is an inseparable part of 

their culture and includes rules and views that affect modern resource use.  

 

The practical application of IQ with scientific information demonstrates the value of local 

consultations, and documenting and preserving IQ before it is lost. The communities, 

through the HTOs, will be consulted on an on-going basis to ensure that IQ is utilized in 

conjunction with scientific information in the management of Peary caribou.  

 

This plan supports those values and reflects the following principles: 

 Management decisions will reflect the wise and sustainable use of Peary caribou.  

 Adequate habitat (quantity and quality) is fundamental to the welfare of Peary 

caribou.  

 Management decisions will be based on the best available information - both 

science and IQ; and management actions will not be postponed in the absence 

of complete information, whether from science or IQ. 

 Effective management requires participation, openness and cooperation among 

all users and agencies responsible for caribou and their habitat.  

 We must anticipate and minimize negative impacts to caribou and their habitat.  

 

5.0 PEARY CARIBOU BIOLOGY AND MANAGEMENT 

Common name (English): Peary caribou 

Common name (French): Caribou de Peary 

Inuktitut name:  Tuktu 
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Innuinaqtun name: Qinianaq or Tuktuinal (‘small caribou”) 

Scientific Name: Rangifer tarandus pearyi 

 

Status:  SARA – Endangered 

  Wild Species 2010 – At Risk 

 

5.1 PEARY CARIBOU RANGE 

Endemic to Canada, the terrestrial range of Peary caribou is roughly 540,000 km
2 

and 

extends across the Queen Elizabeth Islands in the north, the mid-Arctic islands and 

from the west of Banks Island to Somerset and the Boothia Peninsula in the southeast 

(Figure 1). Ice surrounds the islands for most of the year and caribou on some islands 

use the sea ice during seasonal migrations. The range is vast and the area is 

characterized by extreme weather, long periods of either continual darkness or 

continual light, and large expanses of ice, bare ground, and rock. The landscape is 

characterized by a polar desert and polar semi-desert where environmental conditions 

approach the physiological tolerance limits of plants. 

 

5.2 MANAGEMENT OF PEARY CARIBOU BY ISLAND GROUPS 

The GN DoE report “Recent trends and abundance of Peary Caribou and Muskoxen in 

the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut,” is the most reliable study of Peary caribou 

in Nunavut to date on which to base this management plan. This report provides the 

baseline for scientific knowledge of Peary caribou, as well as providing the estimates of 

numbers of Peary Caribou and specific habitat for management purposes. 

 

As outlined in the report, Peary caribou make seasonal movements among islands 

within their range, and are also known to make longer distance movements in response 

to severe weather. The following proposed island grouping (Figure 1) applies the best 

available scientific information and Inuit knowledge about Peary caribou movement and 

proposes geographic units that are useful for management of the species. This plan 

refers to each management group by the ‘Island Group’ name. For the purpose of the 

management plan, it is important to note that the island group management units are 

not to be considered as discrete populations or sub-populations as adequate genetic 

information is not available to define populations at this time.  

The Queen Elizabeth Islands (QEI) form the majority of the island groups, with the 

Bathurst Island group, the Axel Heiburg Island group, the Ringnes Island Group, the 

Ellesmere Island Group and the Devon Island Group being wholly within the QEI.   
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Figure 1. Proposed Peary Caribou Management Units 

 

Melville Island for the purposes of this management plan is placed within the Victoria 

Island group. 
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5.2.1 Ellesmere Island Group (PC-01). Ellesmere Island is the largest of the Queen 

Elizabeth Islands (197,577 km2). The island is largely covered by mountain ranges and 

glaciers that are separated by a series of east-west passes. These features fragment 

the island, particularly where the north end of Vendom Fiord approaches the Prince of 

Wales Ice Cap, and divides the southern portion of the island from the north. Vegetation 

is sparse with mosses, lichens, and cold-hardy vascular plants such as sedges and 

cottongrass dominant at higher elevations while mosses and low-growing herbs and 

shrubs, such as purple saxifrage, Dryas spp., arctic willow, kobresia, sedge, and arctic 

poppy more common at lower elevations. 

 

5.2.2 Axel Heiberg Group (PC-02). Axel Heiberg Island (42,319 km2) is separated from 

Ellesmere Island by Nansen and Eureka Sound. This island is mountainous and 

includes the Princess Margaret Range, which runs north to south through its center. 

Large ice caps cover much of the landmass and spawn many glaciers that flow primarily 

to the west. East of the Princess Margaret Range, vegetation progresses from an herb-

shrub transition zone at higher elevations to an enriched low shrub zone along the low-

lying coast. There, plant species are diverse and dense, dominated by shrubs and 

sedge meadows.  

 

5.2.3 Ringnes Island Group (PC-03). This island group consists of Ellef Ringnes, 

Amund Ringnes, Lougheed, King Christian, Cornwall, and Meighen Islands, all situated 

to the west of Axel Heiberg Island and north of the Bathurst Island Complex. Lougheed 

Island (1,321 km2) has vegetation described as entirely herbaceous with rich vegetation 

patches. Ellef Ringnes Island (11,428 km2) is sparsely vegetated with low plant 

diversity.  

 

Amund Ringnes Island (5,299 km2) is relatively low lying but features greater relief in 

the north. Vegetation is entirely herbaceous with the southern half of the island 

supporting more diverse vegetation, primarily herbaceous plants with some shrubs and 

sedges. To the south of Amund Ringnes is Cornwall Island, a small hilly landmass also 

dominated by herbaceous vegetation. Meighen Island (approximately 933 km2), to the 

northeast of Amund Ringnes, is low-lying with sparse herbaceous vegetation and a 

large centrally located glacier. King Christian Island is located southwest of Ellef 

Ringnes, has an area of 647 km2. 

 

 

5.2.4 Devon Island Group (PC-04). Devon Island (55,534 km2; including small proximal 

islands) is characterized by several mountain ranges (e.g. Cunningham Mountains, 

Treuter Mountains, and the Douro Range), coastal lowlands, and extensive glaciers. 

The Devon Ice Cap covers a large portion of eastern Devon Island. Extensive uplands 

stretch west of the Ice Cap across central Devon Island. Low-lying areas occur in 
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coastal areas, primarily along the north and western coast (the Truelove lowlands), but 

also other smaller areas. The landscape is predominantly polar desert with sparse cover 

of vascular plants; however low lying areas support a greater diversity of vegetation 

dominated by low shrubs and sedges. 

 

5.2.5 The Bathurst Island Group (PC-05). This group of islands includes the Bathurst 

Island Complex (BIC), and Cornwallis and Little Cornwallis Islands. The BIC (19,644 

km2) includes Bathurst Island and five major satellite islands (> 200 km2; Cameron, 

Vanier, Alexander, Massey, and Helena), and three minor satellite islands. These 

islands are low-lying with few areas exceeding 300 m elevation. The terrain is sparsely 

vegetated however low-lying wetlands such as at Goodsir-Bracebridge Inlet have a 

higher cover of sedges and low-growing willows. Cornwallis and Little Cornwallis Islands 

(7,474 km2 including small proximal islands) are low-lying with uplands and hills below 

300 m and mostly polar desert with sparse vegetation. Portions of the western coastline 

and Eleanor Lake watershed (Cornwallis Island) support more diverse vegetation, 

including prostrate shrubs in moderately moist habitats, and sedges in the wet areas. 

 

5.2.6 Prince of Wales/Somerset Island Group (PC-06). Prince of Wales (33,274 km2) 

is a tundra-covered island that features many small inland lakes. Although the island is 

generally below 300 m in elevation, some uplands occur along the eastern coast and 

across the north. Russell Island and Prescott Island are small proximal islands north 

and east of Prince of Wales, respectively. Somerset Island (24,548 km2), separated 

from Prince of Wales Island by Peel Sound, is hilly with extensive uplands. 

5.2.7 Victoria Island Group (PC-07). This group includes Victoria Island (217,291 km2) 

and Melville Island (42,149 km2). Both of these islands have a shared border with the 

Northwest Territories. The eastern two thirds of Victoria Island lie in Nunavut along with 

roughly the eastern half of Melville Island. The majority of Victoria Island lies within the 

Victoria Lowlands is characterized by a discontinuous upland vegetative cover 

dominated by purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas spp., arctic willow, alpine 

foxtail, and wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of sedge, cottongrass, 

saxifrage spp., and moss. Remaining upland areas are largely devoid of vegetation. 

Besides the presence of Mount Pelly and Little Pelly, elevations lie predominantly below 

100 m asl. except in central Victoria Island where elevations rise up to over 200 m asl.  

 

A small portion of Victoria Island, along the northwest boundary with NWT, is composed 

of the Shaler Mountains. The Shaler Mountains are characterized by a 40-60% 

vegetative cover mixed with exposed bedrock. Tundra vegetation includes purple 

saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas spp., arctic willow, alpine foxtail, and wood rush. 

Wet areas have a continuous cover of sedge, cottongrass, saxifrage spp., and moss. 

The centre part of the mountains reaches about 760 m asl.  
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Melville Island is predominately within the Parry Plateau. It has a sparse and 

discontinuous vegetative cover of moss, along with mixed low-growing herbs and 

shrubs such as purple saxifrage, Dryas spp., arctic willow, kobresia, sedge, and arctic 

poppy. The terrain of this plateau is strongly ridged. Their elevations average less than 

250 m asl. Separate, flat-floored, longitudinal valleys are transected by rugged, ravine-

like cross valleys. On Melville Island, a few hills reach 760 m asl, and cliff-walled fjord-

like bays and straits cut deeply into the uplifted plateau.  

 
5.2.8 Boothia Peninsula (PC-08). Boothia Peninsula (32,331km2) is predominately 
covered by the Boothia Plateau uplands. Vegetation is discontinuous, and dominated by 
tundra species such as purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas spp., arctic willow, 
alpine foxtail, and wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of sedge, 
cottongrass, saxifrage spp., and moss. It averages around 760 m asl. Bedrock 
outcroppings are common.   
 
The eastern side of the Boothia Peninsula along the lowland coastal fringes of Boothia 
and Simpson peninsulas is composed of plains. It is characterized by discontinuous 
upland tundra vegetation, dominated by purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas 
spp., arctic willow, alpine foxtail, and wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of 
sedge, cottongrass, saxifrage spp., and moss. The region slopes gently southward, 
ranging from sea level to about 300 m asl.  
 
The south-western coastal portion of the Boothia Peninsula lies within the Victoria 

Lowlands which is characterized by a discontinuous upland vegetative cover dominated 

by purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas spp., arctic willow, alpine foxtail, and 

wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of sedge, cottongrass, saxifrage spp., 

and moss. Elevations lie predominantly below 100 m asl. 

 

5.2.9 King William Island Group (PC-10). King William Island (13,111 km2)  is separated 

from the Boothia Peninsula by the James Ross Strait to the northeast, Rae Strait to the 

east, Victoria Strait to the west, and Simpson Strait to the south. Satellite islands include 

the Irving Islands, the Todd Islets, Matty Island, the Tennent Islands, and the Clarence 

Islands.  

 

This group is in the Victoria Lowlands region which is characterized by a discontinuous 

upland vegetative cover dominated by purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas 

spp., arctic willow, alpine foxtail, and wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of 

sedge, cottongrass, saxifrage spp., and moss. Remaining upland areas are largely 

devoid of vegetation. Elevations lie predominantly below 100 m asl. 

 

 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Boothia_Peninsula
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_Ross_Strait
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rae_Strait
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Victoria_Strait
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Simpson_Strait
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Matty_Island
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tennent_Islands
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clarence_Islands
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clarence_Islands
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6.0 THE USERS  

Inuit are the traditional and current users of Peary caribou. The communities of 

Resolute Bay and Grise Ford were established in the early 1950’s by the Canadian 

government as part of an arctic sovereignty program. Inuit that were relocated to these 

communities relied on the availability of Peary caribou as a food source. This reliance 

continues today. Arctic Bay is also an occasional user in the Qikiqtaaluk region. In the 

Kitikmeot region, the communities of Cambridge Bay, Taloyaok, Gjoa Haven, and 

Kugaaruk are also occasional users of Peary caribou; when Peary caribou are available 

they are taken opportunistically by harvesters from these communities. 

 

7.0 STATUS OF THE ISLAND GROUPS  

7.1 SURVEY HISTORY 

In 1961 the first comprehensive survey of Peary caribou done in a single season across 

the Queen Elizabeth Islands was completed. During this survey approximately 25,845 

Peary caribou were estimated. The majority of caribou (approximately 94%) were 

located in the western Queen Elizabeth Islands (QEI) (Bathurst Island Complex, 

Cornwallis, Melville, Prince Patrick, Eglinton, Emerald, Borden, Mackenzie King, and 

Brock). Survey coverage of some island groups, particularly Ellesmere, was minimal.  

 

The first population estimates for the western Arctic islands included a 1972 estimate of 

11,000 Peary caribou on Banks Island, a 1974 estimate of 5,515 Peary caribou on the 

eastern islands of Prince of Wales and Somerset Islands and 561 Peary caribou on the 

Boothia Peninsula in 1974, and a 1980 estimate of 4512 Peary caribou on northwestern 

Victoria Island. Combined with the 1961 QEI estimate, these estimates of abundance 

reveal a historic number of 48,000 Peary caribou throughout their entire range.  

 

The decline of Peary caribou is characterized by four major die-offs which were 

observed primarily in the western Queen Elizabeth Islands between 1970 and 1998. 

Die-off events have been associated with deep snow and icing, which can limit access 

to forage, increase energy requirements, and lead to extreme under-nutrition and death. 

Observations by local Inuit are in agreement, reporting up to 2 inches of ice in some 

years.  

 

Although limited, the data suggests that periods of decline and recovery vary among 

island groups, and a variety of factors such as human activities, landscape changes, 

predation, hunting, and competition with other herbivores may also contribute to the 

fluctuation of caribou. Inuit in Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord have identified exploration 

activities (i.e. oil and gas, coal and base minerals) as an additional stressor for caribou 

during some winters. They suggest that during years of high snow accumulation, 

industrial activities can prevent caribou from moving into areas that may be vital for their 

survival.  
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7.2 STATUS OF ISLAND GROUPS 

7.2.1 Ellesmere Island Group  

Results from the first aerial survey in 1961 suggested that there were approximately 200 

caribou on Ellesmere Island, but only a small portion of the island was studied. The 

most recent survey (2005 and 2006) for Ellesmere Island revealed extremely low 

densities of 8-9 caribou/1000 km2 for Peary caribou, which implies approximately 1,000 

animals. Unfortunately surveys of Ellesmere Island are infrequent and limited in their 

spatial coverage making the determination of a trend in number impossible in this 

group. By 2003, Inuit reported that numbers of caribou on southern Ellesmere were 

increasing.  

