
ᓈᓴᐅᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ: ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ ᐅᖃᓕᒪᔪᖅ: ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ:

9:00 - 9:02 AM 1 ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 1 ᒥᓂᑦ

9:02 - 9:04 AM 2 ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ RM002-2026 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 2 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

9:04 - 9:05 AM 3 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ: ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ RM002-2026 1 ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 2 ᒥᓂᑦ"

4 ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ (ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ) 2 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ
ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ

5 ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᓄᔾᔨᕕᖕᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ/ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᔪᓚᐃ 2026 (ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ) 3

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ

6
ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦᑕ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓ 10 ᑕᓐᔅᓂᒃ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑰᑕᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᓄᔾᔨᕕᖕᒥ 
−ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖓᓂ 2026−ᒥ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ)

4
ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ

7
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᒻ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ)

5 ᒥᓐᖑᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒻᒥᖅᑕᖅ

8 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᓄᑖᒧᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᓂᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑦ 
ᑎᓄᔾᔨᕕᖕᒥ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ (ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ) 6 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

9 ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖁᔨᔾᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ) 7 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

10 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ − ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓯᐅᑎᑦ (ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ) 8 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ: ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ  002-2026 

ᔫᓂ 24-25, 2026 
ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ



11 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ − ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ (ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ) 9 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

12 ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ RM002-2026 ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ



ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 
ᐆᒧᖓ 

 
  
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ:        ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ: X  
 
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ:  ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ  
 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
 

• ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂᓕᓴᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 100,000 ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

1985−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 1991−ᒥᓗ ᓱᕐᕋᓗᐊᙱᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 60,000–180,000−ᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ, >10,000 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 50,000–150,000 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ.  
• 1990 ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᓄᙳᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓱᑎᒃ.  
• ᒫᑦᓯ 2014-ᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓚᕆᑦᓱᓂ 

ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. 
• ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓅᕙᐃᒻᕙ 1, 2015-ᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (GN 

ENV) ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ (ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ 1). ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ 

2015−ᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓕᒫᒥ 

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ (TAH) 250−ᓂ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

(NQL). 
 
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ 1:  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ 
(TAH) ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᒃ 

ᔭᓐᓄᐊᓕ 1, 2015 ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᓯᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ  
R-032-
2014 



ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯ 27, 2015 
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ 
(TAH) ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ 
ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ (NQL) 

250 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ R-024-
2015 

ᓯᑦᑎᒻᕙ 19, 2019 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ 
ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

250 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 10 
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

R-025-
2019 

ᔪᓚᐃ 18, 2022 

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓪᓗᐃᑦ 
ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ) 

350−ᓂ 50−ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
~5%−ᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ 
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

 R-022-
2022  

 
 
ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ 

• ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ (HTOs) ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (ENV) 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᒫᑦᓯ 2024−ᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᑦᓯ 2025−ᒥ.  
• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 28−ᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ, ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᒥᑦ, ᑭᙵᕐᓂᑦ, ᑭᒻᒥᕈᒻᒥᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥᑦ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥᑦ, 

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒻᒥᓪᓗ. 
• ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ 

ᑏᓯᒻᕙ 23, 2025−ᒥ.  
• ᒫᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ 48,681-ᖑᕗᑦ (95% CI: 

43,973–53,893).  
 
ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

• ᕕᕝᕗᐊᓕ 6, 2026−ᒥ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ) 

ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥ, 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒻᒥ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒻᒥ, ᑭᙵᕐᓂ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ, ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒻᒥᕈᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ. 

ᐊᒪᕈᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒻᒪᕆᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ (QWB) 

ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓕᐅᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

6,000−ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 12%−ᐸᓗᓐᓂᒃ 2024-2025−ᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᐸᑦᓱᑎᒃ 125−ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB). 



• ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᐅᑕᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔨᔪᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 40−ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᕋᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᖃᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᔪᒪᒍᑎᒃ.    
 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

• ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦᓴᐃᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (GN) ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔨᓇᔭᖅᐳᖅ, 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᒌᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ 

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕆᔭᖃᙱᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 6,000−ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 12.3%−ᐸᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ 125−ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  
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ABSTRACT 

 

 
In this report, we present an update to the 2014 abundance estimate and trend of Baffin 

Island Caribou.  We conducted aerial surveys to estimate the abundance of barren-

ground caribou on Baffin Island and ancillary islands over two years (2024, 2025), 

using double-observer pair and distance sampling methods.  Both surveys were 

enhanced through the guidance of local knowledge and inclusion of Inuit 

Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) from communities that hunt Baffin Island caribou.   

In March 2024 and March 2025, we assessed South Baffin, and North and Central 

Baffin caribou abundance respectively.  In March 2024, we observed 3,843 individuals 

on-transect across all South Baffin strata.  In March 2025, we observed 3,656 caribou 

on-transect across North and Central Baffin strata.  In total (across both years and all 

strata), we observed 7,635 caribou.  We used double-observer pair and distance 

sampling analytical models to develop abundance estimates for all strata across both 

years and for the entire Baffin Island complex.  We estimated 24,162 (95% CI = 21,595-

27,034; CV =5.7%) adults, calves, and yearling caribou within South Baffin strata in 

March 2024 and 25,026 (95% CI = 21,182-29,568; CV =8.5%) adults, calves, and 

yearlings within North and Central Baffin strata in March 2025.  Combined, the March 

2024 and 2025 surveys produced an estimated total of 48,681 (95% CI = 43,973-

53,893; CV =5.2%) adult, yearling, and calf caribou.  Our findings confirm a statistically 

significant increase from the March 2014 whole-island survey, which estimated 4,645 

adult, yearling, and calf caribou (95% CI=3,667-5,884, CV=12.1%).   

We conducted trend analyses using matched strata between 2012, 2014, and 

2024/2025.  These analyses suggest increasing trends in all regions with annual 

increases of 15% to 36% except for Prince Charles Island, where abundance declined 
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annually at a rate of 3% (CI=-8% to 2%)).  We calculated estimates of gross change 

and annual change the results of which indicate that the Baffin Island caribou 

population increased by a factor of 10.5 between March 2014 and 2024/2025, 

corresponding to an average annual growth rate of 25% (CI=22-28%).  The observed 

change between March 2014 and 2024 was highly significant (t-Test =17.1; p-value 

<0.001).  The observed annual rate of increase of 25% parallels rates of increase 

observed on island populations with minimal predation, high productivity, and minimal 

harvest pressure.  Our results highlight the success of research and management 

actions led by co-managers in safeguarding Baffin caribou.   

Research monitoring using fall and spring composition studies tracked relative density 

and overall productivity of Baffin Island caribou following the March 2014 Island wide 

abundance estimate, and initiation of management actions in 2014/2015 aimed at 

recovering Baffin Island caribou.  Measures such as the implementation of Total 

Allowable Harvests (TAH) and Non-quota Limitations (NQLs), introduced in response 

to critically low numbers and steered by IQ and demographic monitoring studies, have 

played a pivotal role in reversing the long-term decline in abundance.  These findings 

demonstrate how collaborative, evidence-based management can restore resilience to 

a population once in jeopardy.   

 

 

 

Key words:  Caribou, Barren-Ground Caribou, Baffin Island, Melville Peninsula, North 

Baffin Island, South Baffin Island, Aerial Survey, Ground Survey, Late Winter, Visual 

Survey, Baffin Region, Double Observer Pair Method, Distribution, Movements, 

Seasonal Range Use, Distance Sampling, Spatial Affiliations, Population Structure, 

Nunavut, Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus, Population Survey, Caribou Late Winter 

Distribution. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

 
The following report reassesses demographic estimates and trends in caribou 

abundance across Baffin Island by comparing strata flown in March 2014 (all of Baffin 

Island), March 2024 (South Baffin Island), and March 2025 (North and Central Baffin 

Island) (Figure 1).  It provides estimates of herd size and region-specific densities, 

documenting changes since the 2014 island-wide survey and subsequent 2024 and 

2025 abundance surveys.  The report presents updated abundance estimates to 

support ongoing management discussions between the Government of Nunavut, 

Department of Environment (GN ENV), co-management partners, and stakeholders. 

Caribou are circumpolar in their distribution and occur in the northern parts of Eurasia 

and North America.  In Canada, caribou are represented by four subspecies: Peary 

(R. t. pearyi), Woodland (R. t. caribou), Grant’s (R. t. granti), and Barren-ground (R. 

t. groenlandicus).  Of the four subspecies, barren-ground caribou are the most 

abundant and can be further divided into two ecotypes: the taiga wintering migratory 

and the tundra wintering ecotypes (Nagy et al. 2011).  Baffin Island barren-ground 

caribou are classified as a tundra wintering ecotype, generally occurring in smaller 

aggregations, exhibit limited migratory behaviour, and are confined to tundra 

environments.  Baffin Island caribou movement behaviour is not fully understood; 

however, limited scientific knowledge and IQ suggest that known seasonal 

movements or migratory behaviour, differ amongst three generally accepted Baffin 

Island caribou groupings or sub-populations.  Currently, the GN ENV, recognizes 

three (3) caribou sub-populations across Baffin Island (see Figure 6; 5.1 Baffin Island 

Populations/Subpopulations).  These populations include the South, North, and 

Central Baffin Island sub-populations (Campbell et al. 2015).   
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Historical caribou abundance assessments on Baffin Island caribou have suggested 

that more than 100,000 caribou likely inhabited Baffin Island in 1985 (Williams and 

Heard 1986).  This status was updated in 1991 at which time it was believed that the 

caribou sub-populations across Baffin Island were stable, with 60,000 -180,000 in 

South Baffin, greater than 10,000 in Central Baffin, and between 50,000-150,000 in 

North Baffin (Ferguson and Gauthier 1992).  These earlier estimates, however, were 

not based on whole Island quantitative demographic studies, but rather estimations 

based on more geographically restricted scientific observations and IQ, including 

various smaller scale quantitative aerial observations, and limited movement data 

made up of; 1- extensive tagging programs and 2- limited telemetry studies from the 

early 1990s and early 2000’s (Ferguson 1988).   

During the mid to late 1990s, local hunters across Baffin Island reported decreasing 

caribou numbers, with hunters having to travel further from their communities to 

locate caribou (Jenkins et al. 2012; Jenkins and Goorts 2013, Department of 

Environment 2013).  These observations appeared to have continued up to the 2014 

whole Island abundance survey estimate.  During this period Baffin Island caribou 

harvesters continued to confirm general declines in caribou abundance Island wide 

(Jenkins and Goorts 2013, Department of Environment 2013).  These concerning 

observations, quantitatively confirmed following the 2014 abundance survey, lead to 

the engagement of all stakeholders in the development of management and research 

actions with an eye to reversing the confirmed declining trend.    
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Figure 1. The north, central, and south March 2014 Baffin Island survey transects and extents (Left), and the March 2024 south Baffin and 
March 2025 north and central Baffin survey transects and extents (Right) side by side for comparison of survey extents.  All 
survey extents and transects were developed through consultation with Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs), Regional 
Wildlife Organization (RWO), and community meetings (Jenkins and Goorts 2013, Department of Environment 2013). 
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2.0 STUDY AREA 

 

 
The Baffin Island complex, which includes all of Baffin Island and proximal islands 

(including Prince Charles Island), covers an estimated 543,746 square kilometres 

(excluding the areas of glaciers and ice fields).  The Baffin Island complex exhibits 

variable relief, ranging from expansive lowlands near sea level (e.g., the great plain of 

the Koukdjuak east of Nettilling Lake, and Prince Charles Island), to the mountains of 

the North and South Baffin reaching elevations of 1,963 meters and 2,147 meters 

above sea level, respectively.  The northeastern fifth of Baffin Island is within the Arctic 

Cordillera ecozone, while the remainder of the Baffin Island complex is wholly within 

the northern arctic ecozone (Figure 2).  For detailed information on these ecozones 

and associated ecoregions (Figure 3), see (Campbell et al. 2015).  Generalized 

indications of plant community productivity suggest that much of Baffin Island may not 

be suitable as caribou range suggesting more restrictive and predictable seasonal 

occupation of geographically specific areas by caribou (Figure 4) (Environment 

Canada 2001).  
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Figure 2. Ecozones of Baffin Island and proximal islands, and northern Melville 
Peninsula, Nunavut (after Environment Canada 2001). 
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Figure 3. Ecoregions of Baffin and proximal islands, and northern Mellville 
Peninsula, Nunavut (after Environment Canada 2001). 
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Figure 4. The relative productivity of plant communities within the ecoregions of the 
Baffin Island complex including northern Melville Peninsula.  Productivity 
based on generalized plant species and cover assessments (after 
Environment Canada 2001). 
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3.0 METHODS 

 

 

3.1 Abundance Survey Methods 

 
The March 2024 abundance survey, which focused on South Baffin Island (see 4.1 

Sampling Summary and Data Segregation), used two DeHavilland Twin Otter fixed 

wing aircraft and one Eurocopter B-2 helicopter and was based out of the communities 

of Iqaluit, Pangnirtung, and Kinngait.  The March 2025 abundance survey, which 

focused on Central and North Baffin Island including Prince Charles Island (see 4.1 

Sampling Summary and Data Segregation), also used two DeHavilland Twin Otter 

fixed wing aircraft and one Eurocopter B-2 helicopter and was based out of the 

communities of Iqaluit, Pangnirtung, Qikiqtarjuaq, Clyde River, and Igloolik, in addition 

to the Mary River Mine Site.  

These abundance surveys used the same methods and similar strata (see 4.1 

Sampling Summary and Data Segregation) used in the 2014 islandwide survey 

(Campbell et al. 2015; however, see discussion on helicopters, e.g., 4.2 Double 

Observer and Distance Analysis).  These methods are commonly and successfully 

used for barren-ground caribou surveys throughout Nunavut (Campbell et al. 2015, 

2019, and 2022).   

For the fixed wing portion of the surveys, we used a combined distance sampling and 

cooperative double observer pair mark-recapture approach.  The double-observer pair 

configuration was used within all fixed wing aircraft to maximize sightability out of each 

of the left and right side of the aircraft, by adding one additional observer to each side 

(Campbell et al. 2012, 2015, and 2019).  Additionally, the double observer pair 

configuration allowed each aircraft to maintain a minimum of two experienced wildlife 
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observers on each of the left and right side of the aircraft throughout the survey, while 

providing training opportunities, when required, for community-based representatives 

within the remaining seats.   

For the helicopter portion of these surveys, we used a modified approach whereby the 

pilot and data recorder served as observers that would remain in the same seats 

throughout the survey making this application of the double-observer component of the 

helicopter survey less robust than that of the fixed-wing.  The helicopter survey, as 

detailed further later in this report, utilized a different observer platform and flight 

pattern, which involved flying to and way-pointing each observation rather than using 

wing strut bins to estimate distance as used on the fixed wing aircraft.  As a result, it 

was useful to consider areas flown by helicopter as a distinct stratum to allow added 

modelling flexibility as well as evaluation of the effect of the different observer platform 

on survey estimates and associated precision. 

 

Distance Sampling 

The distance sampling component of the methods estimates the sightability of caribou 

groups in various distance bins.  This is necessary to correct for declining detection 

probability with increasing distance from the survey plane.  To accomplish this, we 

placed markers on the struts of the survey planes calculated using the formula from 

Norton-Griffiths (1978).  These markers correspond with the following distance bins: 1) 

0–200 meters, 2) 200–400 meters, 3) 400–600 meters, 4) 600–1,000 meters, and 5) 

1,000–1,500 meters (Norton-Griffiths 1978).  

 

Double Observer Pair 

The dependent double observer pair component of the methods estimates the 

sightability of caribou groups between same side observers.  This is necessary to 

reduce bias by accounting for animals missed by a single observer and provides more 

reliable abundance estimates.  To accomplish this, we used two “primary” or “front” 
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observers sitting in the left and right seats of the aircraft adjacent to the wing struts, 

and two “secondary” or “rear” observers sitting on the left and right side of the aircraft 

right behind the primary observers (Figure 5).  The dependent double observer pair 

method adhered to five basic assumptions or steps.  

 

1 - The primary observer called out all groups of caribou (number of caribou and 

wing-strut bin number) he/she saw within the 1- 0-200 meter, 2- 200-400 meter, 3- 

400-600 meter, 4- 600-1000 meter, and 5- 1000–1500-meter wing-strut bins before 

they passed halfway between the primary and secondary observer (approximately 

at the wing strut).  This included caribou groups that were between approximately 

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

(Figure 5).  The main requirement was that the primary observer be given time to 

call out all caribou seen before the secondary observer called them out.  

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

primary observer saw, and observations of any additional caribou groups.  The 

secondary observer also waited to call out caribou until the group observed passed 

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

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

3 - The observers discussed any differences in group counts to ensure that they 

are calling out the same groups or different groups and to ensure accurate counts 

of larger groups.  

4 - The data recorder categorized and recorded counts of caribou groups into 

“primary only”, “secondary only”, and “both”, entered as separate records.  

5 - The same side observers switched places approximately halfway through each 

survey day (i.e. during refueling stops) to monitor observer position-based ability.  

The recorders noted the names of the primary and secondary observers and their 

side (left or right) and recorded group size and any assigned covariates. 
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In some cases, both same side observers missed a group of caribou, but the group 

was seen by the data recorder.  It is expected that observer pairs may miss some 

caribou and naïve inclusion of data recorder observations could cause bias in 

estimates.  However, in some cases a substantial number of caribou groups were 

missed by same side observer pairs indicating that they were weak observers.  The 

concern in this case is that a substantial number of caribou would have 0 detection 

probabilities solely due to poor observer performance (in comparison to other 

observers).  However, in this situation the dependent observer approach would not 

provide a valid estimate of the reduced detection probabilities.  To address this concern 

graphical approaches were used to identify weak observer pairs, and in extreme cases, 

the weak observers were pooled as a single observer with the second observer being 

the data recorder.  A covariate was used to model this modification of observer pairing.  

A sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine the effect of inclusion of data 

recorder observations.   

Group size, topography, speed, snow cover, and cloud cover were also considered as 

covariates as with other surveys.  Aircraft type was also considered.  For the 2014 

Baffin Island survey, 3 Cessna grand caravan fixed-wing aircraft and one Eurocopter 

B-2 helicopter were used, while during both the 2024 and 2025 Baffin Island surveys, 

2 DeHavilland twin Otter fixed wing aircraft, and one Eurocopter B-2 helicopter were 

used. 

 

Data Recorded 

We used “groups of caribou”, as opposed to individual caribou, as the sample unit for 

the survey.  Recorders and observers were instructed to consider individuals to be 

those caribou that were observed independent of other individual caribou and/or 

groups of caribou.  If sightings of individuals were influenced by other individuals, then 

the caribou were considered a group.  In general, groups of caribou over an estimated 

250 meters apart were considered independent groups.  For each group of caribou 

recorded, additional covariates were recorded that can influence the sightability of 
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caribou (Table 1).  Due to heterogeneity variation in detection probabilities, it has been 

found that using just a mark-recapture approach overestimates sightability as distance 

from the survey plane increases, however, this approach was useful for estimation of 

sighting probability near the plane.  This approach ensured a more robust estimate 

than using distance sampling methods alone which assume that the probability of 

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

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

Laake et al. 2012). 

 

General Analytical Approach 

Initially, we analyzed 2024 and 2025 data separately.  For both years, we followed 

these general steps to conduct our analysis.  First, we conducted exploratory analyses 

to assess detection performance in the double observer framework.  This allowed us 

to identify weak or non-switching observer pairs that could bias the accuracy of 

estimates (4.2.1 Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2024), Double Observer 

Summary; 4.2.2 Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2025), Double Observer 

Summary).  Second, we conducted exploratory analyses to assess detection patterns 

across the distance sampling framework and the impact of various covariates (see 

Table 1; 4.2.1 Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2024), Distance Sampling 

Summary; 4.2.2 Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2025), Distance Sampling 

Summary).  This was done to identify and account for any covariates that could 

influence the detection probabilities and thereby impact the accuracy of estimates.  

Covariates were also used to describe and model factors influencing the sightability of 

caribou (Table 1).  These included observer pair given that the sample unit for 

dependent methods is pairs of observers as opposed to single observers.  If observers 

were not paired, then they were pooled into a single multi-observer group.   