 

7.2.2 Axel Heiberg Island Group  

The 1961 estimate of about 300 caribou on the island was based on limited survey 

coverage. No other surveys of the island have occurred since that time until 2007. The 

last survey results show a higher number of caribou than the only previous description 

of caribou abundance for Axel Heiberg Island. Lack of data and this 50-year gap in 

monitoring make it impossible to discuss population status or trends for Peary caribou 

on Axel Heiberg Island.  

 

The Axel Heiberg Group currently supports the largest population of Peary caribou in 

Nunavut, with an estimated 2,291 animals based on 2007 survey results. This 

population accounts for a significant portion of the total estimated Peary caribou 

population within the Nunavut range. This may be a consequence of the local climate, 

plant biomass and diversity of vegetation, the varied topography, and isolation from 

human disturbance.  

 

7.2.3 Ringnes Island Group  

The 2007 survey of the Ringnes Island Group estimated a total of 654 caribou.  

Survey results suggest that caribou abundance is lower than the historical value of 

1,324 in summer 1961. Overall it is difficult to interpret trends or fluctuation within this 

Island Group as survey information is limited, typical seasonal movement patterns are 

unknown, and the only two surveys completed have occurred at different times of year. 

Nonetheless, the overall proportion of calves (14%) observed in 2007 is encouraging 

given the extreme northern latitude and the small calf crops recorded for other survey 

areas. 

 

7.2.4 Devon Island Group  

The few surveys conducted suggest that Devon Island supports only a low number of 

Peary caribou. During a full island survey completed in 1961, 150 Peary caribou were 

estimated. Minimum counts for western Devon Island in 2002 suggested that caribou 
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numbers were low. In 2008, the count remained low with 17 Peary caribou. Thus, it 

appears that Peary caribou have existed at low numbers in the Devon Island group, 

although numbers are decreasing from previous estimates or counts which indicate a 

declining trend. 

 

Movement patterns for caribou on Devon Island are not well understood and it is 

possible that there were caribou in other areas of the island at the time surveys were 

conducted. Inuit knowledge indicates that there have been caribou on the northeastern 

coast of Devon Island, on the Grinnell Peninsula, and that they can reliably be found 

along the western coast of the island.  

 

7.2.5 Bathurst Island Group  

The 2013 survey showed a significant increase in Peary caribou numbers, more than 

1200 caribou, over the previous 2001 estimate of 187, however it is still low in relation to 

historical values of over 3,000 individuals (including calves) in both 1961 and 1994. 

Although evaluation of trends in abundance is complicated by differences in survey 

design and the inclusion or exclusion of calves, the overall trend of decline and current 

recovery is apparent. 

 

This group has seen sharp fluctuations in 1973-74, and again in 1995-1997. The first 

two surveys of the Bathurst Island Complex (BIC, which consists of Bathurst, Vanier, 

Cameron Alexander, Massey, and Marc islands) were separated by 12 years (1961-

1973) and revealed an 83% reduction in this caribou population from 3,565 to 608 (both 

estimates including calves). Late winter and summer surveys in 1973 and 1974 

respectively identified a further reduction in caribou numbers to 228 (no calves were 

observed). This additional 62% decline was attributed to deep snow cover and icing, 

which caused widespread mortality and resulted in little or no reproductive success. 

Subsequent surveys from 1985 to 1994 indicated an increase and by 1994 Peary 

caribou were estimated at 3,100 on the BIC. Aerial surveys in 1995, 1996, and 1997 

revealed a second die-off with an all-time low estimate of 78 caribou in 1997. Based on 

carcass counts, it was estimated that 85% of the overall decline was directly related to 

caribou mortality (and not movement). During the survey in 2001, the number of caribou 

in this group was estimated at 187.  

 

Since that time Inuit have reported a slow increase in Peary caribou numbers. In 2010, 

Parks Canada conducted a reconnaissance survey on Bathurst Island and counted 300 

Peary caribou in a non-systematic survey with no estimate derived. An aerial survey 

was conducted of the entire Bathurst Island group in May 2013 which generated a 

preliminary updated estimate of 1300 caribou which corresponds to Inuit observation of 

recovery since 2001. 
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For the Cornwallis Islands the only observation of live caribou in the 2001 survey was 

on northwest Cornwallis Island. Two caribou were seen on southern Cornwallis Island, 

and another single caribou on Little Cornwallis Island during the 2013 survey, but 

occasional tracks and local knowledge also suggest densities remain very low. Previous 

estimates that include both Cornwallis Island and Little Cornwallis Island are limited to 

the summer 1961 and 1988, when 43 and 51caribou (with calves) were estimated 

respectively. Earlier surveys of Little Cornwallis in 1973 and 1974, produced estimates 

of 8 and 12 caribou, respectively, with no calves observed. By the mid- to late 1960s, 

Inuit reported that it was difficult to find caribou on this island and that none were 

observed from 1990 to 2003. These observations are consistent with ground and aerial 

survey results from 2002.  

 

7.2.6 Prince of Wales Island Group  

Peary caribou in this Group declined from an estimated 5,682 caribou (one year or 

older) in 1974 to a minimum count of two in 1996. Current scientific knowledge indicates 

that there has been little recovery since 1996. During the 2004 aerial survey, no Peary 

caribou were observed on the Prince of Wales Island Group. These results are 

consistent with ground surveys of Prince of Wales Island in 2004 and Somerset Island 

in 2005, in which crews reported only four caribou after traveling a distance of 4,831 km. 

Local knowledge however, indicates that there has been some return or increase in 

recent years as they see more caribou on the coast of Prince of Wales Island however 

there is presently no monitoring in place to help determine if the herd is recovering.  

 
7.2.7 Boothia Peninsula Group.  

Boothia Peninsula has had aerial surveys from 1961 to 1995. During this time some 

surveys have counted both Peary and Barren ground caribou together and others have 

counted them separately so extrapolation of trend is difficult. Regardless, local 

knowledge indicates that Peary caribou numbers have always been relatively low with 

some fluctuation over periods of decades. Peary caribou have been seen primarily north 

of Taloyoak and less frequently north of Kugaaruk and at the north end of the Simpson 

Peninsula. Peary caribou are known to have used Lady Parry Island.  

 

Hunters in Taloyoak harvest Peary caribou opportunistically with a couple taken every 

year. Historically more Peary caribou where taken in the 1960’s and 1970’s when they 

were more abundant. In Kugaaruk, harvest is also opportunistic with only a caribou 

harvested every few years. There is currently no system in place to report the Peary 

caribou harvested at these locations and thus monitor harvest rate.  

 

7.2.8 Victoria Island Group.  

Both Victoria Island and Melville Island have a long history of aerial surveys. Peary 

caribou have been more consistently observed, and at higher numbers on Melville 
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Island with a high of over 10,000 adults in 1961 and a low of 700 in 1972. A recent 

survey of Melville Island conducted by the Government of Northwest Territories (GNWT) 

has produced a new estimate of 2,990 adults in 2012 which suggests a recovery from 

the 1972 low. No harvest currently occurs in the Nunavut portion of Melville Island. 

 

Local and scientific knowledge indicates that Victoria Island has consistently supported 

Peary caribou at low numbers. IQ also indicates that the distribution for Peary caribou in 

the Nunavut portion is largely in the north-east near Hadley Bay. The known high was 

4,500 (including calves) in 1980 with a known low of 20 adults in 1993. The most recent 

estimate conducted by GNWT was 150 adults in 2010. Peary caribou are harvested by 

Inuit from Cambridge Bay opportunistically, usually in conjunction with polar bear 

hunters travelling to Hadley Bay. Harvest is low with only a few Peary caribou every few 

years although their harvest is not monitored. Caribou harvest is targeted to Dolphin 

and Union caribou which are typically closer to the community. Local preference even 

when Peary caribou are mixed with Dolphin-Union caribou is to harvest the latter. 

 

7.2.9 King William Island Group 

This group has little scientific data and most recent data indicates that this area lies 

outside the normal range of Peary caribou. Local knowledge indicates that Peary 

caribou occasionally move from Boothia Peninsula to the north coast of King William 

Island. Local knowledge suggests that here may also be mixing with Dolphin and Union 

caribou that migrate from Victoria Island.   

 

 

8.0 MONITORING   

The number of Peary caribou per Island Group shows fluctuation over time, with periods 

of abundance and periods of scarcity. Caribou are also known to move over time in 

response to environmental conditions. Monitoring programs collect information about 

changes in number, distribution, and changes in ecological factors that affect caribou 

numbers and health. It is important to involve both scientists and community harvesters 

in monitoring efforts. This plan seeks to ensure that both science and IQ are effectively 

collected and used for research and decision making.  

 

The effects of individual factors, such as weather or human disturbance, can affect 

caribou both individually and at the Island Group level. These factors however can work 

in combination such that the total or cumulative effects may be greater than that which 

occurs from each factor on its own. These impacts may be either positive or negative. 

 

8.1 MAIN CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING ISLAND GROUP STATUS   

The main pieces of information on which management actions will be based include:  

 Population size  
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 Recruitment 

 Bull-to-cow ratio  

 Body condition and health  

 Harvest levels  

 Number trend by management units  
 

8.1.1 ISLAND GROUP STATUS 

The main factor to assess island group status, and the key consideration when 

recommending the sustainable harvest level for any given island group, is the estimated 

number of animals in the Island Group. The current baseline survey completed by GN 

DoE was conducted with aerial distance sampling. Although effective and accurate for 

determining the number of Peary caribou in an Island Group, this method is costly. 

Aerial surveys will continue as required. However the implementation of a community-

based monitoring program involving ground surveys can be conducted in predetermined 

areas, such as traditional hunting areas or areas where caribou are normally seen but 

absent, and provide data to help inform decision making in the interim between aerial 

surveys.   

 

8.1.2 RECRUITMENT 

Recruitment refers to the number of calves that survive to one-year of age. Calf/cow 

ratios are used as a measure of recruitment. Herd composition observed during 

community-based ground surveys and/or aerial surveys will be useful for determining 

the cow/calf ratio.  

 

These ratios, while informative, are often difficult to interpret as they are influenced by 

various factors such as changes in cow mortality. Typically, recruitment rates are low 

before the number of animals begins to decline, whereas high recruitment rates, 

particularly several years in a row, may indicate an increase in herd size. 

 

8.1.3 BULL-TO-COW RATIO 

Caribou bulls can mate with many females within the same season. It is important to 

monitor the bull-to-cow ratio to help determine if there are enough bulls to impregnate 

cows. Monitoring herd structure can be done during the rut both by aerial surveys and 

ground based surveys, by scientists or harvesters, who can provide information on the 

number of bulls observed in relation to the number of cows.    

 

8.1.4 BODY CONDITION AND HEALTH   

The health and condition of individual caribou can affect productivity and survival of 

calves and adults. Sample kits are provided to harvesters to measure or collect: 

pregnancy (presence of fetus), back fat thickness, left kidney with the fat to assess 

contaminant levels and condition, blood samples to assess disease, body condition 
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score, collection of lower front teeth for age determination, and location, date and sex of 

the animal harvested. When a sample kit is not provided, harvesters typically have a 

general overview of the condition of caribou. Body condition information collected by 

community members, harvesters and scientists provides supporting evidence of health.  

 

8.1.5 HARVEST  

Long term monitoring of harvest levels is very important for management decisions, and 

to help determine sustainable harvest rates. However, there is currently no obligation to 

report harvest of Peary caribou in the communities. Establishing a harvest monitoring 

program is a priority and fundamental to the overall monitoring of caribou. Harvest 

reporting is also a means of participation in management by the users at the individual 

level. 

 

8.1.6 ISLAND GROUP TREND AND RATE OF CHANGE   

The trend or the rate of increase or decrease is also a key indicator of island group 

status. Trend can be determined by comparing island group estimates over many years. 

When a population estimate is not possible, we can look at other data to help determine 

the trend, such as recruitment, body condition and health, harvest levels, and bull-cow 

ratio. Beyond the scope of scientific studies, information on the changes in abundance, 

movement, and distribution of caribou on an Island Group can be provided by Inuit 

Qaujimajatuqangit.  

 

8.2 ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING ISLAND GROUP STATUS   

In addition to information on caribou such as population size and cow/calf ratios, there is 

important information about habitat and land use that should be considered. This can 

include habitat quality and quantity, predation, and human disturbance that may limit 

caribou access to parts of their range. Co-management partners can support long-term 

research and monitoring of these factors that will allow provide greater information for 

decision making and more effective review into land use permitting processes.  

 

8.2.1 PREDATORS   

Predators affect caribou behaviour and mortality. Predator numbers tend to decline as 

caribou decline but usually there is a delay of one or two years.If other prey species are 

available, predator numbers may not decline at all. When caribou numbers begin to 

decrease, the impact of predation may become proportionately greater. Caribou users 

have requested increased monitoring of predator populations, measurement of 

predation and the impact of predation on the populations.  

 

8.2.2 ENVIRONMENT AND HABITAT   

Better understanding of cumulative effects at the ecosystem level can be obtained 

through long term research on habitat quality and quantity and impacts of human 
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activities. Co management partners can continue to call for and support such long-term 

research and monitoring. With improved understanding there is a better opportunity to 

use regulatory management tools to limit disturbance on caribou.  

 

Community workshops held in Grise Fiord and Resolute indicate that a combination of 

heavy snow and increased oil exploration and activity (particularly Bent Horn) in the 

early 1970s created a combined effect that may have impacted caribou more than either 

would have on their own. Caribou can move in response to changes in local 

environmental conditions such as increased snow or severe ice events. However at this 

time the increased activities on the land, including seismic activity, may have disrupted 

this ability to move. It was this combination of weather and human activity that caused 

die-offs during this period. This information highlights the importance of improving our 

understanding of cumulative effects and collection and use of local knowledge. 

 
Some steps to assess habitat conditions for each island group are:  

 Develop and monitor key habitat indicators of quality and quantity using remote 

sensing and ground surveys;  

 Monitor trends in climate and weather; and  

 Define seasonal and occasional movement patterns.  

 

8.2.3 HUMAN DISTURBANCE   

Disturbance of caribou from human activities such as aircraft over-flights and resource 

development can influence caribou behaviour and energy use, which in turn can affect 

condition and health. Indirect effects can also include a reduction in quality and quantity 

of habitat or access to quality habitat. Particularly when caribou numbers are low, 

human activities have the potential to alter the rate and extent of the decline or length of 

time it takes the population to recover.  