After the exploratory analyses, we created double observer pair mark-recapture and 

distance sampling models for each year (4.2.1 Double Observer and Distance Analysis 

(2024), Model Selection Fixed Wing, Helicopter Model Selection; 4.2.2 Double 

Observer and Distance Analysis (2025), Model Selection Fixed Wing, Helicopter Model 
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Selection).  We first built distance sampling models with the mark-recapture model 

parameters that held constant, and then vice versa for the double observer models.  

We then built a composite model using the most supported covariates from each of the 

component analyses.  Estimates for strata were derived based on transect lengths and 

strata areas for the best fitting detection model.  Estimates of variance were derived 

using estimators for a systematic sampling layout (Fewster 2011). 

We evaluated the fit of these models using the Akaike Information Criterion corrected 

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

the most parsimonious (simplest), thus minimizing estimate bias and optimizing 

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

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

models when their AICc scores were close.  In general, any models with a ΔAICc score 

of less than 2 between them were considered to have equivalent statistical support.  

Overall model fit was also assessed using goodness of fit tests (Buckland et al. 1993, 

Buckland et al. 2004) as well as graphical comparison of detection functions with 

histograms of frequencies of observations from the surveys.  

We then conducted sensitivity analyses for each year to assess how estimates were 

affected by analysis methods and model assumptions (4.3 Analysis of 2024 & 2025 

Models and Data).  We derived estimates using the Jolly strip-transect estimator (Jolly 

1969, Krebs 1998) with the survey strip defined at 400 meters from the plane.  This 

approach, which allows inclusion of all survey data (i.e. data recorder, etc) but assumes 

sightability, was equal to 1 in the 0–400-meter strip, provided a useful comparison with 

distance sampling estimates.  In addition, distance sampling only, and double observer 

only (no distance sampling) within the 0–400-meter strip were considered.    

Next, we derived estimates for both years (4.4 Estimates).  In both years, abundance 

estimates were derived from the most supported MRDS model for both the fixed-wing 

strata and the helicopter strata (4.4.1 March 2024 South Baffin Survey; 4.4.2 March 

2025 Central and North Baffin Survey). We then combined the 2024 and 2025 survey 

year estimates into a single islandwide estimate through re-analysis of the 2024 data 
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set so that strata had zero (0) overlap with 2025 strata (as detailed later in the report).  

The full island 2024-2025 combined estimate was then compared with the 2014 full 

island estimate (Campbell et al. 2015).   

Finally, we undertook analyses to compare trends in applicable sub-regions (Foxe 

Peninsula, Meta-Incognita Peninsula, Hall Peninsula, Central Baffin, and Prince 

Charles Island were also compared; 4.5 Trend Analysis).  Estimates were initially 

compared to the 2012 and 2014 estimates using a t-test to determine if the two 

estimates were significantly different (Gasaway et al. 1986).  Confidence limits on 

yearly change were estimated assuming log-normal distributions of abundance 

estimates using a Monte Carlo simulation approach (Manly 1997).  

We conducted our analyses in R (R Development Core Team 2009) using the following 

R packages: ggplot (Wickham 2009), MRDS R package (Laake et al.), AICmodavg 

(Mazerolle 2016), lubridate (Grolemund and Wickham 2011), and ddply (Wickham 

2011). For GIS analyses, we used the R package sf (simple features) (Pebesma 2018) 

in addition to the software QGIS (QGIS Foundation 2020). The MRDS R package 

(Laake et al. 2012) was used to build double observer pair mark-recapture and 

distance sampling models. 
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Figure 5 Observer position for double observer methods.  The secondary (Rear) observer calls caribou 
not seen by the primary (Front) observer after the caribou has passed the main field of vision of 
the primary observer.  Time on a clock is used to reference relative locations of caribou groups 
(e.g. “Caribou group at 1 o’clock”). 
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Table 1. The main co-variates (speed and topography were not used) used to 
model variation in sightability for dependent double observer pair analysis. 

Covariate Acronym Description 
Aircraft type AirType Helicopter vs fixed wing 

Observer pair 
obs each unique observer 

pair 

Paired 
Whether a pair 

switched places during 
survey 

Data recorder observations weakobs 
Pairs who were 

assisted by the data 
recorder 

Group size 
size size of caribou group 

observed 

Log(size) Natural log of group 
size 

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

snow continuous 

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

cloud continuous 

Snow patchiness SnowPatch Continuous ordinal 
scale 
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3.2 Composition Studies 

 
Since the 2014 survey, the GN ENV has conducted intermittent fall and/or spring aerial 

composition surveys from October and March 2015 to 2021 to monitor productivity and 

geographically specific relative densities of caribou across Baffin Island (Ringrose 

2018, 2019, and 2021).  The objectives of this monitoring program were to:  

 

1) Estimate the overall composition of the subpopulations including the north Baffin 

grouping, south Baffin grouping, and central Baffin grouping (Figure 6); i.e., what 

proportion of the population are bulls, cows, yearlings, and calves.  

2) Estimate the trajectory of abundance of the three main groupings of the Baffin 

Island caribou population, based on demographic composition as it relates most 

specifically to overwinter calf survival (March/April) and overall productivity 

(October; measured as calves per 100 cows) to develop an index of population 

trend.  

3) Monitor the proportion of bulls in the population to ensure that predominantly bull 

harvests do not reduce their numbers to a level that could compromise breeding 

(rutting) success.  

4) Build a database with which to estimate the current population trend through 

demographic modeling, utilizing all demographic composition data to project a trend 

from the 2014 population estimate.  

5) Provide information geographically specific to relative abundance as it relates to 

ease of finding caribou and overall numbers of caribou observed, and to use this 

information for discussions of TAH and NQL appropriateness.   
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Surveys were conducted using a Eurocopter AS350 B2 helicopter, and a survey crew 

consisting of a biologist, wildlife technician, an observer, and a pilot.  Study areas were 

selected based on previous aerial surveys and telemetry program observations as well 

as information gathered from hunters from each of the Baffin communities.  Hunter 

information was collected during consultations conducted in 2012, 2013, 2014, and 

2015 (DOE 2013, 2014, 2015a, 2015b unpublished written records-In Prep), across all 

Baffin Island (Ringrose 2018, Jenkins and Goorts 2013).  Study areas were surveyed 

using two to three 5 km spaced transects bisecting identified high use areas by caribou, 

or until tracks were observed either on route to proposed high use areas, or while 

running transects through these same areas (Ringrose 2018).  The method relied 

heavily on tracking groups and/or individual caribou until they were sighted, however, 

visual sighting methods were used when tracking was either difficult or not possible.   

When tracks were encountered and the group located and classified, parallel transects 

through the study area would be tightened up to 1 to 2 km apart (depending on the 

density of tracks as it related to the ease to separate groups of tracks), with one 

transect run perpendicular to the track leading into the area and continued 

perpendicular to adjacent transects until tracks were no longer encountered (Ringrose 

2018).  This allowed classification crews to adaptively “high grade” search areas with 

caribou sign.  The use of this adaptive search technique allowed for the most efficient 

use of the limited helicopter time and limited fuel caches, both the result of the 

geographical scale and resultant remote nature of the Baffin Island composition study 

areas.  Additionally, this adaptive method allowed crews to take advantage of 

clustering behavior observed during previous survey and tracking studies, and 

described by Baffin Island caribou harvesters, whereby groups of Baffin Island caribou 

were more commonly observed in small geographic clusters generally associated with 

watersheds, during late winter and spring.   

Once tracks were observed, they were followed until the group was located at which 

time caribou would be classified into 5 categories; 1) Cow (based on the presence of 

a visible vulva patch), 2) Calf (based on body size and characteristics), 3) Yearling 

(based on body size and characteristics), 4) Bull (based on absence of vulva patch, 

body characteristics and antler size) and when possible, 5) Young Bull (based on 
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absence of vulva patch, body characteristics and antler size).  Image stabilizing 

binoculars were used to reduce approach distances as much as possible to limit 

disturbance to animals.  In cases where groups could not be located due to fuel and/or 

weather-related issues, and where time allowed, tracking was resumed the following 

day or after refueling.  

When analyzing composition results, we used a logistic regression analysis 

(McCullough and Nelder 1989) to assess regional differences and overall trends in 

calf-cow ratios using surveys.  An additive model was used (region+year) to assess 

differences in regions and explore if there was a regional increase in calf-cow ratios.  

Using logistic regression accounted for differences in sample sizes in surveys with the 

response being the count of calves divided by the count of cows in each survey.  A 

quassi-binomial response model was used to account for likely overdispersion in the 

response data.  
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Figure 6. Caribou grouping annual range delineation based on telemetry studies from 
1987 to 1994 (primarily South and Central Baffin), and 2008 to 2011 (North 
Baffin).  Polygons created utilizing a kernel analysis of telemetry point data 
collected for 107 collars (North=35; Central = 17; South = 55) (Campbell et 
al. 2015). 
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4.0 RESULTS 

 

 

4.1 Sampling Summary and Data Segregation  

 

The Baffin Island March 2024 and 2025 abundance surveys included eight (8) south 

Baffin strata and six (6) north-central Baffin strata.  The aircraft used within each strata 

varied according to topographic ruggedness with fixed-wing (FW) aircraft being 

delegated to less topographically rugged strata, and rotary-wing or helicopter (H) 

aircraft to more mountainous strata (Figure 7).  The South Baffin strata included: 

 

1- Foxe Peninsula low Density Fixed-Wing (FP-LD-FW) 
2- Foxe Peninsula Medium Density Fixed-Wing (FP-MD-FW) 
3- Hall Peninsula High Density Fixed-Wing (HP-HD-FW) 
4- Hall Peninsula High Density Helicopter (HP-HD-H) 
5- Meta Incognita Peninsula High Density Fixed-Wing (MP-HD-FW) 
6- Niko Island Very Low Density Fixed-Wing (NI-VLD-FW) 
7- Nettilling Lake Northeast Low Density Fixed-Wing (NLNE-LD-FW) 
8- Nettling Lake North Low Density Fixed-Wing (NLN-LD-FW) 

 

The North-Central Baffin strata included: 

 

1- Gifford Fiord Medium Density Fixed-Wing (GF-MD-FW) 
2- Neergaard Lake Low Density Fixed-Wing (NL-LD-FW) 
3- North Central Baffin High Density Fixed-Wing (NCB-HD-FW) 
4- North Central Baffin Medium Density Helicopter (NCB-MD-H) 
5- Pond Inlet Low Density Helicopter (PI-LD-H) 
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6- Prince Charles Island-High Density Fixed-Wing (PCI-HD-FW) 
7- Western Islands Low Density Fixed-Wing (ISL-LD-FW) 

 

The helicopter survey, as detailed further later in this report, utilized a different observer 

platform (non-switching observers) and flight pattern, which involved flying to and way-

pointing each observation rather than using wing strut bins to estimate distance as 

used on the fixed wing aircraft.  As a result, it was useful to consider areas flown by 

helicopter as a distinct stratum to allow added modelling flexibility as well as evaluation 

of the effect of the different observer platform on survey estimates.  Table 2 

summarizes strata and transect dimensions, groups, and caribou observed on each 

survey strata.  

Like the 2014 Baffin Island caribou abundance survey, both the 2024 and 2025 surveys 

were flown over the same general dates in March, with the 2025 north-central Baffin 

survey extending further into March due to above-average weather cancellations 

(Table 3).  Neither survey year violated the five-day maximum allowable weather delay 

based on an analysis of collar movements of north, central, and south Baffin caribou 

across the March 2024 and 2025 surveys (Figure 8).  Additionally, collar movements 

over the period showed little directional movement and were consistent with non-

migratory behavior expressed as less than five kilometers of directional movement per 

day (Figure 9).   
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Figure 7 The 2024 South Baffin (Red) and 2025 North & Central Baffin Island (Grey) 
survey strata, transects, and caribou observations, used in this analysis.  
Helicopter stratum indicated with an “H” in their label, and fixed wing strata 
indicated with a “FW”. 
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Table 2. Summary of strata dimensions and sampling.  On-transect total caribou 
observations are listed for each stratum.   

Strata 
Transects Strata 

Area 
(km2) 

Total 
transects 

length 
(km) 

Average 
transect 

width 
(km) 

Baseline 
(km) 

Coverage 
(1.5 km X 2 
strip width 

(km2)) 

Caribou 
on 

transect 

2024        
FP-LD-FW 14 11,333 1,117 79.79 142.03 0.30 11 
FP-MD-FW 26 21,635 2,654 102.09 211.92 0.37 650 
HP-HD-FW 57 50,317 8,206 143.96 349.52 0.49 909 
HP-HD-H 51 19,677 3,221 63.16 311.55 0.49 433 

MP-HD-FW 73 41,801 6,879 94.23 443.61 0.49 1,815 
NI-VLD-FW 7 752 81 11.55 65.1 0.32 0 

NLNE-LD-FW 20 18,573 1,909 95.47 194.54 0.31 66 
NLN-LD-FW 17 12,444 1,244 73.15 170.12 0.30 24 

2025        
NCB-HD-FW 108 82,875 12,155 112.55 736.37 0.44 3,223 
GF-MD-FW 25 3,160 453 18.14 174.25 0.43 7 
ISL-LD-FW 15 2,800 301 20.07 139.57 0.32 3 
NCB-MD-H 53 22,164 2,225 41.98 528.01 0.30 18 
NL-LD-FW 11 3,819 395 35.93 106.32 0.31 238 

PCI-HD-FW 19 9,529 1,349 71.01 134.20 0.42 71 
PI-LD-H 24 15,809 1,238 51.57 306.56 0.23 96 
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Table 3. A comparison between the March 2024 and 2025 Baffin Island 
abundance survey timing (x = Flight Day, PR = Pilot Rest Day; WC = 
Flight cancelled due to weather).   

Survey 
Type 

Date (2024) 

M
ar-06 

M
ar-07 

M
ar-08 

M
ar-09 

M
ar-10 

M
ar-11 

M
ar-12 

M
ar-13 

M
ar-14 

M
ar-15 

M
ar-16 

M
ar-17 

M
ar-18 

M
ar-19 

M
ar-20 

M
ar-21 

M
ar-22 

M
ar-23 

M
ar-24 

M
ar-25 

Fixed 
Wing X X X X X X P

R X X X X X X X       

Rotary 
Wing    W

C X X X X X W
C X X         

Survey 
Type 

Date (2025) 

M
ar-06 

M
ar-07 

M
ar-08 

M
ar-09 

M
ar-10 

M
ar-11 

M
ar-12 

M
ar-13 

M
ar-14 

M
ar-15 

M
ar-16 

M
ar-17 

M
ar-18 

M
ar-19 

M
ar-20 

M
ar-21 

M
ar-22 

M
ar-23 

M
ar-24 

M
ar-25 

Fixed 
Wing X X X W

C X W
C X W

C X X X W
C 

W
C 

W
C X X X X X X 

Rotary 
Wing         W

C X W
C 

W
C 

W
C 

W
C 

W
C X X X X X 
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Figure 8. March daily movement rates of south Baffin collared caribou (2024), 

and north and central Baffin collared caribou (2025).  Note that most 
collars tracked during the survey periods were under 5 km/day. 
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Figure 9. Survey flight tracks and collared caribou daily movements between 
March 6 and 25th, 2025.  Note that movement rates of all collared 
caribou were very restricted during the survey period suggesting 
weather delays had little impact on cross-transect movements.  
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 4.2 Double Observer and Distance Analysis 

 

4.2.1  Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2024)  

Double Observer Summary 

Overall, there were 13 observer pairings of which 7 switched places (as required by the 

dependent observer method) (Table 4).  Two of the pairings were in the helicopter where 

the pilot and data recorder were primary observers therefore not allowing switching.  Pair 

number 11 was a data recorder who also served as a primary observer for some time 

periods again making it not possible to switch.   

Of interest was the detection of weak observer pairs that missed a substantial portion of 

caribou as indicated by larger frequencies of observations only seen by data recorders.  

Data screening suggested that there were 2 pairs (5 and 6) that missed substantial 

frequencies of caribou as indicated by the relative difference of detection probabilities 

estimated with and without data recorder observations included.  Often these pairs had 

higher double observer detection probabilities since often the pairs missed the same 

caribou (that were observed by the data recorder), therefore causing an unrealistically 

high detection probability estimate (given the number of caribou not observed compared 

to other pairs) (Figure 10).  To offset this issue, the 2 observers were treated as a primary 

observer, and the recorder was treated as the secondary observer.  This allowed inclusion 

of these observations for the weak observer pairs with a covariate to describe unique 

observer pair detection probabilities.  Other data recorder observations from other pairs 

were not included in the analysis. 

Another challenge to the analysis was low detection probabilities for the helicopter 

observer pairs (9 and 13).  This was likely due to the pilots and data recorders being 

distracted by other factors and therefore not able to provide constant sighting effort.  The 

challenge was that by not switching, the estimate of detection probabilities for the 

observer pair was based solely on the primary observers with the dependent method 

(which assumes equal primary and secondary observer probabilities).  This likely caused 
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a negative bias in detection probabilities and potentially a positive bias in estimates.  Use 

of distance sampling only, which does not attempt to estimate detection based on double 

observer data, was used as a means to offset this issue.  

An added challenge to the analysis was observer pair 11 which was a data recorder who 

also served as a primary observer.  This observer pairing also had lower detection 

probabilities, which were hard to assess given that the primary observer never switched 

with the secondary observer.  It is assumed in this case that this pair had lower detection 

probabilities than many of the other pairs (which were modelled using an observer pair 

covariate).   
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Table 4. Summary of double observer pair data.  P1x is the single observer sighting 
probability and p2x is the double observer probability.  Data is summarized 
for double observer only data and double observer with data recorder 
observations as indicated by _nodr and _dr suffixes respectively.   

Pair Switched? 
Frequencies Naïve detection probabilities 

Front Rear Both DataRec P1x_nodr P1x_dr p2x p2x_dr 

2 yes 1 4 14 0 0.79 0.79 0.96 0.96 
3 yes 17 20 92 13 0.84 0.77 0.98 0.95 
4 yes 30 35 87 5 0.77 0.75 0.95 0.94 
5 yes 27 4 99 37 0.97 0.75 1.00 0.94 
6 yes 14 6 39 45 0.90 0.51 0.99 0.76 
7 yes 4 6 15 2 0.76 0.70 0.94 0.91 
8 no 1 1 6 0 0.88 0.88 0.98 0.98 
9 no (heli) 18 32 18 0 0.53 0.53 0.78 0.78 

10 no 5 6 21 0 0.81 0.81 0.96 0.96 

11 
no (data 

recorder & 
observer) 

8 13 10 0 0.58 0.58 0.82 0.82 

12 no 20 7 53 0 0.91 0.91 0.99 0.99 
13 no (heli) 11 34 18 0 0.46 0.46 0.71 0.71 

 

 



Baffin Island Caribou Distribution and Abundance Survey February/March 2024/2025 

36 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Graphical representation of double observer detection probabilities by 
observer pairs.  The red dots indicate detection probabilities for applicable 
pairs where the 2 observers were primary, and the data recorder was 
considered the secondary observer.    
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Distance Sampling Summary 

As would be expected, the detection histogram of observations was highest in the closest 

bin with a steady decline to the furthest bin.  Detection histogram suggests that observers 

were attentive to the closest bin near the plane; an improvement from past surveys 

(Figure 10).  The shape of detection histograms by aircraft type were different with a 

more pronounced shoulder for the helicopter which was likely due to clumping of caribou 

groups into small patches of suitable habitat but could also have been due to differences 

in the recording of caribou groups and associated coordinates (Figure 11).  In addition, 

as noted earlier, most observations were only detected by a single observer for the 

helicopter in comparison to the twin otter fixed wing.  This was likely due to the observer 

configuration.  Due to the difference in both detection histogram shape and double 

observer data, it was decided to analyze the helicopter and fixed wing as separate data 

sets.   

The effect of group size on detection histograms was less pronounced (Figure 12).  