 

The range of Peary caribou extends over lands that are protected from development 

and lands where exploration is occurring. Concern about the impacts of non-renewable 

resource development has increased as changing ice and weather patterns encourage 

a renewed surge in exploration and potential resource development. 

 
9.0 TOOLS FOR DECISION MAKING   

9.1 HOW CARIBOU POPULATIONS CYCLE OVER TIME   

Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and scientific knowledge agree that caribou populations rise and 

fall over time. The length of the phases varies, particularly the length of time that a 

population stays at a low level. Scientific evidence, the journals of missionaries and 

trading post managers, and IQ all suggest that caribou populations go through cycles 

30-60 years long. The causes for these population cycles in caribou are not well 



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 21 
 

understood, but likely result from several factors such as habitat quality and quantity, 

climate, and disease. In addition to population cycling, caribou can also move over time. 

 

Although Peary caribou have existed at higher levels than today, they have never 

existed at numbers such as the large barren ground herds found to the south. The 

climate and topography of their range favours smaller groups dispersed over the 

landscape. These groups move with weather and food availability and are more 

susceptible to extreme weather events which can cause large die offs.  

  

9.2 WHEN TO TAKE ACTION  

Actions to ensure the future of Peary caribou will be determined in part by the number of 

Peary caribou found in each island group, and whether it is increasing or decreasing. 

Management decisions will also be influenced by other information from harvesters and 

research and monitoring programs, such as recruitment, bull-to-cow ratio, body 

condition and health.  

 

In this management plan there are four levels of island group status and associated 

management actions. These are colour-coded green, yellow, orange, and red. The 

island group status provides a trigger for specific management actions. 

  

Green:  The population 

level is high  

Yellow:  The population 

level is increasing  

Orange:  The population 

level is decreasing  

Red:  The population 

level is low  

 

9.3 USING MONITORING INFORMATION TO MAKE DECISIONS   

Accurate and timely information is necessary for making good management decisions. 

Because the island groups are shared between communities and regions, it is also 

important that information is collected and shared by all harvesters and managers.  

 

Island group status (e.g. green, yellow, orange or red) will be determined based on 

information including:  

 Estimate of the overall population size of the island group  

 Previous estimates to provide a trend (increasing, decreasing, or stable)  

 Additional monitoring indicators such as ground based surveys to supplement the 

interpretation.  
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It is important to have up-to-date information so ensuring sufficient frequency of 

research and monitoring effort is very important. Certain monitoring will take place 

regardless of whether the island group status is green, yellow, orange or red. However, 

the frequency and intensity of monitoring will vary in response to island group status.  

 

Long-term monitoring of environmental factors, including range quality and quantity, 

development activity and trends, and disturbances that influence caribou populations 

are important in understanding changes in caribou health and abundance.  

Some of these indicators of population status can be difficult or expensive to measure. 

In these cases there may be some information available through long-term research 

programs or methodical collection of IQ. All of this information will be considered by the 

co management partners. 

 

Working with all stakeholders an ongoing community based ground survey program will 

be established with the appropriate financial and technical support. This would occur, 

due to the spatial scale, on a rotating basis so that areas will be monitored at least 

every two or three years, unless observations of decline trigger more intensive efforts. 

The ground based surveys will be primarily in areas where regular community harvest 

occurs. Surveys should be followed with an annual meeting of stakeholders to review 

the results and recommend management changes if required. 

 

Further changes observed from community monitoring programs (observations of die 

offs, starvation, population increase or decrease) can trigger:  

1) Aerial surveys if declines are considered significant,  

2) Increased frequency and coverage of community ground survey if declines are 

considered less significant but still of concern,  

3) Community-based changes in harvest level that would occur within a predetermined 

upper and lower limit. 

 

9.4 WHAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS CAN WE TAKE  

The NWMB has the responsibility for decision making as the primary instrument of 

wildlife management under the NLCA. Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWOs) have 

the authority to allocate harvest among their member HTOs, and in turn the HTOs can 

regulate their harvesters and allocate their share of a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH). 

Through regular annual meetings of the stakeholders, consensus on recommended 

actions can be reached and submitted to the NWMB for decision. Further, HTOs can 

make decisions to regulate local harvest through seasons, sex selectivity, area 

restriction, or reduction. These consensus-based recommendations can also be made 

to government and land use agencies following the general management actions 

described below. 
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9.4.1 HARVEST 

As an Endangered species under SARA, Peary caribou are automatically protected 

from harvest, with the exception of Inuit harvest which would require a decision by the 

NWMB. Any decision of the NWMB should be informed by the consensus based 

recommendations of the co management partners developed through annual 

stakeholder meetings or as recommended in this plan. Recommendations can also take 

the form of harvest composition (e.g. sex selective) or seasonal restrictions or other 

Non-Quota Limitations (NQLs).  

 

9.4.2 LAND USE ACTIVITIES   

Increasing land use activity demands that meaningful input and review be provided into 

the various permitting process in Nunavut, whether it be the Nunavut Impact Review 

Board (NIRB), Nunavut Water Board (NWB), or the Nunavut Planning Commission 

(NPC) land use plan. Effort should be made to ensure capacity is available within all co 

management agencies to ensure effective participation. The community-based ground 

surveys will gather valuable information for both HTOs and DOE to effectively 

participate in these permitting processes. Co management partners can continue to 

recommend actions to help reduce the negative impacts of exploration and 

development on caribou. Advice can be given to avoid important caribou seasonal 

ranges like calving grounds, and how to mitigate disturbance from noise and access. 

 

9.4.3 COMMUNICATION AND EDUCATION 

Co management partners can work together to provide active and accessible 

communication programs, and recommend education programs. This can include 

different programs and approaches for elders, harvesters and youth to encourage 

traditional harvesting practices, use of alternate species and increased trade and barter 

of traditional foods. It can also include work with members of industry including resource 

developers. 

 

9.4.4 HABITAT 

Co management partners can continue to encourage and support increased research 

and monitoring related to seasonal range use, key habitat indicators, trends in climate 

and weather, and delineation of calving grounds. 

 

9.5 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BASED ON STATUS 

The type of management action and the degree of management intervention will vary 
depending on the status of each island group. There are four levels of island group 
status which are colour-coded green, yellow, orange, and red. The island group status 
will trigger specific management actions or a change in the frequency of action, as 
described below: 
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Green: the population level is high 
Management actions include:  

 Support harvest  

 Provide standard advice on mitigation of the impacts of exploration and 
development activities to proponents and regulators  

 Provide active and accessible communication, and recommend education 
programs for all  

 
Yellow: the population level is increasing 
Management actions include:  

 Recommend easing limits on harvest  

 Provide standard advice on mitigation of industrial impacts to proponents and 
regulators  

 Provide active and accessible communication and recommend education 
programs for all  

 
Orange: the population level is decreasing 
Management actions include:  

 Recommend a TAH   

 Recommend a majority-bulls harvest  

 Recommend harvest of alternate species and encourage increased trade and 
barter of traditional foods  

 Recommend increased community monitoring  

 Provide active and accessible communication and recommend education 
programs for all  

 
Red: the population level is low 
Management Actions include:  
 

 Recommend no harvest  

 Work directly with proponents and regulators of exploration and development 
activities to advise on mitigation measures  

 Recommend harvest of alternate species and meat replacement programs, and 
encourage increased trade and barter of traditional foods.  

 Recommend increased enforcement including increased use of community 
monitors.  

 Provide active and accessible communication and recommend education 
programs for all.  

 

9.6 PROCESS TO MAKE DECISIONS  

The co management partners shall meet annually to discuss results of all recent 

research and monitoring efforts which may include harvest reporting, caribou health 

monitoring, and ground or aerial surveys. The purpose of this annual meeting is to 

review information and reach consensus-based recommendations, if required, for 
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submission to the NWMB. Action may also be taken at the local level by HTOs based 

on the information reviewed. 

 

9.6.1 GUIDING DOCUMENTS: ACTION PLAN 

This Management Plan is supported by an Action Plan which outlines the management 

actions to be taken and how they will be implemented. Based in large part on the island 

group status, the Action Plan will outline specific management actions and how they will 

be implemented, by whom, and within what timeframe. Funding for the management 

action will be discussed by the co management partners. A third document, the GN DoE 

report “Recent trends and abundance of Peary Caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) and 

Muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) in the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut,” will 

provide the technical baseline for decision making. Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit will be 

provided by the participating HTOs in the Stakeholder Working Group (See Appendix 

B). New information will be reviewed as it becomes available ensuring decisions are 

based on the most up to date scientific and local knowledge. 

  

Implementation of the Action Plan is cooperative, and ongoing community input and 

support will help to develop and implement management actions. Each co management 

partner will be responsible for approving the Action Plan for its implementation. The 

effectiveness of the Action Plan will be reviewed annually. 

  

9.6.2 STAKHOLDER MEETINGS  

Stakeholders will meet annually after survey work has been completed and annual data 

summarized to review all new information and implementation of the Action Plan. It will 

be presented with the best available IQ and scientific knowledge and community based 

monitoring information. The Action Plan will be reviewed, and possibly updated, at the 

same time that the stakeholders review the current status of the Island Groups. 

Although normally revised only following an aerial survey, an Island Group’s status or 

Action Plan may be revised more frequently if, for example, there has been some 

extreme change observed through community-based ground surveys. 

 

9.6.3 ALLOCATION OF HARVEST  

If a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) is recommended it shall be determined and allocated 

in accordance with processes described in the NLCA. 

 

 

10.0 COMMUNICATION BETWEEN STAKEHOLDERS AND WITH USERS  

Communication is the responsibility of all parties engaged in wildlife management. 

Knowledge must flow both ways - between local knowledge holders and management 

agencies. There will be varied communication and education techniques used 

depending on the message and the intended audience. They may include local radio 



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 26 
 

programs, visits to schools, posters or presentations, public meetings, and on-the-land 

gatherings.  

 

Stakeholders will meet on an annual basis to discuss survey results and island group 

status and to take appropriate actions when needed. Further details on the annual 

meeting will be provided in the Action Plan.  

 

The information communicated to the public will include island group status; any 

voluntary or management limits on harvesting; what is being monitored and why; the 

results of the monitoring programs; why harvesting mostly bulls rather than cows may 

be preferable; and education of youth in traditional hunting practices. 

 

 

11.0 UPDATING THE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Plan will first be reviewed after seven years (i.e. 2020) and at ten-year intervals 

thereafter. Any party may request a review, at any time, through a letter to the other 

signatories. 
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12.0 SIGNATORIES TO THE PLAN  

Iviq Hunters and Trappers Association  

Resolute Bay Hunters and Trappers Association 

Ikajutit Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Spence Bay Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Ekaluktutiak Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Kurairojuark Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Gjoa Haven Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Wildlife Department 

Qikiqtaalik Wildlife Board 

Kitikmeot Hunters and Trappers Association 

Nunavut Department of Environment, Wildlife Management Division 
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APPENDIX B 

Recommended stakeholder working group for annual meetings 

The stakeholder working group consists of the Chairpersons (and/or their alternates) of: 

Iviq Hunters and Trappers Association 

Resolute Bay Hunters and Trappers Association 

Ikajutit Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Spence Bay Hunters and Trappers Organization  

Ekaluktutiak Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Kurairojuark Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Gjoa Haven Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Qikiktaalik Wildlife Board 

Kitikmeot Hunters and Trappers Association 

And staff from the: 

Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. 

GN DoE, Regional Biologists and Regional Managers 

Additional experts, either scientists or qaujimanilik, will be invited as required for 

support. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND TOTAL ALLOWABLE HARVEST BY ISLAND GROUP 

General Recommendations 

It is recommended to establish management units based on the proposed nine Island 

Groups. This includes six as presented in “Recent trends and abundance of Peary 

Caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) and Muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) in the 

Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut”, and three additional management units in the 

Kitikmeot region. This will facilitate future collection of consistent data for comparison 

and management decisions. However there is a need for provisions within the 

management plans to allow for finer scale management in response to changes in 

Peary caribou numbers, such as those observed through community observations or 

by additional survey work where warranted. In particular, the HTOs should control local 

harvesting within an agreed upon herd size, thus allowing for management at the 

community level. 

Working with all stakeholders, an ongoing community-based ground survey program 

should be established with the appropriate financial and technical support. This would 

occur, due to the spatial scale, on a rotating basis so that areas will be monitored at 

least every two or three years, unless observations of decline trigger more intensive 

efforts. The ground based surveys would be primarily in areas other than where regular 

community harvest occurs as normal harvest areas will be monitored through harvest 

reporting. Surveys should be followed with an annual meeting of stakeholders to review 

the results and recommend management changes where required. 

Observed changes from the community monitoring program (observations of die-offs, 

starvation, population increase or decrease) would trigger:  

1) Potential aerial surveys if declines are considered significant,

2) Increased frequency and coverage of community ground survey if declines are

considered less significant but still noteworthy,

3) Community based changes in harvest level that would occur within a predetermined

upper and lower limit.

Predominately all island groups have declined and remain at low density with the 

exception of Bathurst and Melville, which are both showing signs of recovery. Caution 

must be exercised to prevent local extirpations. As harvest restrictions may only be to 

the level to address a valid conservation concern, there is currently a strong argument 

to maintain harvest restrictions for several island groups.  
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Harvest restrictions must allow communities to have input and control over how harvest 

will be allocated by allowing flexibility for HTO’s to respond to changes in Peary caribou 

numbers that they observe and monitor through community-based ground surveys. 

These surveys may trigger more extensive ground or aerial surveys in the case of 

observed declines. An annual survey/meeting structure will allow for management 

action at the community level to occur in a timely and responsive manner.  

Harvest reporting and sample collection is critical information for management. Each 

harvest should be reported through a hunter report. Information collected on the reports 

should include date, location (Latitude and Longitude), hunters name, tag number, sex, 

approximate age, and size of group harvested from. A Peary caribou health monitoring 

program should be established and sample kits provided to the hunters. The information 

provided will further our understanding of survival rates, diet, health, and space use. 

There is also a need to indentify population boundaries to better manage Peary caribou. 

With the current low numbers of Peary caribou in some of the island groups it is 

suggested to consider male sex selective harvests to help conserve females in the effort 

to reduce impacts and promote potential recovery. 

Specific Island group TAH recommendations 

Ellesmere Island Group (PC-01) 

It is recommended to maintain existing harvest levels with a TAH of 45- 50 (allowing 

community to adjust as required within that amount). This harvest rate may impact 

caribou on south Ellesmere negatively; to alleviate this effect there should be 

encouragement and support to increase harvest on north Ellesmere. Harvest reporting 

and sample submission for genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of 

Peary caribou genetics and movement. 