Lower sample sizes made it more difficult to interpret helicopter observations.  Cloud 

cover had a potential effect of broadening the detection histogram for fixed wing aircraft 

at higher cloud cover levels (Figure 13).  A broadening of the detection shoulder with 

higher snow cover was also suggested, however the effect was minimal (Figure 14).  The 

combined effect of snow and cloud is shown by the product of the two covariates.  The 

detection histogram is flattened at higher levels of both cloud and snow cover (Figure 
15).  
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Figure 10. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from fixed wing aircraft.  
Observations are also color-coded by observation type.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.   

 

 

 

Figure 11. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from plane for aircraft 
type.  Observations are also color-coded by observation type.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales. 
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Figure 12. Histograms of detections as a function of group size and observation 
type.  Observation frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note 
the different y-axis scales. 
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Figure 13. Detection histograms as a function of cloud cover.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales. 

 

 

Figure 14. Detection histograms as a function of snow cover.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales.   
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Figure 15. Detection histograms as a function of the product of cloud and snow 
cover.  Observation frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note 
the different y-axis scales.  
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Model Selection Fixed Wing 

Initial model selection tested whether hazard rate or half normal detection functions 

were more supported by the data.  For this study hazard rate was more supported even 

when group size was considered (Tables 5 and 6, model 12).  Of the covariates 

considered, univariate snow and cloud were supported with an additive snow and cloud 

covariate model (model 1) showing the most support.  Interestingly, group size was not 

supported as a covariate suggesting good sightability conditions within all fixed-wing 

survey strata.  Observer-specific detection histograms were also considered; however, 

model convergence was marginal as shown by large standard errors on beta terms 

and therefore these models were not considered especially representative since 

adequate model fit was achieved with the set of covariates that were used.  For the 

double observer model selection, observers (with a focus on weaker observers that 

displayed lower detection probabilities than other observers), distance, and the log of 

group size were supported.  The support of distance suggested that detection from 

observers showed some level of independence at further survey bins resulting in 

decreasing double observer probabilities.   

A plot of the pooled detection function for model 1 (Table 5 and 6) suggests that the 

detection of caribou on the line (distance=0) was close to 1 with a shoulder of constant 

detection to approximately 200m after which it declined to 0.0 at the furthest bin 

(Figure 16).  The actual estimate of detection on the line was 0.94 (SE=0.04).  The fit 

of the distance detection function was adequate with a chi-square of 4.87.  However, 

degrees of freedom were 0 due to covariates used to estimate the detection function.  

The base hazard rate model with no covariates did significantly fit the data with a chi-

square value of 0.79, (df=1, p=0.49).  

Visual inspection of the fit of the data to the mark-recapture component of the model 

(Figure 17) suggests adequate fit, however, chi-square values suggested marginal fit 

(chi-square=16.5, df=5, p=0.005).  The main lack of fit was an underestimate of 

observations seen only by the secondary observer.  The likely cause of this would be 

heterogeneity of sighting probabilities caused by the periodic inability to switch 
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observers.  Sensitivity analyses were conducted, including consideration of estimates 

with no mark-recapture component (using distance sampling only, therefore assuming 

detection is 1 at the closest survey bin) to better understand implications of lack of fit.  
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Table 5. Univariate model selection for distance sampling covariates for the 2024 
fixed wing data set.  The distance sampling detection function (DF: hr-
hazard rate, hn-Half normal) is shown along with the distance and double 
observer model.  A constant intercept double observer model was used 
for all analysis.  Sample size adjusted Akaike Information Criterion 
(AICc), the difference in AICc between the most supported model for 
each model (∆AICc), AICc weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) 
and deviance is given.  Constant models are shaded for reference. 

No DF Distance model AICc ΔAICc wi K LL 

1 hr snow + cloud 3109.30 0.00 0.56 5 -1549.6 
2 hr snow + cloud + snowloud 3110.45 1.15 0.31 6 -1549.2 
3 hr snowloud 3114.26 4.96 0.05 4 -1553.1 
4 hr cloud 3114.77 5.47 0.04 4 -1553.4 
5 hr logsize + snowloud 3116.05 6.75 0.02 5 -1553.0 
6 hr logsize + cloud 3116.53 7.23 0.02 5 -1553.2 
7 hr logsize + cloud + snowloud 3118.08 8.78 0.01 6 -1553.0 
8 hr cloud_factor 3120.72 11.42 0.00 6 -1554.3 
9 hr weakobs 3127.13 17.83 0.00 4 -1559.5 

10 hr snow 3140.26 30.96 0.00 4 -1566.1 
11 hr snow_factor 3143.77 34.46 0.00 5 -1566.8 
12 hr constant 3146.88 37.58 0.00 3 -1570.4 
13 hr logsize 3147.22 37.92 0.00 4 -1569.6 
14 hr DataRecObs 3148.11 38.81 0.00 4 -1570.0 
15 hr size 3148.31 39.01 0.00 4 -1570.1 
17 hr SnowPatch 3148.38 39.08 0.00 6 -1568.1 
18 hn constant 3176.39 67.09 0.00 2 -1586.2 
19 hn size 3177.18 67.88 0.00 3 -1585.6 
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Table 6. Model selection for double observer and combined distance 
sampling/double observer covariates for the 2024 fixed wing data set. 
The distance sampling detection function (DF: HR-hazard rate, HN-Half 
normal) is shown along with distance and double observer model.  
Sample size adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), the difference 
in AICc between the most supported model for each model (∆AICc), AICc 
weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) and deviance is given.  
Constant mark-recapture models are shaded for reference.   

No DF Distance model MR/2x model AICc ΔAICc wi K LL 

1 hr snow + cloud ob6 + ob11 + distance + logsize 3070.31 0.00 0.62 9 -1526.0 
2 hr snow + cloud ob6 + ob11 + distance + size 3071.64 1.32 0.32 9 -1526.7 
3 hr snow + cloud ob6 + distance + logsize 3075.95 5.63 0.04 8 -1529.9 
4 hr snow + cloud ob6 + ob11 + distance 3077.24 6.92 0.02 8 -1530.5 
5 hr snow + cloud ob6 + ob11 3082.67 12.35 0.00 7 -1534.3 
6 hr snow + cloud ob5 + ob6 + ob11 3082.90 12.59 0.00 8 -1533.4 
7 hr snow + cloud weakobs 3091.95 21.63 0.00 6 -1539.9 
8 hr snow + cloud distance + logsize 3093.30 22.99 0.00 7 -1539.6 
9 hr snow + cloud logsize 3098.77 28.46 0.00 6 -1543.3 
10 hr snow + cloud size 3100.48 30.17 0.00 6 -1544.2 
11 hr snow + cloud SnowPatchF 3101.27 30.96 0.00 8 -1542.5 
12 hr snow + cloud distance 3104.54 34.23 0.00 6 -1546.2 
13 hr snow + cloud snowloud 3107.51 37.20 0.00 6 -1547.7 
14 hr snow + cloud cloud 3107.87 37.56 0.00 6 -1547.9 
15 hr snow + cloud snow 3108.67 38.35 0.00 6 -1548.3 
16 hr snow + cloud constant 3109.30 38.99 0.00 5 -1549.6 
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Figure 16. Fitted detection function for the most supported MRDS model for the fixed 
wing data set. 

 

 

Figure 17. Fit of fixed wing mark-recapture double observer model for the fixed wing 
data set.   
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Model Selection Helicopter 

Lower sample sizes of observations (131 observations) precluded consideration with 

more elaborate distance sampling models with the helicopter-only data set (Table 7).  

Models with more than 1 covariate did not converge and therefore univariate models 

were considered.  Of detection functions, the hazard rate was most supported (model 

6).  A model with cloud cover as a covariate was most supported.  A plot of the 

detection function shows a broader shoulder extending partially across the 200-400m 

survey sighting range.  Model fit was adequate (chi-square=0.513, df=1, p=0.47) as 

indicated by chi-square tests (Figure 18).  
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Table 7. Model selection for distance sampling covariates for the 2024 helicopter 
data set.  The distance sampling detection function (DF: hr-hazard rate, hn-
Half normal) is shown along with the distance and double observer model.  
Sample size adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), the difference in 
AICc between the most supported model for each model (∆AICc), AICc 
weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) and deviance is given.  
Constant models are shaded for reference. 

No DF Model  AICc ∆AICc wi K LL 

1 hr cloud 344.70 0.00 0.60 3 -169.3 

2 hr snowloud 345.72 1.02 0.36 3 -169.8 
3 hr size 352.75 8.05 0.01 3 -173.3 
4 hr snow 353.07 8.37 0.01 3 -173.4 
5 hr logsize 354.18 9.48 0.01 3 -174.0 
6 hr constant 354.43 9.73 0.00 2 -175.2 
7 hn size 355.82 11.12 0.00 2 -175.9 
8 hr SnowPatch 356.01 11.31 0.00 5 -172.8 
9 hn constant  356.34 11.64 0.00 1 -177.2 

 

 

 

Figure 18. Fit of helicopter data set to distance sampling data. 
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4.2.2  Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2025)  

Double Observer Summary 

There were 45 combinations of observers during the 2025 survey (when accounting 

for primary/secondary ordering of observers).  Summaries of the 2025 double observer 

data resulted in 12 pairs that switched with the remaining observer combinations not 

switching (Table 8).  Of the 12 that switched, 2 pairings did not have sufficient sample 

sizes and were pooled into a single pair which resulted in 11 pairs.  The remainder of 

the observers that did not switch were grouped into a single observer pair (12 in Table 
8).  The helicopter crew was considered as a single pairing (13 in Table 8), given that 

they were not able to switch and therefore did not have a pairing that could be modelled 

using double observer methods.   

Plots of detection probabilities reveal weak pairings using either data recorder 

observation or observations without data recorder augmentation (Figure 19).  More 

exactly, pairs 2 and 7 had lower detection probabilities (without data recorder 

observations added), and pairs 8 to 11 had lower detection when data recorder 

observations were added.  To offset this issue, data recorder observations were used 

as the 2nd observer observations for pairs 8 to 11.  A “weak observer pair” covariate 

was used to potentially account for weak probabilities for pairs 2 and 7. 
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Table 8. Summary of double observer pair data for 2025.  P1x is the single observer 
sighting probability and p2x is the double observer probability.  Data is 
summarized for double observer only data and double observer with data 
recorder observations as indicated by _nodr and _dr suffixes.   

Pair Switched? 
Frequencies Naïve detection probabilities 

Front Rear Both DataRec P1x_nodr P1x_dr p2x p2x_dr 
1 yes 10 40 17 3 0.75 0.71 0.94 0.92 
2 yes 1 10 12 1 0.48 0.46 0.73 0.71 

3 yes 6 54 4 0 0.94 0.94 1.00 1.00 
4 yes 1 33 2 1 0.94 0.92 1.00 0.99 
6 yes 2 30 3 7 0.91 0.76 0.99 0.94 
7 yes 6 13 27 0 0.41 0.41 0.66 0.66 
8 yes 4 19 2 9 0.92 0.68 0.99 0.90 
9 yes 3 16 4 8 0.83 0.61 0.97 0.85 
10 yes 4 24 5 11 0.85 0.64 0.98 0.87 
11 yes 3 30 3 19 0.92 0.60 0.99 0.84 
12 no 

(pooled) 
94 128 53 17 0.81 0.76 0.96 0.94 

13 no (heli)  16 8 12 0 0.67 0.67 0.89 0.89 
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Figure 19. Graphical representation of double observer detection probabilities by 
observer pairs for 2025.  The red dots indicate detection probabilities for 
applicable pairs where the 2 observers were primary, and the data 
recorder was considered the secondary observer.  
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Distance Sampling Summary 

As for the 2024 analysis, the detection histogram of observations was highest in the 

closest bin, with a steady decline to the furthest bin, though sparse sample sizes 

precluded solid evaluation of a detection histogram for the Eurocopter B-2 helicopter 

(Figure 20 and 21).  To confront this, we combined the 2024 and 2025 helicopter 

observation data for the analysis of the 2025 data set as detailed later in this report 

(Figure 29). 

For the fixed-wing analysis, smaller group sizes appeared to have a more pronounced 

shoulder compared to larger group sizes for the fixed wing (Figures 21 and 22).  Cloud 

cover had a potential effect of broadening the detection histogram for fixed wing aircraft 

at higher cloud cover levels (Figure 23).  A broadening of the shoulder with higher 

snow cover was also suggested; however, the effect was minimal (Figure 24).  The 

combined effect of snow and cloud is shown by the product of the two covariates.  It 

can be seen that the detection histogram is flattened at higher levels of both cloud and 

snow cover (Figure 25).  

In previous analyses of central Baffin strata, Prince Charles Island (sampled in 2014 

and again in 2025) and characterized by its flat topography and almost continuous 

cover of snow, had higher sightability compared to other strata.  Inspection of detection 

histograms for 2025 also suggests a broader shoulder with a higher proportion of 

observations in further survey bins (Figure 26). 
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Figure 20. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from fixed wing for 2025.  
Observations are also color-coded by observation type.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.   

 

 

Figure 21. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from plane for 2025 
aircraft type.  Observations are also color-coded by observation type.  
Observation frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the 
different y-axis scales. 
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Figure 22. Histograms of detections as a function of group size and observation 
type for the 2025 survey.  Observation frequencies are adjusted based 
on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis scales. 

 

 

Figure 23. Detection histograms as a function of cloud cover for 2025. Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales.   
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Figure 24. Detection histograms as a function of snow cover for 2025. Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales.  

 

 

Figure 25. Detection histograms as a function of the product of cloud and snow 
cover for 2025.  Observation frequencies are adjusted based on bin 
widths.  Note the different y-axis scales.   
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Figure 26. Detection histograms as a function of the product whether observations 
occurred on Prince Charles Island for 2025 survey.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales. 
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Model Selection Fixed Wing 

Model selection for the fixed wing aircraft initially focused on detection function choice, 

with a hazard rate model (Table 9: Models 6 and 15) being most supported in 

comparison to a half-normal detection function.  The most supported model (Model 1) 

had group size, cloud cover, snow patchiness, and Prince Charles Island (PCI) as 

supported covariates.  The most supported distance model was then used for mark-

recapture model selection.  Distance, the log of group size was more supported than 

a constant model (Table 10).  A DRPair covariate, which was for lower detection 

probability observers, was not supported, suggesting that the amount of variation 

caused by these observers was minimal.   

The fit of the MRDS model was good, as indicated by plots of the data relative to 

detection histograms (Figure 27).  Chi-square tests for the distance portion had 0 

degrees of freedom, precluding a p-value for the test; however, the overall chi-square 

was 3.6, suggesting a reasonable fit.  Fit was also adequate to the mark-recapture 

portion of the MRDS model (chi-square=2.06, df=2, p=0.36) as suggested by plots of 

predictions compared to conditional double observer detection probabilities.   Detection 

probabilities did decrease with distance; however, the amount was less than suggested 

by the distance plot (Figure 28) due to heterogeneity of double observer detection 

probabilities. 
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Table 9. Model selection for distance sampling covariates for the 2025 fixed wing 

data set.  The distance sampling detection function (DF: hr-hazard rate, hn-
Half normal) is shown along with the distance and double observer model.  
A constant intercept double observer model was used for all analysis.  
Sample size adjusted using Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), the 
difference in AICc between the most supported model for each model 
(∆AICc), AICc weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) and deviance 
is given.  Constant models are shaded for reference. 

No DF Distance model AICc ΔAICc wi K LL 

1 hr size + PCI + cloud + snowpatch 2632.84 0.00 0.66 7 -1309.34 
2 hr size + PCI + snow + cloud +snowpatch 2634.43 1.60 0.30 8 -1309.12 
3 hr size + snow + cloud + snowpatch 2641.34 8.50 0.01 7 -1313.59 
4 hr size + cloud + snow 2641.75 8.91 0.01 6 -1314.82 
5 hr size + snow 2642.15 9.31 0.01 5 -1316.03 
6 hr size + PCI 2643.09 10.26 0.00 5 -1316.51 
7 hr size + snow + snowpatch 2643.15 10.32 0.00 6 -1315.52 
8 hr size + snow + cloud + snowloud 2643.26 10.43 0.00 7 -1314.56 
9 hr PCI 2645.23 12.39 0.00 4 -1318.59 

10 hr snow + cloud + snowpatch 2645.95 13.12 0.00 6 -1316.92 
11 hr snow + cloud 2646.24 13.41 0.00 5 -1318.08 
12 hr snow 2646.93 14.09 0.00 4 -1319.44 
13 hr Strata 2647.37 14.53 0.00 7 -1316.61 
14 hr snow + cloud + snowcloud 2647.45 14.61 0.00 6 -1317.67 

15 hr snowpatch 2647.82 14.98 0.00 4 -1319.88 
16 hr size 2650.43 17.59 0.00 4 -1321.19 
17 hr snow_factor 2652.38 19.55 0.00 4 -1322.17 
18 hr logsize 2653.48 20.64 0.00 4 -1322.71 
19 hr weakobs 2654.40 21.56 0.00 4 -1323.17 
20 hr constant 2654.81 21.98 0.00 3 -1324.39 
21 hr snowcloud 2655.02 22.19 0.00 4 -1323.49 
22 hr cloud 2655.34 22.50 0.00 4 -1323.64 
23 hr cloud_factor 2658.02 25.18 0.00 6 -1322.95 
24 hn size 2663.31 30.48 0.00 3 -1328.64 
25 hn logsize 2663.49 30.65 0.00 3 -1328.73 
26 hn constant 2664.11 31.28 0.00 2 -1330.05 
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Table 10. Model selection for double observer and combined distance 
sampling/double observer covariates for the 2025 fixed wing data set. For 
this analysis the most supported DS model (Table: size + cloud + 
Snowpatch+PCI) was used.  Sample size adjusted Akaike Information 
Criterion (AICc), the difference in AICc between the most supported 
model for each model (∆AICc), AICc weight (wi), number of model 
parameters (K) and deviance is given.  Constant mark-recapture models 
are shaded for reference.   

No MRmodel AICc ΔAICc wi K LL 
1 logsize + distance 2627.82 0.00 0.32 9 -1304.8 
2 PCI + logsize + distance 2628.27 0.45 0.26 10 -1304.0 
3 logsize 2629.84 2.02 0.12 8 -1306.8 
4 size 2630.14 2.31 0.10 8 -1307.0 
5 distance 2630.33 2.50 0.09 8 -1307.1 
6 constant 2632.84 5.01 0.03 7 -1309.3 
7 Snow_Patchyness 2633.45 5.63 0.02 8 -1308.6 
8 DRPair 2633.59 5.76 0.02 8 -1308.7 
9 snowc 2634.48 6.66 0.01 8 -1309.1 
10 PCI 2634.66 6.84 0.01 8 -1309.2 
11 snowcloud 2634.67 6.84 0.01 8 -1309.2 
12 cloudc 2634.71 6.88 0.01 8 -1309.3 
13 SnowPatchF 2635.32 7.50 0.01 9 -1308.5 
14 logsize + distance 2627.82 0.00 0.32 9 -1304.8 
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Figure 27. Fitted detection function for the most supported MRDS model for the 

2025 fixed wing data set.   

 

 

Figure 28. Fitted detection function for the most supported MRDS model for the 
2025 fixed wing data set.  
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Helicopter Model Selection 

The 2024 and 2025 helicopter data were combined for the 2025 analysis to offset low 

sample sizes in the 2025 data set.  An additional year covariate was also added to the 

analysis to test potential differences in detection functions.  A comparison of detection 

histograms (Figure 29) suggests proportionally more observations in the furthest 

survey bin in 2025; however, this may be due to low sample sizes in 2025.  Model 

selection results suggested that the detection function scale varied by group size, year 

and cloud cover for helicopter observations, with the hazard rate detection function 

being most supported (Table 11).  A plot of the overall detection function suggested a 

reasonable fit of the detection function to the data, with an overall chi-square value of 

2.3 (0 degrees of freedom prevented a p-value from being developed) (Figure 30).  
The year-based covariate suggested that detection was higher for the helicopter used 

in 2025 compared to the same make and model of helicopter (Eurocopter B-2) used in 

2024 (Figure 31).  The effect of this covariate was a reduction in estimates for 2025 

strata by approximately 20% (Model 3 vs Model 1: approximately 200 caribou).  So, 

the net effect of using the year covariate is to make the 2025 estimate more 

conservative due to data deficiencies.  Because of this, helicopter estimates were 

relatively imprecise (CV=20%) when compared with fixed wing estimates. 
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Figure 29. Detection histograms for 2024 and 2025 helicopter data sets. 
 