Axel Heiburg Group (PC-02) 

No harvest occurs here and the population is abundant, therefore no TAH is required. 

Should harvest start to occur here, as determined through harvest reporting, the 

stakeholder working group should discuss potential harvest limits. Recommend no 

harvest by non- Inuit. 

Ringnes Islands Group (PC-03) 

No harvesting occurs here, therefore no TAH is required. Should harvest start to occur 

here, as determined through harvest reporting, the stakeholder working group should 

discuss potential harvest limits. Recommend no harvest by non- Inuit. 
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Devon Island Group (PC-04) 

With only 17 animals observed in 2008 and no abundance estimate, this group should 

be under a moratorium until such time as an increase is observed through community-

based ground surveys. Harvest reporting and sample submission for genetics will assist 

greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and movement. 

Bathurst Island Group (PC-05) 

Managing for recovery, a conservative TAH based on the preliminary results of the 2013 

estimate of 1200 caribou would be 36 caribou (a 3% harvest rate). Although scientific 

knowledge and local knowledge agree that there is recovery in this group caution is 

warranted in order to not jeopardize that recovery. Harvest reporting and sample 

submission for genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary 

caribou genetics and movement. 

Prince of Wales Group (PC-06) 

With too few caribou to support harvesting at current numbers, this group should be 

under a moratorium until such time as an increase is observed through community 

based monitoring. Survey frequency should be increase to monitor sign of recovery. 

Harvest reporting and sample submission for genetics will assist greatly in 

understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and movement. 

Victoria Island Group (PC-07) 

As there is no targeted harvest in the area and only an occasional caribou is taken 

opportunistically, no TAH is required. Harvest reporting and sample submission for 

genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and 

movement. Should harvest reporting indicate an increase over the current rate of 

sporadic opportunistic harvest the stakeholder working group should discuss potential 

harvest limits. Recommend no harvest by non- Inuit. 

Boothia Peninsula Group (PC-08) 

As there is no targeted harvest in the area, and only an occasional caribou is taken 

opportunistically, no TAH is required. Harvest reporting and sample submission for 

genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and 

movement. Should harvest reporting indicate an increase over the current occasional 

harvest, the stakeholder working group should discuss potential harvest limits. 

Recommend no harvest by non- Inuit. 

King William Island Group (PC-10) 

As there is no targeted harvest in the area and only an occasional caribou is taken 

opportunistically, no TAH is required. Harvest reporting and sample submission for 

genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and 

movement. Should harvest reporting indicate an increase over the current rate of 
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sporadic opportunistic harvest, the stakeholder working group should discuss potential 

harvest limits. Recommend no harvest by non- Inuit. 
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Note:  

This draft is based upon the format and language used in the document “Taking Care of 

Caribou -The Cape Bathurst, Bluenose West, and Bluenose East Barren Ground 

Caribou Herds Management Plan” developed by the stakeholders and Terriplan 

Consultants and submitted to the Advisory Committee for the Cooperation on Wildlife 

Management. The majority of technical information is derived from the GN DoE report 

“Recent trends and abundance of Peary Caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) and 

Muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) in the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut”. The 

information contained herein is an amalgamation of both documents and the work in 

both those documents represents the talent, skill and considerable efforts of those 

involved respectively.  



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 3 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
1.0 SUMMARY  

  

2.0 PURPOSE OF THE PLAN   

2.1 CO-MANAGEMENT  
  

3.0 HOW THE PLAN WAS DEVELOPED 
   

4.0 GOALS OF THE PLAN   

 4.1 INUIT QAUJIMAJATUQANGIT 
 

5.0 PEARY CARIBOU BIOLOGY AND MANAGEMENT 

5.1 PEARY CARIBOU RANGE 

5.2 MANAGEMENT OF PEARY CARIBOU THROUGH ISLAND GROUPS 

 5.2.1 Ellesmere Island Group 

 5.2.2 Axel Heiberg Island Group  

 5.2.3 Ringnes Island Group 

 5.2.4 Devon Island Group 

 5.2.5 The Bathurst Island Group  

 5.2.6 Prince of Wales/Somerset Island Group 

 5.2.7 Boothia Peninsula  

 5.2.8 Victoria Island Group  

 5.2.9 King William Island Group 
 

6.0 THE USERS 
 

7.0 STATUS OF THE ISLAND GROUPS  

7.1 SURVEY HISTORY 

7.2 ISLAND GROUPS  

7.2.1 Ellesmere Island Group 

 7.2.2 Axel Heiberg Group  

 7.2.3 Ringnes Island Group  

 7.2.4 Devon Island Group 

 7.2.5 The Bathurst Island Group  

 7.2.6 Prince of Wales/Somerset Island Group 

 7.2.7 Boothia Peninsula Group 

 7.2.8 Victoria Island Group 

 7.2.9 King William Island Group  
 

8.0 MONITORING 

8.1 MAIN CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING ISLAND GROUP STATUS   

8.1.1 POPULATION SIZE   



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 4 
 

8.1.2 RECRUITMENT   

8.1.3 BULL-TO-COW RATIO   

8.1.4 BODY CONDITION AND HEALTH   

8.1.5 HARVEST   

8.1.6 POPULATION TREND AND RATE OF CHANGE   

8.2 ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING STATUS   

8.2.1 PREDATORS   

8.2.2 ENVIRONMENT AND HABITAT   

8.2.3 HUMAN DISTURBANCE  
  

9.0 TOOLS FOR DECISION MAKING   

9.1 HOW CARIBOU POPULATIONS CYCLE OVER TIME   

9.2 WHEN TO TAKE ACTION   

9.3 USING MONITORING INFORMATION TO MAKE DECISIONS 

9.4 WHAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS CAN WE TAKE   

9.4.1 HARVEST   

9.4.2 LAND USE ACTIVITIES   

9.4.3 COMMUNICATION AND EDUCATION 

9.4.4 HABITAT 

9.5 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BASED ON ISLAND GROUP STATUS  

9.6 PROCESS TO MAKE DECISIONS  

9.6.1 GUIDING DOCUMENTS: ACTION PLAN  

9.6.2 STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS  

9.6.3 ALLOCATION OF HARVEST 

  

10.0 HOW WE COMMUNICATE 

  

11.0 HOW WE UPDATE THE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

  

12.0 SIGNATORIES TO THE PLAN  

 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - RECOMMENDATIONS AND TOTAL ALLOWABLE HARVEST BY 

ISLAND GROUP 

 

APPENDIX B – RECOMMENDED MEMBERSHIP ON THE ANNUAL MEETING 

WORKING GROUP 

 

APPENDIX C- THE ACTION PLAN 

 

 



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 5 
 

1.0 Summary  

Peary caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) are a distinct caribou subspecies that occurs 

almost entirely on islands within the Canadian Arctic Archipelago. These ungulates live 

the farthest north of all caribou in North America, and are the smallest in stature and in 

population size. In February 2011 Peary caribou were listed as Endangered under the 

Species at Risk Act (SARA) due to declines in abundance and expected unpredictable 

declines due to changes in long-term weather patterns.  

 

Caribou are of major cultural, traditional and economic importance to Inuit, and are also 

a vital part of the Arctic ecosystem. Nunavummiut are concerned about the status of 

Peary caribou and their habitat as determined through public workshops in Grise Fiord 

and Resolute Bay. Peary caribou harvest in Nunavut has not been restricted through 

legislation; rather the Resolute Bay Hunters and Trappers Association (HTA) and the 

Iviq HTA of Grise Fiord have imposed temporary harvest restrictions on their members 

during periods of marked declines. Inuit knowledge however suggests that increasing 

land-use activity, such as resource exploration, poses a greater potential threat to Peary 

caribou and their habitat than hunting pressure.  

 

The Department of Environment of the Government of Nunavut (GN DoE) has the 

ultimate responsibility for the management and conservation of Peary caribou within its 

jurisdiction. To address the DoE mandate for management this plan recommends 

management units and harvest levels to establish the basis of new regulations under 

the Wildlife Act as well as recommendations for ongoing monitoring of population trends 

and harvest through an inclusive approach with all co-management partners. This will 

include provisions for future monitoring and research, Inuit involvement in research, 

monitoring and decision making, and consensus based decision making in response to 

observed changes in population.  

  

2.0 PURPOSE OF THE PLAN  

The need for a management plan for Peary caribou is born out of several issues 

including Inuit harvest rights, territorial responsibility for species management, changes 

in land use needs, population declines, and changing climate. The long term 

Department of Environment study on Peary caribou “Recent trends and abundance of 

Peary Caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) and Muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) in the 

Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut” has produced the first modern, comprehensive 

assessment of the current status of Peary Caribou in Nunavut. With the completion of 

the DOE report, and the success of community workshops held in Grise Fiord and 

Resolute, the development of management plans is essential. The need for a plan is 

also connected to the survey results, which for some areas are becoming outdated, 

although the results remain valid as a baseline. 
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The Peary Caribou Management Plan provides a snapshot of current population 

estimates and trends for the species across its range and establishes overall principles 

and goals for the conservation of Peary caribou in Nunavut. It highlights the critical need 

for co management partners to work together, defines roles of stakeholders, and 

provides a framework to guide management of the species throughout its range to 

accomplish the goals identified in Section 4.0. 

 

The GN DoE report “Recent trends and abundance of Peary Caribou and Muskoxen in 

the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut” provides greater technical detail on the 

specific island groups and their status, both historical and current. The more recent GN 

report “Distribution and abundance of Peary caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyii) and 

muskox (Ovibos moschatus) on the Bathurst Island Group, May 2013” provides 

additional information. 

  

2.1  CO-MANAGEMENT  

This plan was developed through cooperation and dialogue between co management 

partners in Nunavut including participation by: 

 

Iviq Hunters and Trappers Association (Grise Fjord) 

Resolute Bay Hunters and Trappers Association 

Ikajutit Hunters and Trappers Organization (Arctic Bay) 

Spence Bay Hunters and Trappers Organization (Taloyoak) 

Ekaluktutiak Hunters and Trappers Organization (Cambridge Bay) 

Kurairojuark Hunters and Trappers Organization (Kugaaruk) 

Gjoa Haven Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Wildlife Department 

Nunavut Department of Environment, Wildlife Management Division 

 

3.0 HOW THE PLAN WAS DEVELOPED   

The Plan was developed in collaboration with the communities that harvest Peary 

caribou as well as the other co management partners under the Nunavut Land Claims 

Agreement (NLCA). Two rounds of community workshops were conducted in 2010 and 

2011 in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in addition to the ongoing exchange of 

information during the aerial and ground surveys.  

The workshops were designed to: 

 Share results of GN DoE research 

 Gather local expert knowledge 

 Seek consensus on management and monitoring actions 

 

The initial draft was developed for further community and stakeholder involvement by 

GN DoE and consultations were conducted in March 2012 in the Qikiqtaalik Region and 
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March 2013 in the Kitikmeot Region. The final draft will be submitted to the NWMB for 

approval and will form the basis for development of Regulations under the Wildlife Act.  

  

4.0 GOALS OF THE PLAN   

The goals of the Management Plan are to provide guidance and direction to the co-

management partners and are as follows:  

 To manage Peary caribou in a co-operative manner that involves the full   

participation of communities and engagement of co management partners.  

 To include Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and scientific knowledge equally in the 

management process.  

 To promote local and regional involvement in decision making.  

 To protect, conserve and manage Peary caribou in a sustainable manner.  

 To ensure the full and effective participation of Inuit and co management partners 

in ongoing monitoring and management of Peary caribou, and decision making.  

 

4.1 INUIT QAUJIMAJATUQANGIT 

Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) is the knowledge and insight gained by Inuit through 

generations of living in close contact with nature. For Inuit, IQ is an inseparable part of 

their culture and includes rules and views that affect modern resource use.  

 

The practical application of IQ with scientific information demonstrates the value of local 

consultations, and documenting and preserving IQ before it is lost. The communities, 

through the HTOs, will be consulted on an on-going basis to ensure that IQ is utilized in 

conjunction with scientific information in the management of Peary caribou.  

 

This plan supports those values and reflects the following principles: 

 Management decisions will reflect the wise and sustainable use of Peary caribou.  

 Adequate habitat (quantity and quality) is fundamental to the welfare of Peary 

caribou.  

 Management decisions will be based on the best available information - both 

science and IQ; and management actions will not be postponed in the absence 

of complete information, whether from science or IQ. 

 Effective management requires participation, openness and cooperation among 

all users and agencies responsible for caribou and their habitat.  

 We must anticipate and minimize negative impacts to caribou and their habitat.  

 

5.0 PEARY CARIBOU BIOLOGY AND MANAGEMENT 

Common name (English): Peary caribou 

Common name (French): Caribou de Peary 

Inuktitut name:  Tuktu 
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Innuinaqtun name: Qinianaq or Tuktuinal (‘small caribou”) 

Scientific Name: Rangifer tarandus pearyi 

 

Status:  SARA – Endangered 

  Wild Species 2010 – At Risk 

 

5.1 PEARY CARIBOU RANGE 

Endemic to Canada, the terrestrial range of Peary caribou is roughly 540,000 km
2 

and 

extends across the Queen Elizabeth Islands in the north, the mid-Arctic islands and 

from the west of Banks Island to Somerset and the Boothia Peninsula in the southeast 

(Figure 1). Ice surrounds the islands for most of the year and caribou on some islands 

use the sea ice during seasonal migrations. The range is vast and the area is 

characterized by extreme weather, long periods of either continual darkness or 

continual light, and large expanses of ice, bare ground, and rock. The landscape is 

characterized by a polar desert and polar semi-desert where environmental conditions 

approach the physiological tolerance limits of plants. 

 

5.2 MANAGEMENT OF PEARY CARIBOU BY ISLAND GROUPS 

The GN DoE report “Recent trends and abundance of Peary Caribou and Muskoxen in 

the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut,” is the most reliable study of Peary caribou 

in Nunavut to date on which to base this management plan. This report provides the 

baseline for scientific knowledge of Peary caribou, as well as providing the estimates of 

numbers of Peary Caribou and specific habitat for management purposes. 

 

As outlined in the report, Peary caribou make seasonal movements among islands 

within their range, and are also known to make longer distance movements in response 

to severe weather. The following proposed island grouping (Figure 1) applies the best 

available scientific information and Inuit knowledge about Peary caribou movement and 

proposes geographic units that are useful for management of the species. This plan 

refers to each management group by the ‘Island Group’ name. For the purpose of the 

management plan, it is important to note that the island group management units are 

not to be considered as discrete populations or sub-populations as adequate genetic 

information is not available to define populations at this time.  