 



 

63 
Department of Environment      Campbell et al., 2025 

 

 

 

Table 11. Model selection for distance sampling covariates for the 2024 and 2025 
helicopter data sets.  The distance sampling detection function (DF: hr-
hazard rate, hn-Half normal) is shown along with distance and double 
observer model. Sample size adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), 
the difference in AICc between the most supported model for each model 
(∆AICc), AICc weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) and deviance 
is given.  Constant models are shaded for reference. 

No DF Model AICc ∆AICc wi K LL 

1 hr size + Year + cloud 434.98 0.00 0.59 5 -212.3 
2 hr size + Year + cloud + snowloud 436.69 1.71 0.25 6 -212.1 
3 hr size + cloud 439.23 4.25 0.07 4 -215.5 
4 hr size + Year 439.67 4.69 0.06 4 -215.7 
5 hr size + cloudc + snow 441.34 6.37 0.02 5 -215.5 
6 hr size 445.04 10.07 0.00 3 -219.4 
7 hn size 446.11 11.13 0.00 2 -221.0 
8 hr Year 448.19 13.22 0.00 3 -221.0 
9 hn Year 449.54 14.57 0.00 2 -222.7 

10 hr logsize 450.71 15.73 0.00 3 -222.3 
11 hn logsize 452.01 17.04 0.00 2 -224.0 
12 hr cloudc 458.16 23.18 0.00 3 -226.0 
13 hr snowloud 460.89 25.91 0.00 3 -227.4 
14 hr Constant 464.13 29.16 0.00 2 -230.0 
15 hr snow 466.10 31.13 0.00 3 -230.0 
16 hn Constant 466.50 31.52 0.00 1 -232.2 
17 hr SnowpatchF 469.71 34.73 0.00 5 -229.7 
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Figure 30. Fit of helicopter data set to distance sampling data for 2025. 
 

 

Figure 31. Comparison of detection functions for 2024 and 2025.  The mean 
detection function and detection functions for 2024 and 2025 are 
shown. 
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4.3 Sensitivity Analysis of 2024 & 2025 Models & Data  

 

4.3.1  Sensitivity Analysis (2024)  

 

A sensitivity analysis was conducted for the 2024 fixed wing data set to assess sensitivity 

of estimates to model fit, inclusion of data recorder data, and distance sampling (Table 6 
and Figure 16).  The overall estimates from the most supported model were compared 

with various models and data formulations (Table 12 and Figure 32).   

In the first analysis, we used a distance sampling only model that used estimates of the 

most supported distance models with no double observer model (assumed sightability=1 

in the closest bin was considered).  Estimates from this model were 584 caribou lower 

(2.4%) lower than the full MRDS model suggesting that sightability within the transect strip 

only reduced the estimate marginally compared to assuming it was 1.  We note that this 

formulation also should be less sensitive to inclusion of data recorder data given that 

detection probabilities are not modelled; instead, it is assumed that relatively equal 

observer effort occurs during the survey so that the resulting detection functions apply 

across all observer pairs.   

In the second analysis, we used a strip transect estimator that assumes sightability within 

the 0-400m strip.  Estimates were 12% lower using this approach which was not surprising 

given that detection decayed after 200m based on calculated detection functions.  

Incorporation of double observer modelling did increase the estimate slightly (7% lower); 

however, it was still lower than the distance sampling only estimates.   

In the third analysis, we used an estimate using the full MRDS model with all data recorder 

observations; with estimates being approximately 2,000 caribou (8.8%) lower than the 

MRDS model and 6.5% lower than the distance sampling model.  This result suggests that 

inclusion of data recorder data for the extremely weak pairs likely offsets potential negative 

bias caused by larger numbers of caribou being missed by weak observer pairs.   
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In the fourth analysis, we used all data including data recorders, all of which was used with 

the most supported distance sampling model.  This forth analysis was run with estimates 

being only 288 caribou lower (1%) than the MRDS model suggesting that just using data 

recorder data may be as efficient as double observer modelling.   
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Table 12. Sensitivity analysis of estimates of 2024 Baffin Island total estimates.  The total 

number of caribou used in the estimate (n) is given along with each estimate 
(N).  MRDS indicates a distance sampling/double observer model, DS 
indicates a distance sampling model, and DR indicates data recorder 
observations. 

Model n N SE Conf. Limit CV 

Strip transect/Double observer 2609 22,438 1268.4 17,097 29,063 0.057 
Strip transect 2644 21,289 1458.1 18,409 24,169 0.068 
MRDS Fixed/DS heli-no DR observations 3614 22,056 1341.2 19,555 24,877 0.061 

MRDS Fixed/DS helicopter 3843 24,162 1372.0 21,595 27,034 0.057 
DS Fixed and Helicopter 3843 23,577 1362.4 21,031 26,432 0.058 
DS Fixed and Helicopter-all DR 
observations 

3908 23,874 1406.6 21,254 26,816 0.059 

 
 

 

 
Figure 32. Graphical representation of 2024 sensitivity analysis.  Dashed line indicates 

estimate used for analyses. 
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4.3.2  Sensitivity Analysis (2025)  

 

A similar set of sensitivity analyses were conducted for the 2025 fixed wing Northern Baffin 

Island data set to assess the effect of inclusion of data recorder observations as well as 

use of distance sampling methods.  Estimates were compared to the full MRDS estimate 

(Table 10).  The helicopter portion of the data set, which was challenged by low sample 

sizes, was not used in sensitivity analyses.  

As with the 2024 strip-transect/double observer results, 2025 estimates with or without data 

recorder observations were 10-16% lower than full data set estimates (Table 13 and 
Figure 33) demonstrating the utility of distance sampling to reduce estimate bias. 

A second analysis considered the selective addition of data recorder observations used in 

the 2025 analysis (MRDS (selective DR obs in Table 13)) with no data recorder 

observations included (MRDS (no DR obs)).  In this case estimates were 4% lower when 

data recorder observations were not included, suggesting that augmentation of weak 

observers with data recorder observations provides an effective way to offset issues with 

weak observers. 

A final analysis compared estimates using just distance sampling with all data recorder 

observations (DS (all DR obs)) with the MRDS estimates with selective observations.  In 

this case the distance sampling only estimates were slightly higher than the MRDS 

estimates, however, the difference was only 1.5%.  As discussed later, this result suggests 

that just using distance sampling with combined data recorder and observer observations 

can be as effective as MRDS methods when survey conditions are favorable. 
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Table 13. Sensitivity analysis of estimates of 2025 Baffin Island total estimates.  The 

total number of caribou used in the estimate (n) is given along with each 
estimate (N).  MRDS indicates a distance sampling/double observer model, 
DS indicates a distance sampling model, and DR indicates data recorder 
observations. 

Model n N SE Conf. Limit  CV 
Strip transect (all DR obs) 2588 20,328 1589.9 17,177 23,480 0.078 

Strip transect/Double observer 2532 21,774 1493.0 18,982 24,977 0.069 
MRDS (selective DR obs) 3489 24,080 1812.2 20,739 27,958 0.075 

MRDS (no DR obs) 3278 23,044 1841.3 19,668 27,001 0.080 
DS (all DR obs) 3555 24,450 1942.0 20,898 28,606 0.079 

 

 

 

 
Figure 33. Graphical representation of 2025 sensitivity analysis.  Dashed line 

indicates estimate used for analyses. 
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4.4 Estimates  

 

Estimates derived from both March 2024, and 2025 surveys were analyzed separately 

before merging the two datasets together for a whole Baffin Island estimate.  The 

results of these individual assessments are as follows below.  However, to accurately 

assess the whole Island estimate, survey strata from both years would have to be 

merged in a way that would keep relative density assessments as mutually exclusive 

as possible.  This process will be discussed later in this section. 

 

 

4.4.1  March 2024 South Baffin Survey 

 

March 2024 abundance estimates were derived from the most supported MRDS model 

for both the fixed-wing strata and the helicopter (Heli) strata (Table 14).  Highest 

abundance and densities occurred on the MP-HD-FW (Meta-Incognita Peninsula High 

Density) where 11,694 adult, yearling, and calf caribou were estimated, followed by 

Hall Peninsula High Density strata (HP-HD-FW and HP-HD-H) where combined fixed 

wing and rotary wing methods estimated a total of 8,110 (Fixed 95% CI = 4,977-6,910; 

CV = 8.2%; Helicopter 95% CI = 1,572-3,207; CV = 18.0%) adults, yearlings, and 

calves, and finally FP-MD-FW (Fox Peninsula Medium Density), where 3,589 (95% CI 

= 2,558-5,035; CV = 16.1%) adults, yearlings, and calves were estimated.  Overall 

estimates were relatively precise with the least precise estimates (highest CV’s) 

occurring within the FP-LD-FW density stratum (with 11 on-transect caribou 

observations), the NLNE-LD-FW (Nettling Lake North East low density) stratum (with 

66 on-transect caribou observations), and the NLN-LD-FW (Nettling Lake North low 

density) stratum (with 24 on-transect caribou observations) (Table 14).  Combined 

these low-density strata had little influence on the overall abundance of south Baffin 
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caribou, contributing a mean of 769 caribou to the south Baffin estimate.  Higher 

density survey strata however were relatively precise yielding an estimate across all 

south Baffin survey strata of 24,162 (95% CI = 21,595-27,034; CV = 5.7%) adult, 

yearling, and calf caribou.  