The Queen Elizabeth Islands (QEI) form the majority of the island groups, with the 

Bathurst Island group, the Axel Heiburg Island group, the Ringnes Island Group, the 

Ellesmere Island Group and the Devon Island Group being wholly within the QEI.   
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Figure 1. Proposed Peary Caribou Management Units 

 

Melville Island for the purposes of this management plan is placed within the Victoria 

Island group. 
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5.2.1 Ellesmere Island Group (PC-01). Ellesmere Island is the largest of the Queen 

Elizabeth Islands (197,577 km2). The island is largely covered by mountain ranges and 

glaciers that are separated by a series of east-west passes. These features fragment 

the island, particularly where the north end of Vendom Fiord approaches the Prince of 

Wales Ice Cap, and divides the southern portion of the island from the north. Vegetation 

is sparse with mosses, lichens, and cold-hardy vascular plants such as sedges and 

cottongrass dominant at higher elevations while mosses and low-growing herbs and 

shrubs, such as purple saxifrage, Dryas spp., arctic willow, kobresia, sedge, and arctic 

poppy more common at lower elevations. 

 

5.2.2 Axel Heiberg Group (PC-02). Axel Heiberg Island (42,319 km2) is separated from 

Ellesmere Island by Nansen and Eureka Sound. This island is mountainous and 

includes the Princess Margaret Range, which runs north to south through its center. 

Large ice caps cover much of the landmass and spawn many glaciers that flow primarily 

to the west. East of the Princess Margaret Range, vegetation progresses from an herb-

shrub transition zone at higher elevations to an enriched low shrub zone along the low-

lying coast. There, plant species are diverse and dense, dominated by shrubs and 

sedge meadows.  

 

5.2.3 Ringnes Island Group (PC-03). This island group consists of Ellef Ringnes, 

Amund Ringnes, Lougheed, King Christian, Cornwall, and Meighen Islands, all situated 

to the west of Axel Heiberg Island and north of the Bathurst Island Complex. Lougheed 

Island (1,321 km2) has vegetation described as entirely herbaceous with rich vegetation 

patches. Ellef Ringnes Island (11,428 km2) is sparsely vegetated with low plant 

diversity.  

 

Amund Ringnes Island (5,299 km2) is relatively low lying but features greater relief in 

the north. Vegetation is entirely herbaceous with the southern half of the island 

supporting more diverse vegetation, primarily herbaceous plants with some shrubs and 

sedges. To the south of Amund Ringnes is Cornwall Island, a small hilly landmass also 

dominated by herbaceous vegetation. Meighen Island (approximately 933 km2), to the 

northeast of Amund Ringnes, is low-lying with sparse herbaceous vegetation and a 

large centrally located glacier. King Christian Island is located southwest of Ellef 

Ringnes, has an area of 647 km2. 

 

 

5.2.4 Devon Island Group (PC-04). Devon Island (55,534 km2; including small proximal 

islands) is characterized by several mountain ranges (e.g. Cunningham Mountains, 

Treuter Mountains, and the Douro Range), coastal lowlands, and extensive glaciers. 

The Devon Ice Cap covers a large portion of eastern Devon Island. Extensive uplands 

stretch west of the Ice Cap across central Devon Island. Low-lying areas occur in 
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coastal areas, primarily along the north and western coast (the Truelove lowlands), but 

also other smaller areas. The landscape is predominantly polar desert with sparse cover 

of vascular plants; however low lying areas support a greater diversity of vegetation 

dominated by low shrubs and sedges. 

 

5.2.5 The Bathurst Island Group (PC-05). This group of islands includes the Bathurst 

Island Complex (BIC), and Cornwallis and Little Cornwallis Islands. The BIC (19,644 

km2) includes Bathurst Island and five major satellite islands (> 200 km2; Cameron, 

Vanier, Alexander, Massey, and Helena), and three minor satellite islands. These 

islands are low-lying with few areas exceeding 300 m elevation. The terrain is sparsely 

vegetated however low-lying wetlands such as at Goodsir-Bracebridge Inlet have a 

higher cover of sedges and low-growing willows. Cornwallis and Little Cornwallis Islands 

(7,474 km2 including small proximal islands) are low-lying with uplands and hills below 

300 m and mostly polar desert with sparse vegetation. Portions of the western coastline 

and Eleanor Lake watershed (Cornwallis Island) support more diverse vegetation, 

including prostrate shrubs in moderately moist habitats, and sedges in the wet areas. 

 

5.2.6 Prince of Wales/Somerset Island Group (PC-06). Prince of Wales (33,274 km2) 

is a tundra-covered island that features many small inland lakes. Although the island is 

generally below 300 m in elevation, some uplands occur along the eastern coast and 

across the north. Russell Island and Prescott Island are small proximal islands north 

and east of Prince of Wales, respectively. Somerset Island (24,548 km2), separated 

from Prince of Wales Island by Peel Sound, is hilly with extensive uplands. 

5.2.7 Victoria Island Group (PC-07). This group includes Victoria Island (217,291 km2) 

and Melville Island (42,149 km2). Both of these islands have a shared border with the 

Northwest Territories. The eastern two thirds of Victoria Island lie in Nunavut along with 

roughly the eastern half of Melville Island. The majority of Victoria Island lies within the 

Victoria Lowlands is characterized by a discontinuous upland vegetative cover 

dominated by purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas spp., arctic willow, alpine 

foxtail, and wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of sedge, cottongrass, 

saxifrage spp., and moss. Remaining upland areas are largely devoid of vegetation. 

Besides the presence of Mount Pelly and Little Pelly, elevations lie predominantly below 

100 m asl. except in central Victoria Island where elevations rise up to over 200 m asl.  

 

A small portion of Victoria Island, along the northwest boundary with NWT, is composed 

of the Shaler Mountains. The Shaler Mountains are characterized by a 40-60% 

vegetative cover mixed with exposed bedrock. Tundra vegetation includes purple 

saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas spp., arctic willow, alpine foxtail, and wood rush. 

Wet areas have a continuous cover of sedge, cottongrass, saxifrage spp., and moss. 

The centre part of the mountains reaches about 760 m asl.  
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Melville Island is predominately within the Parry Plateau. It has a sparse and 

discontinuous vegetative cover of moss, along with mixed low-growing herbs and 

shrubs such as purple saxifrage, Dryas spp., arctic willow, kobresia, sedge, and arctic 

poppy. The terrain of this plateau is strongly ridged. Their elevations average less than 

250 m asl. Separate, flat-floored, longitudinal valleys are transected by rugged, ravine-

like cross valleys. On Melville Island, a few hills reach 760 m asl, and cliff-walled fjord-

like bays and straits cut deeply into the uplifted plateau.  

 
5.2.8 Boothia Peninsula (PC-08). Boothia Peninsula (32,331km2) is predominately 
covered by the Boothia Plateau uplands. Vegetation is discontinuous, and dominated by 
tundra species such as purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas spp., arctic willow, 
alpine foxtail, and wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of sedge, 
cottongrass, saxifrage spp., and moss. It averages around 760 m asl. Bedrock 
outcroppings are common.   
 
The eastern side of the Boothia Peninsula along the lowland coastal fringes of Boothia 
and Simpson peninsulas is composed of plains. It is characterized by discontinuous 
upland tundra vegetation, dominated by purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas 
spp., arctic willow, alpine foxtail, and wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of 
sedge, cottongrass, saxifrage spp., and moss. The region slopes gently southward, 
ranging from sea level to about 300 m asl.  
 
The south-western coastal portion of the Boothia Peninsula lies within the Victoria 

Lowlands which is characterized by a discontinuous upland vegetative cover dominated 

by purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas spp., arctic willow, alpine foxtail, and 

wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of sedge, cottongrass, saxifrage spp., 

and moss. Elevations lie predominantly below 100 m asl. 

 

5.2.9 King William Island Group (PC-10). King William Island (13,111 km2)  is separated 

from the Boothia Peninsula by the James Ross Strait to the northeast, Rae Strait to the 

east, Victoria Strait to the west, and Simpson Strait to the south. Satellite islands include 

the Irving Islands, the Todd Islets, Matty Island, the Tennent Islands, and the Clarence 

Islands.  

 

This group is in the Victoria Lowlands region which is characterized by a discontinuous 

upland vegetative cover dominated by purple saxifrage, other saxifrage spp., Dryas 

spp., arctic willow, alpine foxtail, and wood rush. Wet areas have a continuous cover of 

sedge, cottongrass, saxifrage spp., and moss. Remaining upland areas are largely 

devoid of vegetation. Elevations lie predominantly below 100 m asl. 

 

 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Boothia_Peninsula
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_Ross_Strait
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rae_Strait
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Victoria_Strait
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Simpson_Strait
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Matty_Island
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tennent_Islands
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clarence_Islands
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clarence_Islands
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6.0 THE USERS  

Inuit are the traditional and current users of Peary caribou. The communities of 

Resolute Bay and Grise Ford were established in the early 1950’s by the Canadian 

government as part of an arctic sovereignty program. Inuit that were relocated to these 

communities relied on the availability of Peary caribou as a food source. This reliance 

continues today. Arctic Bay is also an occasional user in the Qikiqtaaluk region. In the 

Kitikmeot region, the communities of Cambridge Bay, Taloyaok, Gjoa Haven, and 

Kugaaruk are also occasional users of Peary caribou; when Peary caribou are available 

they are taken opportunistically by harvesters from these communities. 

 

7.0 STATUS OF THE ISLAND GROUPS  

7.1 SURVEY HISTORY 

In 1961 the first comprehensive survey of Peary caribou done in a single season across 

the Queen Elizabeth Islands was completed. During this survey approximately 25,845 

Peary caribou were estimated. The majority of caribou (approximately 94%) were 

located in the western Queen Elizabeth Islands (QEI) (Bathurst Island Complex, 

Cornwallis, Melville, Prince Patrick, Eglinton, Emerald, Borden, Mackenzie King, and 

Brock). Survey coverage of some island groups, particularly Ellesmere, was minimal.  

 

The first population estimates for the western Arctic islands included a 1972 estimate of 

11,000 Peary caribou on Banks Island, a 1974 estimate of 5,515 Peary caribou on the 

eastern islands of Prince of Wales and Somerset Islands and 561 Peary caribou on the 

Boothia Peninsula in 1974, and a 1980 estimate of 4512 Peary caribou on northwestern 

Victoria Island. Combined with the 1961 QEI estimate, these estimates of abundance 

reveal a historic number of 48,000 Peary caribou throughout their entire range.  

 

The decline of Peary caribou is characterized by four major die-offs which were 

observed primarily in the western Queen Elizabeth Islands between 1970 and 1998. 

Die-off events have been associated with deep snow and icing, which can limit access 

to forage, increase energy requirements, and lead to extreme under-nutrition and death. 

Observations by local Inuit are in agreement, reporting up to 2 inches of ice in some 

years.  

 

Although limited, the data suggests that periods of decline and recovery vary among 

island groups, and a variety of factors such as human activities, landscape changes, 

predation, hunting, and competition with other herbivores may also contribute to the 

fluctuation of caribou. Inuit in Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord have identified exploration 

activities (i.e. oil and gas, coal and base minerals) as an additional stressor for caribou 

during some winters. They suggest that during years of high snow accumulation, 

industrial activities can prevent caribou from moving into areas that may be vital for their 

survival.  



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 14 
 

 

7.2 STATUS OF ISLAND GROUPS 

7.2.1 Ellesmere Island Group  

Results from the first aerial survey in 1961 suggested that there were approximately 200 

caribou on Ellesmere Island, but only a small portion of the island was studied. The 

most recent survey (2005 and 2006) for Ellesmere Island revealed extremely low 

densities of 8-9 caribou/1000 km2 for Peary caribou, which implies approximately 1,000 

animals. Unfortunately surveys of Ellesmere Island are infrequent and limited in their 

spatial coverage making the determination of a trend in number impossible in this 

group. By 2003, Inuit reported that numbers of caribou on southern Ellesmere were 

increasing.  

 

7.2.2 Axel Heiberg Island Group  

The 1961 estimate of about 300 caribou on the island was based on limited survey 

coverage. No other surveys of the island have occurred since that time until 2007. The 

last survey results show a higher number of caribou than the only previous description 

of caribou abundance for Axel Heiberg Island. Lack of data and this 50-year gap in 

monitoring make it impossible to discuss population status or trends for Peary caribou 

on Axel Heiberg Island.  

 

The Axel Heiberg Group currently supports the largest population of Peary caribou in 

Nunavut, with an estimated 2,291 animals based on 2007 survey results. This 

population accounts for a significant portion of the total estimated Peary caribou 

population within the Nunavut range. This may be a consequence of the local climate, 

plant biomass and diversity of vegetation, the varied topography, and isolation from 

human disturbance.  

 

7.2.3 Ringnes Island Group  

The 2007 survey of the Ringnes Island Group estimated a total of 654 caribou.  

Survey results suggest that caribou abundance is lower than the historical value of 

1,324 in summer 1961. Overall it is difficult to interpret trends or fluctuation within this 

Island Group as survey information is limited, typical seasonal movement patterns are 

unknown, and the only two surveys completed have occurred at different times of year. 

Nonetheless, the overall proportion of calves (14%) observed in 2007 is encouraging 

given the extreme northern latitude and the small calf crops recorded for other survey 

areas. 

 

7.2.4 Devon Island Group  

The few surveys conducted suggest that Devon Island supports only a low number of 

Peary caribou. During a full island survey completed in 1961, 150 Peary caribou were 

estimated. Minimum counts for western Devon Island in 2002 suggested that caribou 
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numbers were low. In 2008, the count remained low with 17 Peary caribou. Thus, it 

appears that Peary caribou have existed at low numbers in the Devon Island group, 

although numbers are decreasing from previous estimates or counts which indicate a 

declining trend. 

 

Movement patterns for caribou on Devon Island are not well understood and it is 

possible that there were caribou in other areas of the island at the time surveys were 

conducted. Inuit knowledge indicates that there have been caribou on the northeastern 

coast of Devon Island, on the Grinnell Peninsula, and that they can reliably be found 

along the western coast of the island.  

 

7.2.5 Bathurst Island Group  

The 2013 survey showed a significant increase in Peary caribou numbers, more than 

1200 caribou, over the previous 2001 estimate of 187, however it is still low in relation to 

historical values of over 3,000 individuals (including calves) in both 1961 and 1994. 

Although evaluation of trends in abundance is complicated by differences in survey 

design and the inclusion or exclusion of calves, the overall trend of decline and current 

recovery is apparent. 

 

This group has seen sharp fluctuations in 1973-74, and again in 1995-1997. The first 

two surveys of the Bathurst Island Complex (BIC, which consists of Bathurst, Vanier, 

Cameron Alexander, Massey, and Marc islands) were separated by 12 years (1961-

1973) and revealed an 83% reduction in this caribou population from 3,565 to 608 (both 

estimates including calves). Late winter and summer surveys in 1973 and 1974 

respectively identified a further reduction in caribou numbers to 228 (no calves were 

observed). This additional 62% decline was attributed to deep snow cover and icing, 

which caused widespread mortality and resulted in little or no reproductive success. 

Subsequent surveys from 1985 to 1994 indicated an increase and by 1994 Peary 

caribou were estimated at 3,100 on the BIC. Aerial surveys in 1995, 1996, and 1997 

revealed a second die-off with an all-time low estimate of 78 caribou in 1997. Based on 

carcass counts, it was estimated that 85% of the overall decline was directly related to 

caribou mortality (and not movement). During the survey in 2001, the number of caribou 

in this group was estimated at 187.  

 

Since that time Inuit have reported a slow increase in Peary caribou numbers. In 2010, 

Parks Canada conducted a reconnaissance survey on Bathurst Island and counted 300 

Peary caribou in a non-systematic survey with no estimate derived. An aerial survey 

was conducted of the entire Bathurst Island group in May 2013 which generated a 

preliminary updated estimate of 1300 caribou which corresponds to Inuit observation of 

recovery since 2001. 
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For the Cornwallis Islands the only observation of live caribou in the 2001 survey was 

on northwest Cornwallis Island. Two caribou were seen on southern Cornwallis Island, 

and another single caribou on Little Cornwallis Island during the 2013 survey, but 

occasional tracks and local knowledge also suggest densities remain very low. Previous 

estimates that include both Cornwallis Island and Little Cornwallis Island are limited to 

the summer 1961 and 1988, when 43 and 51caribou (with calves) were estimated 

respectively. Earlier surveys of Little Cornwallis in 1973 and 1974, produced estimates 

of 8 and 12 caribou, respectively, with no calves observed. By the mid- to late 1960s, 

Inuit reported that it was difficult to find caribou on this island and that none were 

observed from 1990 to 2003. These observations are consistent with ground and aerial 

survey results from 2002.  

 

7.2.6 Prince of Wales Island Group  

Peary caribou in this Group declined from an estimated 5,682 caribou (one year or 

older) in 1974 to a minimum count of two in 1996. Current scientific knowledge indicates 

that there has been little recovery since 1996. During the 2004 aerial survey, no Peary 

caribou were observed on the Prince of Wales Island Group. These results are 

consistent with ground surveys of Prince of Wales Island in 2004 and Somerset Island 

in 2005, in which crews reported only four caribou after traveling a distance of 4,831 km. 

Local knowledge however, indicates that there has been some return or increase in 

recent years as they see more caribou on the coast of Prince of Wales Island however 

there is presently no monitoring in place to help determine if the herd is recovering.  

 
7.2.7 Boothia Peninsula Group.  

Boothia Peninsula has had aerial surveys from 1961 to 1995. During this time some 

surveys have counted both Peary and Barren ground caribou together and others have 

counted them separately so extrapolation of trend is difficult. Regardless, local 

knowledge indicates that Peary caribou numbers have always been relatively low with 

some fluctuation over periods of decades. Peary caribou have been seen primarily north 

of Taloyoak and less frequently north of Kugaaruk and at the north end of the Simpson 

Peninsula. Peary caribou are known to have used Lady Parry Island.  

 

Hunters in Taloyoak harvest Peary caribou opportunistically with a couple taken every 

year. Historically more Peary caribou where taken in the 1960’s and 1970’s when they 

were more abundant. In Kugaaruk, harvest is also opportunistic with only a caribou 

harvested every few years. There is currently no system in place to report the Peary 

caribou harvested at these locations and thus monitor harvest rate.  

 

7.2.8 Victoria Island Group.  

Both Victoria Island and Melville Island have a long history of aerial surveys. Peary 

caribou have been more consistently observed, and at higher numbers on Melville 
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Island with a high of over 10,000 adults in 1961 and a low of 700 in 1972. A recent 

survey of Melville Island conducted by the Government of Northwest Territories (GNWT) 

has produced a new estimate of 2,990 adults in 2012 which suggests a recovery from 

the 1972 low. No harvest currently occurs in the Nunavut portion of Melville Island. 

 

Local and scientific knowledge indicates that Victoria Island has consistently supported 

Peary caribou at low numbers. IQ also indicates that the distribution for Peary caribou in 

the Nunavut portion is largely in the north-east near Hadley Bay. The known high was 

4,500 (including calves) in 1980 with a known low of 20 adults in 1993. The most recent 

estimate conducted by GNWT was 150 adults in 2010. Peary caribou are harvested by 

Inuit from Cambridge Bay opportunistically, usually in conjunction with polar bear 

hunters travelling to Hadley Bay. Harvest is low with only a few Peary caribou every few 

years although their harvest is not monitored. Caribou harvest is targeted to Dolphin 

and Union caribou which are typically closer to the community. Local preference even 

when Peary caribou are mixed with Dolphin-Union caribou is to harvest the latter. 

 

7.2.9 King William Island Group 

This group has little scientific data and most recent data indicates that this area lies 

outside the normal range of Peary caribou. Local knowledge indicates that Peary 

caribou occasionally move from Boothia Peninsula to the north coast of King William 

Island. Local knowledge suggests that here may also be mixing with Dolphin and Union 

caribou that migrate from Victoria Island.   

 

 

8.0 MONITORING   

The number of Peary caribou per Island Group shows fluctuation over time, with periods 

of abundance and periods of scarcity. Caribou are also known to move over time in 

response to environmental conditions. Monitoring programs collect information about 

changes in number, distribution, and changes in ecological factors that affect caribou 

numbers and health. It is important to involve both scientists and community harvesters 

in monitoring efforts. This plan seeks to ensure that both science and IQ are effectively 

collected and used for research and decision making.  

 

The effects of individual factors, such as weather or human disturbance, can affect 

caribou both individually and at the Island Group level. These factors however can work 

in combination such that the total or cumulative effects may be greater than that which 

occurs from each factor on its own. These impacts may be either positive or negative. 

 

8.1 MAIN CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING ISLAND GROUP STATUS   

The main pieces of information on which management actions will be based include:  

 Population size  



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 18 
 

 Recruitment 

 Bull-to-cow ratio  

 Body condition and health  

 Harvest levels  

 Number trend by management units  
 

8.1.1 ISLAND GROUP STATUS 

The main factor to assess island group status, and the key consideration when 

recommending the sustainable harvest level for any given island group, is the estimated 

number of animals in the Island Group. The current baseline survey completed by GN 

DoE was conducted with aerial distance sampling. Although effective and accurate for 

determining the number of Peary caribou in an Island Group, this method is costly. 

Aerial surveys will continue as required. However the implementation of a community-

based monitoring program involving ground surveys can be conducted in predetermined 

areas, such as traditional hunting areas or areas where caribou are normally seen but 

absent, and provide data to help inform decision making in the interim between aerial 

surveys.   

 

8.1.2 RECRUITMENT 

Recruitment refers to the number of calves that survive to one-year of age. Calf/cow 

ratios are used as a measure of recruitment. Herd composition observed during 

community-based ground surveys and/or aerial surveys will be useful for determining 

the cow/calf ratio.  

 

These ratios, while informative, are often difficult to interpret as they are influenced by 

various factors such as changes in cow mortality. Typically, recruitment rates are low 

before the number of animals begins to decline, whereas high recruitment rates, 

particularly several years in a row, may indicate an increase in herd size. 

 

8.1.3 BULL-TO-COW RATIO 

Caribou bulls can mate with many females within the same season. It is important to 

monitor the bull-to-cow ratio to help determine if there are enough bulls to impregnate 

cows. Monitoring herd structure can be done during the rut both by aerial surveys and 

ground based surveys, by scientists or harvesters, who can provide information on the 

number of bulls observed in relation to the number of cows.    

 

8.1.4 BODY CONDITION AND HEALTH   

The health and condition of individual caribou can affect productivity and survival of 

calves and adults. Sample kits are provided to harvesters to measure or collect: 

pregnancy (presence of fetus), back fat thickness, left kidney with the fat to assess 

contaminant levels and condition, blood samples to assess disease, body condition 
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score, collection of lower front teeth for age determination, and location, date and sex of 

the animal harvested. When a sample kit is not provided, harvesters typically have a 

general overview of the condition of caribou. Body condition information collected by 

community members, harvesters and scientists provides supporting evidence of health.  

 

8.1.5 HARVEST  

Long term monitoring of harvest levels is very important for management decisions, and 

to help determine sustainable harvest rates. However, there is currently no obligation to 

report harvest of Peary caribou in the communities. Establishing a harvest monitoring 

program is a priority and fundamental to the overall monitoring of caribou. Harvest 

reporting is also a means of participation in management by the users at the individual 

level. 

 

8.1.6 ISLAND GROUP TREND AND RATE OF CHANGE   

The trend or the rate of increase or decrease is also a key indicator of island group 

status. Trend can be determined by comparing island group estimates over many years. 

When a population estimate is not possible, we can look at other data to help determine 

the trend, such as recruitment, body condition and health, harvest levels, and bull-cow 

ratio. Beyond the scope of scientific studies, information on the changes in abundance, 

movement, and distribution of caribou on an Island Group can be provided by Inuit 

Qaujimajatuqangit.  

 

8.2 ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING ISLAND GROUP STATUS   

In addition to information on caribou such as population size and cow/calf ratios, there is 

important information about habitat and land use that should be considered. This can 

include habitat quality and quantity, predation, and human disturbance that may limit 

caribou access to parts of their range. Co-management partners can support long-term 

research and monitoring of these factors that will allow provide greater information for 

decision making and more effective review into land use permitting processes.  

 

8.2.1 PREDATORS   

Predators affect caribou behaviour and mortality. Predator numbers tend to decline as 

caribou decline but usually there is a delay of one or two years.If other prey species are 

available, predator numbers may not decline at all. When caribou numbers begin to 

decrease, the impact of predation may become proportionately greater. Caribou users 

have requested increased monitoring of predator populations, measurement of 

predation and the impact of predation on the populations.  

 

8.2.2 ENVIRONMENT AND HABITAT   

Better understanding of cumulative effects at the ecosystem level can be obtained 

through long term research on habitat quality and quantity and impacts of human 
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activities. Co management partners can continue to call for and support such long-term 

research and monitoring. With improved understanding there is a better opportunity to 

use regulatory management tools to limit disturbance on caribou.  

 

Community workshops held in Grise Fiord and Resolute indicate that a combination of 

heavy snow and increased oil exploration and activity (particularly Bent Horn) in the 

early 1970s created a combined effect that may have impacted caribou more than either 

would have on their own. Caribou can move in response to changes in local 

environmental conditions such as increased snow or severe ice events. However at this 

time the increased activities on the land, including seismic activity, may have disrupted 

this ability to move. It was this combination of weather and human activity that caused 

die-offs during this period. This information highlights the importance of improving our 

understanding of cumulative effects and collection and use of local knowledge. 

 
Some steps to assess habitat conditions for each island group are:  

 Develop and monitor key habitat indicators of quality and quantity using remote 

sensing and ground surveys;  

 Monitor trends in climate and weather; and  

 Define seasonal and occasional movement patterns.  

 

8.2.3 HUMAN DISTURBANCE   

Disturbance of caribou from human activities such as aircraft over-flights and resource 

development can influence caribou behaviour and energy use, which in turn can affect 

condition and health. Indirect effects can also include a reduction in quality and quantity 

of habitat or access to quality habitat. Particularly when caribou numbers are low, 

human activities have the potential to alter the rate and extent of the decline or length of 

time it takes the population to recover.  

 

The range of Peary caribou extends over lands that are protected from development 

and lands where exploration is occurring. Concern about the impacts of non-renewable 

resource development has increased as changing ice and weather patterns encourage 

a renewed surge in exploration and potential resource development. 

 
9.0 TOOLS FOR DECISION MAKING   

9.1 HOW CARIBOU POPULATIONS CYCLE OVER TIME   

Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and scientific knowledge agree that caribou populations rise and 

fall over time. The length of the phases varies, particularly the length of time that a 

population stays at a low level. Scientific evidence, the journals of missionaries and 

trading post managers, and IQ all suggest that caribou populations go through cycles 

30-60 years long. The causes for these population cycles in caribou are not well 
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understood, but likely result from several factors such as habitat quality and quantity, 

climate, and disease. In addition to population cycling, caribou can also move over time. 

 

Although Peary caribou have existed at higher levels than today, they have never 

existed at numbers such as the large barren ground herds found to the south. The 

climate and topography of their range favours smaller groups dispersed over the 

landscape. These groups move with weather and food availability and are more 

susceptible to extreme weather events which can cause large die offs.  

  

9.2 WHEN TO TAKE ACTION  

Actions to ensure the future of Peary caribou will be determined in part by the number of 

Peary caribou found in each island group, and whether it is increasing or decreasing. 

Management decisions will also be influenced by other information from harvesters and 

research and monitoring programs, such as recruitment, bull-to-cow ratio, body 

condition and health.  

 

In this management plan there are four levels of island group status and associated 

management actions. These are colour-coded green, yellow, orange, and red. The 

island group status provides a trigger for specific management actions. 

  

Green:  The population 

level is high  

Yellow:  The population 

level is increasing  

Orange:  The population 

level is decreasing  

Red:  The population 

level is low  

 

9.3 USING MONITORING INFORMATION TO MAKE DECISIONS   

Accurate and timely information is necessary for making good management decisions. 

Because the island groups are shared between communities and regions, it is also 

important that information is collected and shared by all harvesters and managers.  

 

Island group status (e.g. green, yellow, orange or red) will be determined based on 

information including:  

 Estimate of the overall population size of the island group  

 Previous estimates to provide a trend (increasing, decreasing, or stable)  

 Additional monitoring indicators such as ground based surveys to supplement the 

interpretation.  
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It is important to have up-to-date information so ensuring sufficient frequency of 

research and monitoring effort is very important. Certain monitoring will take place 

regardless of whether the island group status is green, yellow, orange or red. However, 

the frequency and intensity of monitoring will vary in response to island group status.  

 

Long-term monitoring of environmental factors, including range quality and quantity, 

development activity and trends, and disturbances that influence caribou populations 

are important in understanding changes in caribou health and abundance.  

Some of these indicators of population status can be difficult or expensive to measure. 

In these cases there may be some information available through long-term research 

programs or methodical collection of IQ. All of this information will be considered by the 

co management partners. 

 

Working with all stakeholders an ongoing community based ground survey program will 

be established with the appropriate financial and technical support. This would occur, 

due to the spatial scale, on a rotating basis so that areas will be monitored at least 

every two or three years, unless observations of decline trigger more intensive efforts. 

The ground based surveys will be primarily in areas where regular community harvest 

occurs. Surveys should be followed with an annual meeting of stakeholders to review 

the results and recommend management changes if required. 

 

Further changes observed from community monitoring programs (observations of die 

offs, starvation, population increase or decrease) can trigger:  

1) Aerial surveys if declines are considered significant,  

2) Increased frequency and coverage of community ground survey if declines are 

considered less significant but still of concern,  

3) Community-based changes in harvest level that would occur within a predetermined 

upper and lower limit. 

 

9.4 WHAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS CAN WE TAKE  

The NWMB has the responsibility for decision making as the primary instrument of 

wildlife management under the NLCA. Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWOs) have 

the authority to allocate harvest among their member HTOs, and in turn the HTOs can 

regulate their harvesters and allocate their share of a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH). 

Through regular annual meetings of the stakeholders, consensus on recommended 

actions can be reached and submitted to the NWMB for decision. Further, HTOs can 

make decisions to regulate local harvest through seasons, sex selectivity, area 

restriction, or reduction. These consensus-based recommendations can also be made 

to government and land use agencies following the general management actions 

described below. 
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9.4.1 HARVEST 

As an Endangered species under SARA, Peary caribou are automatically protected 

from harvest, with the exception of Inuit harvest which would require a decision by the 

NWMB. Any decision of the NWMB should be informed by the consensus based 

recommendations of the co management partners developed through annual 

stakeholder meetings or as recommended in this plan. Recommendations can also take 

the form of harvest composition (e.g. sex selective) or seasonal restrictions or other 

Non-Quota Limitations (NQLs).  

 

9.4.2 LAND USE ACTIVITIES   

Increasing land use activity demands that meaningful input and review be provided into 

the various permitting process in Nunavut, whether it be the Nunavut Impact Review 

Board (NIRB), Nunavut Water Board (NWB), or the Nunavut Planning Commission 

(NPC) land use plan. Effort should be made to ensure capacity is available within all co 

management agencies to ensure effective participation. The community-based ground 

surveys will gather valuable information for both HTOs and DOE to effectively 

participate in these permitting processes. Co management partners can continue to 

recommend actions to help reduce the negative impacts of exploration and 

development on caribou. Advice can be given to avoid important caribou seasonal 

ranges like calving grounds, and how to mitigate disturbance from noise and access. 

 

9.4.3 COMMUNICATION AND EDUCATION 

Co management partners can work together to provide active and accessible 

communication programs, and recommend education programs. This can include 

different programs and approaches for elders, harvesters and youth to encourage 

traditional harvesting practices, use of alternate species and increased trade and barter 

of traditional foods. It can also include work with members of industry including resource 

developers. 

 

9.4.4 HABITAT 

Co management partners can continue to encourage and support increased research 

and monitoring related to seasonal range use, key habitat indicators, trends in climate 

and weather, and delineation of calving grounds. 

 

9.5 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BASED ON STATUS 

The type of management action and the degree of management intervention will vary 
depending on the status of each island group. There are four levels of island group 
status which are colour-coded green, yellow, orange, and red. The island group status 
will trigger specific management actions or a change in the frequency of action, as 
described below: 
 
 



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 24 
 

Green: the population level is high 
Management actions include:  

 Support harvest  

 Provide standard advice on mitigation of the impacts of exploration and 
development activities to proponents and regulators  

 Provide active and accessible communication, and recommend education 
programs for all  

 
Yellow: the population level is increasing 
Management actions include:  

 Recommend easing limits on harvest  

 Provide standard advice on mitigation of industrial impacts to proponents and 
regulators  

 Provide active and accessible communication and recommend education 
programs for all  

 
Orange: the population level is decreasing 
Management actions include:  

 Recommend a TAH   

 Recommend a majority-bulls harvest  

 Recommend harvest of alternate species and encourage increased trade and 
barter of traditional foods  

 Recommend increased community monitoring  

 Provide active and accessible communication and recommend education 
programs for all  

 
Red: the population level is low 
Management Actions include:  
 

 Recommend no harvest  

 Work directly with proponents and regulators of exploration and development 
activities to advise on mitigation measures  

 Recommend harvest of alternate species and meat replacement programs, and 
encourage increased trade and barter of traditional foods.  

 Recommend increased enforcement including increased use of community 
monitors.  

 Provide active and accessible communication and recommend education 
programs for all.  

 

9.6 PROCESS TO MAKE DECISIONS  

The co management partners shall meet annually to discuss results of all recent 

research and monitoring efforts which may include harvest reporting, caribou health 

monitoring, and ground or aerial surveys. The purpose of this annual meeting is to 

review information and reach consensus-based recommendations, if required, for 
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submission to the NWMB. Action may also be taken at the local level by HTOs based 

on the information reviewed. 

 

9.6.1 GUIDING DOCUMENTS: ACTION PLAN 

This Management Plan is supported by an Action Plan which outlines the management 

actions to be taken and how they will be implemented. Based in large part on the island 

group status, the Action Plan will outline specific management actions and how they will 

be implemented, by whom, and within what timeframe. Funding for the management 

action will be discussed by the co management partners. A third document, the GN DoE 

report “Recent trends and abundance of Peary Caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) and 

Muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) in the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut,” will 

provide the technical baseline for decision making. Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit will be 

provided by the participating HTOs in the Stakeholder Working Group (See Appendix 

B). New information will be reviewed as it becomes available ensuring decisions are 

based on the most up to date scientific and local knowledge. 

  

Implementation of the Action Plan is cooperative, and ongoing community input and 

support will help to develop and implement management actions. Each co management 

partner will be responsible for approving the Action Plan for its implementation. The 

effectiveness of the Action Plan will be reviewed annually. 

  

9.6.2 STAKHOLDER MEETINGS  

Stakeholders will meet annually after survey work has been completed and annual data 

summarized to review all new information and implementation of the Action Plan. It will 

be presented with the best available IQ and scientific knowledge and community based 

monitoring information. The Action Plan will be reviewed, and possibly updated, at the 

same time that the stakeholders review the current status of the Island Groups. 

Although normally revised only following an aerial survey, an Island Group’s status or 

Action Plan may be revised more frequently if, for example, there has been some 

extreme change observed through community-based ground surveys. 

 

9.6.3 ALLOCATION OF HARVEST  

If a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) is recommended it shall be determined and allocated 

in accordance with processes described in the NLCA. 

 

 

10.0 COMMUNICATION BETWEEN STAKEHOLDERS AND WITH USERS  

Communication is the responsibility of all parties engaged in wildlife management. 

Knowledge must flow both ways - between local knowledge holders and management 

agencies. There will be varied communication and education techniques used 

depending on the message and the intended audience. They may include local radio 
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programs, visits to schools, posters or presentations, public meetings, and on-the-land 

gatherings.  

 

Stakeholders will meet on an annual basis to discuss survey results and island group 

status and to take appropriate actions when needed. Further details on the annual 

meeting will be provided in the Action Plan.  

 

The information communicated to the public will include island group status; any 

voluntary or management limits on harvesting; what is being monitored and why; the 

results of the monitoring programs; why harvesting mostly bulls rather than cows may 

be preferable; and education of youth in traditional hunting practices. 

 

 

11.0 UPDATING THE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Plan will first be reviewed after seven years (i.e. 2020) and at ten-year intervals 

thereafter. Any party may request a review, at any time, through a letter to the other 

signatories. 
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12.0 SIGNATORIES TO THE PLAN  

Iviq Hunters and Trappers Association  

Resolute Bay Hunters and Trappers Association 

Ikajutit Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Spence Bay Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Ekaluktutiak Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Kurairojuark Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Gjoa Haven Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Wildlife Department 

Qikiqtaalik Wildlife Board 

Kitikmeot Hunters and Trappers Association 

Nunavut Department of Environment, Wildlife Management Division 
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APPENDICES 

 

APPENDIX A  

RECOMMENDATIONS AND TOTAL ALLOWABLE HARVEST BY ISLAND GROUP 

 

General Recommendations 

 

It is recommended to establish management units based on the proposed nine Island 

Groups. This includes six as presented in “Recent trends and abundance of Peary 

Caribou (Rangifer tarandus pearyi) and Muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) in the Canadian 

Arctic Archipelago, Nunavut”, and three additional management units in the Kitikmeot 

region. This will facilitate future collection of consistent data for comparison and 

management decisions. However there is a need for provisions within the management 

plans to allow for finer scale management in response to changes in Peary caribou 

numbers, such as those observed through community observations or by additional 

survey work where warranted. In particular, the HTOs should control local harvesting 

within an agreed upon herd size, thus allowing for management at the community level. 

 

Working with all stakeholders, an ongoing community-based ground survey program 

should be established with the appropriate financial and technical support. This would 

occur, due to the spatial scale, on a rotating basis so that areas will be monitored at 

least every two or three years, unless observations of decline trigger more intensive 

efforts. The ground based surveys would be primarily in areas other than where regular 

community harvest occurs as normal harvest areas will be monitored through harvest 

reporting. Surveys should be followed with an annual meeting of stakeholders to review 

the results and recommend management changes where required. 

 

Observed changes from the community monitoring program (observations of die-offs, 

starvation, population increase or decrease) would trigger:  

1) Potential aerial surveys if declines are considered significant,  

2) Increased frequency and coverage of community ground survey if declines are 

considered less significant but still noteworthy,  

3) Community based changes in harvest level that would occur within a predetermined 

upper and lower limit.  

 

Predominately all island groups have declined and remain at low density with the 

exception of Bathurst and Melville, which are both showing signs of recovery. Caution 

must be exercised to prevent local extirpations. As harvest restrictions may only be to 

the level to address a valid conservation concern, there is currently a strong argument 

to maintain harvest restrictions for several island groups.  
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Harvest restrictions must allow communities to have input and control over how harvest 

will be allocated by allowing flexibility for HTO’s to respond to changes in Peary caribou 

numbers that they observe and monitor through community-based ground surveys. 

These surveys may trigger more extensive ground or aerial surveys in the case of 

observed declines. An annual survey/meeting structure will allow for management 

action at the community level to occur in a timely and responsive manner.  

 

Harvest reporting and sample collection is critical information for management. Each 

harvest should be reported through a hunter report. Information collected on the reports 

should include date, location (Latitude and Longitude), hunters name, tag number, sex, 

approximate age, and size of group harvested from. A Peary caribou health monitoring 

program should be established and sample kits provided to the hunters. The information 

provided will further our understanding of survival rates, diet, health, and space use. 

There is also a need to indentify population boundaries to better manage Peary caribou.  

 

With the current low numbers of Peary caribou in some of the island groups it is 

suggested to consider male sex selective harvests to help conserve females in the effort 

to reduce impacts and promote potential recovery. 

 

Specific Island group TAH recommendations 

 

Ellesmere Island Group (PC-01) 

It is recommended to maintain existing harvest levels with a TAH of 45- 50 (allowing 

community to adjust as required within that amount). This harvest rate may impact 

caribou on south Ellesmere negatively; to alleviate this effect there should be 

encouragement and support to increase harvest on north Ellesmere. Harvest reporting 

and sample submission for genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of 

Peary caribou genetics and movement. 
 

Axel Heiburg Group (PC-02) 

No harvest occurs here and the population is abundant, therefore no TAH is required. 

Should harvest start to occur here, as determined through harvest reporting, the 

stakeholder working group should discuss potential harvest limits. Recommend no 

harvest by non- Inuit. 
 

Ringnes Islands Group (PC-03) 

No harvesting occurs here, therefore no TAH is required. Should harvest start to occur 

here, as determined through harvest reporting, the stakeholder working group should 

discuss potential harvest limits. Recommend no harvest by non- Inuit. 
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Devon Island Group (PC-04) 

With only 17 animals observed in 2008 and no abundance estimate, this group should 

be under a moratorium until such time as an increase is observed through community-

based ground surveys. Harvest reporting and sample submission for genetics will assist 

greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and movement. 
 

Bathurst Island Group (PC-05) 

Managing for recovery, a conservative TAH based on the preliminary results of the 2013 

estimate of 1200 caribou would be 36 caribou (a 3% harvest rate). Although scientific 

knowledge and local knowledge agree that there is recovery in this group caution is 

warranted in order to not jeopardize that recovery. Harvest reporting and sample 

submission for genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary 

caribou genetics and movement. 
 

Prince of Wales Group (PC-06) 

With too few caribou to support harvesting at current numbers, this group should be 

under a moratorium until such time as an increase is observed through community 

based monitoring. Survey frequency should be increase to monitor sign of recovery. 

Harvest reporting and sample submission for genetics will assist greatly in 

understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and movement. 
 

Victoria Island Group (PC-07) 

As there is no targeted harvest in the area and only an occasional caribou is taken 

opportunistically, no TAH is required. Harvest reporting and sample submission for 

genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and 

movement. Should harvest reporting indicate an increase over the current rate of 

sporadic opportunistic harvest the stakeholder working group should discuss potential 

harvest limits. Recommend no harvest by non- Inuit. 
 

Boothia Peninsula Group (PC-08) 

As there is no targeted harvest in the area, and only an occasional caribou is taken 

opportunistically, no TAH is required. Harvest reporting and sample submission for 

genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and 

movement. Should harvest reporting indicate an increase over the current occasional 

harvest, the stakeholder working group should discuss potential harvest limits. 

Recommend no harvest by non- Inuit. 
 

King William Island Group (PC-10) 

As there is no targeted harvest in the area and only an occasional caribou is taken 

opportunistically, no TAH is required. Harvest reporting and sample submission for 

genetics will assist greatly in understanding the dynamics of Peary caribou genetics and 

movement. Should harvest reporting indicate an increase over the current rate of 
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sporadic opportunistic harvest, the stakeholder working group should discuss potential 

harvest limits. Recommend no harvest by non- Inuit. 
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APPENDIX B 

Recommended stakeholder working group for annual meetings 

 

The stakeholder working group consists of the Chairpersons (and/or their alternates) of:  

Iviq Hunters and Trappers Association 

Resolute Bay Hunters and Trappers Association 

Ikajutit Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Spence Bay Hunters and Trappers Organization  

Ekaluktutiak Hunters and Trappers Organization  

Kurairojuark Hunters and Trappers Organization  

Gjoa Haven Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Qikiktaalik Wildlife Board 

Kitikmeot Hunters and Trappers Association 

And staff from the: 

 Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

 Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. 

 GN DoE, Regional Biologists and Regional Managers 

 

Additional experts, either scientists or qaujimanilik, will be invited as required for 

support. 
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APPENDIX C 

ACTION PLAN  

  

The following action plan supports the implementation of the management plan. It lists 

essential tasks that the co management partners recommend for the ongoing 

monitoring and management of Peary caribou. The actions support and emphasize 

programs and projects that will be invaluable in decision making and recommends what 

needs to be done to achieve the goals of the management plan.   

  

The Action Plan assigns responsibilities for conducting programs and projects and 

covers the following categories:  

  

1. Aerial survey program 

2.  Community-based ground survey program 

3.  Establishing harvest reporting and caribou health monitoring programs  

4. NWMB Decision on Regulatory Changes  

5. Annual Stakeholders meeting  

 

1. Establishing an Aerial Survey Program  

  

Background:  

Aerial surveys are expensive and require significant logistic preparation. An aerial 

survey will be used in two fashions, as part of a cyclic program over the long-term to 

monitor population size and trend as well as other indices such cow/calf ratio and 

bull/cow ratio.  

  

Problem Statement:  

GN DoE has limited funds available for research of all species under its mandate for all 

of Nunavut. Regular surveys are expensive both in terms of financial and human 

resources. Co management partners need to agree on a monitoring cycle that is 

financially viable and still allow for surveys to occur in emergent situations when ground-

based surveys observe significant die-offs or declines. 

  

Objectives:  

1. Seek support from NWMB for Nunavut Wildlife Research Trust (NWRT) funding 

for a long term survey as well as seek out other funding sources, such as INAC, 

and Environment Canada under federal funding programs for species at risk.  

2. Stakeholders will agree upon an aerial survey schedule and thresholds that will 

trigger aerial surveys in emergent situations. 

  

 



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 34 
 

Methods:  

1. GN DoE proposal to NWMB for NWRT with inventory schedule and maximum 

three year term request.  

2. GN DoE to make formal requests to other third parties, via letter, for additional 

financial support for monitoring programs 

 

Schedule:  

Upon acceptance of Management Plan – GN DoE to seek support from third parties 

January 2015 – GN DoE proposal to NWMB 

January 2015 – Letter from co management partners to NWMB supporting DoE 

proposal  

  

Evaluation: Ongoing at annual Stakeholder meeting 

  

Lead Role: GN DoE  

 

Support Role: HTOs, QWB 

  

2. Establishing a Community-Based Ground Survey Program 

 

Ground surveys are expensive and require significant logistic preparation. Community-

based ground surveys will be used as part of a cyclic program over the long term to 

monitor population size and trend as well as other indices such as cow/calf ratio and 

bull/cow ratio.  

  

Problem Statement:  

HTOs have limited capacity to conduct monitoring programs. Regular surveys are 

expensive both in terms of financial and human resources. Co management partners 

need to agree on a monitoring cycle that is financially viable and has the financial and 

technical support to succeed. 

 

Objectives:  

1. Seek commitment from NWMB for HTO proposals to the Community Studies 

Fund for support of community based ground surveys on an annual and cyclic 

basis. HTOs to seek out other sources such as Habitat Stewardship Program 

and Aboriginal Fund for Species At Risk. 

2. Stakeholders will agree upon a ground survey schedule and thresholds that will 

trigger additional ground surveys such as observed die offs and extreme weather 

events. 
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Methods:  

1. HTOs submit proposal to NWMB for Studies Fund. 

2. Co management partners to provide technical, logistic and financial support.  

 

Schedule: 

Upon acceptance of Management Plan – HTOs to seek support from third parties 

January 2015 – HTO proposals to NWMB 

January 2015 – Letter from co management partners to NWMB supporting HTOs 

proposals. 

  

Evaluation: Ongoing at annual Stakeholder meeting 

  

Lead Role: Each HTO that wishes to participate in the ground-based survey  

 

Support Role: QWB, NIWS, GN DoE 

 

3. Establishing Harvest Reporting and Caribou Health Monitoring Programs  

 

Background:  

Harvest monitoring and caribou health monitoring are identified in the Plan as important 

factors for management decisions. Collection of harvest data and condition and health 

data are means of Inuit involvement at the individual level 

  

Problem Statement:  

Currently harvest monitoring is not official or well-organized. Efforts have been made at 

establishing a general caribou health monitoring program, but this needs to be 

expanded to Peary caribou.  

  

Objectives:  

1. Get commitment from stakeholders to implement a harvest reporting program. 

2. Harvest reporting will include sample submission that will be utilized in the health 

and condition monitoring program. 

  

Methods:  

1. NIWS, NTI and GN DOE to assist QWB, KRWB in preparing Management Plan  

2. NTI and GN DOE to provide letters of support   

 

Schedule:  

Upon acceptance of plan - Determine harvest and sample collection needs and design 

reporting form 
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Evaluation: Annually at stakeholder meeting 

 

Lead Role:  

QWB/ KRWB / HTOs/ GN DOE / NTI Wildlife  

  

4. NWMB Decision on acceptance of the Plan and Regulatory Changes  

 

Background:  

The co management partners are responsible for the protection, conservation, and 

management of Peary caribou in a sustainable manner. However the NWMB has the 

mandate to make decisions under the NLCA with regards to changes in TAH and 

approval of management plans. GN DoE has the responsibility to develop regulations 

under the Wildlife Act. This Plan will serve as the basis for development of Regulations 

for the management of Peary caribou under the Wildlife Act. 

 

Problem Statement:  

The NWMB must approve the proposed management plan, action plan and 

recommended changes to the regulations. The plan is the result of consultation with the 

co-management partners. 

  

Objectives:  

The co management partners have developed the Management Plan and Action Plan in 

regard to implementing changes in the management of Peary caribou. The objective is 

to have the plan approved by NWMB so that the plan can be implemented and 

regulatory changes can be implemented. 

 

Methods:  

1. DoE will submit the draft plan to the NWMB for decision. 

 

Schedule:  

Upon completion of an acceptable draft plan submit the draft and briefing note to 

NWMB for first available regular meeting 

January 2014 –submit briefing note and supporting documents to NWMB  

 

Lead Role: GN DOE  

 

5. Annual Stakeholder Meeting 
 

Background:  

The co-management partners need to ensure that all information gathered annually on 

Peary caribou, such as harvest and survey results, are shared fully and reviewed 
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collaboratively for the purposes of taking action when needed. The action plan shall 

undergo annual review at this meeting and be amended as required. 

 

Problem Statement:  

Scheduling and financing meetings in the remote communities of Nunavut is a 

challenge. Support is needed by all co management partners to ensure that the parties 

can meet and discuss, by whatever means available, the current information available. 

  

Objectives:  

To ensure that participants are adequately supported to effectively participate in the 

annual stakeholder meeting. 

 

Methods:  

1. Co management partners will seek to plan and budget the adequate resources 

for their respective participants to effectively participate in the annual meeting. 

2. Where possible the participants may already be in joint attendance at other 

meetings (i.e. NWMB) and this should be capitalized upon. 

 

Schedule:  

The annual general meeting shall occur at a mutually convenient time that allows for the 

data collected in the previous year to be analyzed and summarized for use by the co 

management partners. 

 

Evaluation: Annual stakeholder meeting 

 

Lead Role: QWB/KRWB / GN DOE / NTI Wildlife/ HTOs 
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ACTION PLAN 

The following action plan supports the implementation of the management plan. It lists 

essential tasks that the co management partners recommend for the ongoing 

monitoring and management of Peary caribou. The actions support and emphasize 

programs and projects that will be invaluable in decision making and recommends what 

needs to be done to achieve the goals of the management plan.   

The Action Plan assigns responsibilities for conducting programs and projects and 

covers the following categories:  

1. Aerial survey program

2. Community-based ground survey program

3. Establishing harvest reporting and caribou health monitoring programs

4. NWMB Decision on Regulatory Changes

5. Annual Stakeholders meeting

1. Establishing an Aerial Survey Program

Background:  

Aerial surveys are expensive and require significant logistic preparation. An aerial 

survey will be used in two fashions, as part of a cyclic program over the long-term to 

monitor population size and trend as well as other indices such cow/calf ratio and 

bull/cow ratio.  

Problem Statement:  

GN DoE has limited funds available for research of all species under its mandate for all 

of Nunavut. Regular surveys are expensive both in terms of financial and human 

resources. Co management partners need to agree on a monitoring cycle that is 

financially viable and still allow for surveys to occur in emergent situations when ground-

based surveys observe significant die-offs or declines. 

Objectives: 

1. Seek support from NWMB for Nunavut Wildlife Research Trust (NWRT) funding

for a long term survey as well as seek out other funding sources, such as INAC,

and Environment Canada under federal funding programs for species at risk.

2. Stakeholders will agree upon an aerial survey schedule and thresholds that will

trigger aerial surveys in emergent situations.
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Methods: 

1. GN DoE proposal to NWMB for NWRT with inventory schedule and maximum

three year term request.

2. GN DoE to make formal requests to other third parties, via letter, for additional

financial support for monitoring programs

Schedule:  

Upon acceptance of Management Plan – GN DoE to seek support from third parties 

January 2015 – GN DoE proposal to NWMB 

January 2015 – Letter from co management partners to NWMB supporting DoE 

proposal  

Evaluation: Ongoing at annual Stakeholder meeting 

Lead Role: GN DoE 

Support Role: HTOs, QWB 

2. Establishing a Community-Based Ground Survey Program

Ground surveys are expensive and require significant logistic preparation. Community-

based ground surveys will be used as part of a cyclic program over the long term to 

monitor population size and trend as well as other indices such as cow/calf ratio and 

bull/cow ratio.  

Problem Statement:  

HTOs have limited capacity to conduct monitoring programs. Regular surveys are 

expensive both in terms of financial and human resources. Co management partners 

need to agree on a monitoring cycle that is financially viable and has the financial and 

technical support to succeed. 

Objectives: 

1. Seek commitment from NWMB for HTO proposals to the Community Studies

Fund for support of community based ground surveys on an annual and cyclic

basis. HTOs to seek out other sources such as Habitat Stewardship Program

and Aboriginal Fund for Species At Risk.

2. Stakeholders will agree upon a ground survey schedule and thresholds that will

trigger additional ground surveys such as observed die offs and extreme weather

events.
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Methods: 

1. HTOs submit proposal to NWMB for Studies Fund.

2. Co management partners to provide technical, logistic and financial support.

Schedule: 

Upon acceptance of Management Plan – HTOs to seek support from third parties 

January 2015 – HTO proposals to NWMB 

January 2015 – Letter from co management partners to NWMB supporting HTOs 

proposals. 

Evaluation: Ongoing at annual Stakeholder meeting 

Lead Role: Each HTO that wishes to participate in the ground-based survey 

Support Role: QWB, NIWS, GN DoE 

3. Establishing Harvest Reporting and Caribou Health Monitoring Programs

Background:  

Harvest monitoring and caribou health monitoring are identified in the Plan as important 

factors for management decisions. Collection of harvest data and condition and health 

data are means of Inuit involvement at the individual level 

Problem Statement:  

Currently harvest monitoring is not official or well-organized. Efforts have been made at 

establishing a general caribou health monitoring program, but this needs to be 

expanded to Peary caribou.  

Objectives: 

1. Get commitment from stakeholders to implement a harvest reporting program.

2. Harvest reporting will include sample submission that will be utilized in the health

and condition monitoring program.

Methods: 

1. NIWS, NTI and GN DOE to assist QWB, KRWB in preparing Management Plan

2. NTI and GN DOE to provide letters of support

Schedule:  

Upon acceptance of plan - Determine harvest and sample collection needs and design 

reporting form 



Management Plan for Peary Caribou in Nunavut Page 4 

Evaluation: Annually at stakeholder meeting 

Lead Role:  

QWB/ KRWB / HTOs/ GN DOE / NTI Wildlife 

4. NWMB Decision on acceptance of the Plan and Regulatory Changes

Background:  

The co management partners are responsible for the protection, conservation, and 

management of Peary caribou in a sustainable manner. However the NWMB has the 

mandate to make decisions under the NLCA with regards to changes in TAH and 

approval of management plans. GN DoE has the responsibility to develop regulations 

under the Wildlife Act. This Plan will serve as the basis for development of Regulations 

for the management of Peary caribou under the Wildlife Act. 

Problem Statement:  

The NWMB must approve the proposed management plan, action plan and 

recommended changes to the regulations. The plan is the result of consultation with the 

co-management partners. 

Objectives:  

The co management partners have developed the Management Plan and Action Plan in 

regard to implementing changes in the management of Peary caribou. The objective is 

to have the plan approved by NWMB so that the plan can be implemented and 

regulatory changes can be implemented. 

Methods: 

1. DoE will submit the draft plan to the NWMB for decision.

Schedule:  

Upon completion of an acceptable draft plan submit the draft and briefing note to 

NWMB for first available regular meeting 

January 2014 –submit briefing note and supporting documents to NWMB  

Lead Role: GN DOE 

5. Annual Stakeholder Meeting

Background:  

The co-management partners need to ensure that all information gathered annually on 

Peary caribou, such as harvest and survey results, are shared fully and reviewed 
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collaboratively for the purposes of taking action when needed. The action plan shall 

undergo annual review at this meeting and be amended as required. 

Problem Statement:  

Scheduling and financing meetings in the remote communities of Nunavut is a 

challenge. Support is needed by all co management partners to ensure that the parties 

can meet and discuss, by whatever means available, the current information available. 

Objectives:  

To ensure that participants are adequately supported to effectively participate in the 

annual stakeholder meeting. 

Methods: 

1. Co management partners will seek to plan and budget the adequate resources

for their respective participants to effectively participate in the annual meeting.

2. Where possible the participants may already be in joint attendance at other

meetings (i.e. NWMB) and this should be capitalized upon.

Schedule:  

The annual general meeting shall occur at a mutually convenient time that allows for the 

data collected in the previous year to be analyzed and summarized for use by the co 

management partners. 

Evaluation: Annual stakeholder meeting 

Lead Role: QWB/KRWB / GN DOE / NTI Wildlife/ HTOs 
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