 

 

4.4.2  March 2025 Central and North Baffin Survey 

 

Similar to March 2024, the March 2025 abundance estimates were derived from the 

most supported MRDS model for both the fixed-wing and the helicopter strata (Table 
14).  The NCB-HD-FW (North Central Baffin High Density Fixed-Wing) stratum 

recorded densities of 27.36 caribou per 100km2 which were similar to densities to MP-

HD-FW (Meta-Incognita Peninsula High Density Fixed-Wing) flown in 2024.  These 

two strata contained the majority of caribou estimated across Baffin Island.  In total 

3,223 caribou were observed on transect within the NCB-HD-FW stratum which 

translated to an estimated total stratum abundance of 22,677 caribou (95%CI= 18,922-

27,178; CV=9.2%).  The estimate was precise with a CV of 8.5%.  The next highest 

recorded densities of caribou occurred within the PCI-HD-FW (Prince Charles Island 

High Density Fixed-Wing) stratum where a relative density of 7.36 caribou/km2 

translated to an estimated 1,163 caribou adults, yearlings, and calves (95% CI=707-

1,914; CV=24.2%), followed by the NL-LD-FW (Neergaard Lake Low Density Fixed-

Wing) showing a relative density of 4.30 caribou/km2 and an estimated 164 adults, 

yearlings, and calves (95%CI=26 to 1,024;CV=98.5%).  Both these strata produced 

imprecise estimates due to the relatively low sample population and as is evident by 

their high CVs.  The remaining strata recorded 1.84 caribou/km2 within the NCB-MD-

H (North Central Baffin Medium Density Helicopter), 1.61 caribou/km2 within the GF-

MD-FW (Gifford Fiord Medium Density Fixed-Wing) and 0.85 caribou/km2 within the 

ISL-LD-FW (Western Islands Low Density Fixed-Wing)).  In total these final strata 

accounted for 81 caribou seen on transect, yielding an estimate of 483 adults, calves, 

and yearlings between the three strata.  Again, these estimates lacked precision, 
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however, this lack of precision had little effect on the overall precision of the 2025 

survey due to the relatively low numbers of caribou observed and estimated within 

these low and medium density transects when compared with the high density and 

high precision of the NCB-HD-FW strata and transects.   
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Table 14. Estimates for each stratum from the most supported MRDS model.  The 
number of caribou counted on transect (n) is given for each stratum along 
with abundance estimates.  Density is the abundance estimate divided 
by strata area X 100. 

Strata n N SE Conf. Limit CV Density 

2024        

FP-LD-FW 11 94 70.8 19 457 0.757 0.8 
FP-MD-FW 650 3,589 578.8 2,558 5,035 0.161 16.6 
MP-HD-FW 1,751 11,694 1041.7 9,787 13,972 0.089 28.0 

NLNE-LD-FW 66 479 231.1 174 1,322 0.482 2.6 
NLN-LD-FW 24 196 101.9 65 592 0.520 1.6 
HP-HD-FW 909 5,864 479.8 4,977 6,910 0.082 11.7 
HP-HD-H 432 2,246 403.9 1,572 3,207 0.180 11.4 

Total 3,843 24,162 1372.0 21,595 27,034 0.057 

2025        

NCB-HD-FW 3,223 22,677 2081.0 18,922 27,178 0.092 27.4 

GF-MD-FW 7 51 51.0 9 284 1.001 1.6 

ISL-LD-FW 3 24 24.1 4 144 1.009 0.9 

NL-LD-FW 18 164 162.0 26 1,024 0.985 4.3 

PCI-HD-FW 238 1,163 281.5 707 1,914 0.242 7.4 

NCB-HD-H 71 408 183.8 173 963 0.451 1.8 

PI-LD-H 96 539 58.2 436 667 0.108 5.7 

Total 3,656 25,026 2115.8 21,182 29,568 0.085 
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4.4.3  Merging March 2024 and 2025 Overlapping Strata 

 

We combined the March 2024, and 2025 caribou abundance estimates for a whole 

Baffin Island estimate.  This analytical step was required for the development of a trend 

analysis utilizing the March/April 2012 South Baffin Island survey estimate, March 2014 

Full Baffin Island survey estimate (Campbell et al. 2015), and the March 2024 and 

2025 merged Baffin Island survey estimates (Figure 34).  Further, and to analytically 

combine the 2024 Nettling Lake strata including the Nettling Lake East Low Density 

(NLNE-LD-FW) and the Nettling Lake Low Density (NLN-LD-FW), we analyzed their 

degree of overlap with the 2025 Central Baffin stratum (CB) (Table 15).  To combine 

these overlapping strata estimates from the transects flown, a few modifications to the 

2024 survey strata were required.  We used all available past and recent telemetry and 

survey data to examine caribou movements and mixing within the localized area 

encompassing these three partially overlapping strata across the two survey years.  

We also used current 2024 and 2025 telemetry movement data to assess movement 

rates and spatial affiliations between the two survey years though this data was limited 

to only four (4) collars in March 2024 and four (4) collared caribou cows in March 2025.   

An initial assessment of overlapping survey stratum showed the majority of the 2024 

Nettling Lake North Low-density stratum (NLN-LD-FW) overlapping with the 2025 

NCB-HD-FW stratum; however, no caribou were detected in the areas of the 2024 

NLN-LD-FW stratum that did not overlap with the 2025 NCB-HD-FW stratum (Figure 
35).  Therefore, the NLN-LD-FW stratum was excluded from trend comparison (the 

estimate of caribou in the area that did not overlap 2025 was 0).  We also examined 

the 2025 NCB-HD-FW stratum which also extended into the 2024 NLNE-LD-FW 

stratum.  As with the NLN-LD-FW stratum, few caribou occurred in areas that did not 

overlap apart from a few groups to the southwest NLE-LD-FW stratum.  To estimate 

these groups, the area of overlap between the 2025 NCB-HD-FW and 2024 NLNE-LD-

FW strata was clipped to create a new 2024 NLE-LD-FW stratum that excluded the 

2025 NCB-HD-FW stratum.  Observations from 2024, that were in the 2025 NCB-HD-

FW stratum, were then excluded to derive new estimates for the 2024 NLE-LD-FW 
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stratum.  This sampling configuration assumes that most caribou detected in 2025 

were from the Central Baffin subpopulation and that an insignificant number of caribou 

moved from the South Baffin survey extents into the Central Baffin stratum survey 

extents (and vice-versa) in March 2024 and 2025.  Past collar analysis (Campbell et al 

2015) suggests that this subpopulation mainly occurs to the north of Nettling Lake with 

the South Baffin subpopulation or grouping predominantly occurring to the south of 

Nettling Lake during the time of year the survey was flown (Figure 36).  Current collar 

data from 2024 and 2025, over the same days the surveys were conducted supports 

this hypothesis, showing minimal movement between central and south Baffin survey 

extents in March when the surveys occurred, and other months of the year as well 

(Figure 37).  No collared caribou switched subpopulations during this period.  Though 

this spatial assessment supports these stratification modifications, we must note that 

this comparison is limited by sample size and distribution of the collared caribou.  

Despite the small sample size, this assessment does suggest remarkable fidelity of 

caribou to regional areas within Baffin Island.  Following the assessment of all available 

spatial caribou data and the final adjustment of overlapping strata and recorded 

caribou observations, the resulting 2024 and 2025 estimates were merged to derive a 

full island estimate of 48,681(CI=43,973-53,893) (Table 15 and Figure 38). 
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Figure 34. Areas sampled in 2024 (green) and 2025 (black with white observations). 
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Figure 35. Close up of area of overlap of 2024 and 2025 sampling strata. 
 

 



Baffin Island Caribou Distribution and Abundance Survey February/March 2024/2025 

78 

 

 

 

Figure 36. Winter range use based on utilization distributions utilizing a Kernel 
analysis with an 11 km search radius using historic (1987-1994) collar 
data.  Darker colors indicate higher use.  Figure from Campbell et al 
(2015). 
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Figure 37. Locations of collared caribou (n=34 and 33 for 2024 and 2025) relative 
to survey strata (2024: green, 2025: brown) in March when surveys 
were conducted relative to other months of the year. 
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Table 15. Estimates from 2024 excluding area of overlap with 2025 strata (NLN-LD-
FW strata eliminated and NLNE-LD-FW reduced) and the resulting 
combined estimates of 2024 and 2025 (FW=Fixed wing aircraft; 
H=Helicopter).  The 2025 strata estimates are listed in Table 5. 

Strata 
n N SE Conf. Limit CV Density 

Caribou/km2 2024 

Foxe Penn. 
Fixed wing 

Low Density 
FP-LD-FW 11 94 70.8 19 457 0.757 0.8 

Foxe Penn. 
Med Density 
Fixed Wing 

FP-MD-FW 650 3,589 578.8 2,558 5,035 0.161 16.6 

Meta-Incognita 
Penn. High 

Density Fixed 
Wing 

MP-HD-FW 1751 11,694 1041.7 9,787 13,972 0.089 28 

Nettling Lake 
East Low 

Density Fixed 
Wing 

NLNE-LD-FW 
(reduced) 23 168 181.3 24 1,189 1.081 1.09 

Hall Penn High 
Density Fixed 

Wing 
HP-HD-FW 909 5,864 479.8 4,977 6,910 0.082 11.7 

Hall Penn Heli 
High Density 

Helicopter 
HP-HD-H  
(DS only) 432 2,246 403.9 1,572 3,207 0.180 11.4 

2024 
Total 3,776 23,655 1360.7 21,111 26,506 0.058 

        

2025 
Total  3,656 25,026 2115.8 21,182 29,568 0.085 

 
TOTAL 

2024 and 2025 7,432 48,681 2515.5 43,973 53,893 0.052 
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Figure 38. The combined 2024 and 2025 data sets with the 2024 NLNE-LD-FW 

stratum modified to avoid overlap with the 2025 NCB-HD-FW stratum.   
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4.5 Trend Analysis  

 

4.5.1  Observed Abundance Trends 

 

Comparisons between full Baffin Island abundance estimates as well as regional 

stratum estimates, were undertaken using data from the 2012, 2014, and merged 2024 

and 2025 surveys (Tables 15 and 16).  The 2014 full island estimate used to determine 

trend did not include Melville Peninsula or Borden Peninsula given that these 2 areas 

were not surveyed in 2024/2025.  This reduced the estimate used for the analysis of 

trend from 4,872 (CI=3,661-6,484) to 4,645 (CI=3,667-5,885) (Table 16).  

Regional trends from 2014 to 2024-5 were evaluated by pairing 2014 strata (Figure 
39 and Table 16) with 2024-2025 strata based on overlap as summarized in Table 16.   
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Table 16. Estimates for 2014 Baffin Island survey (Campbell et al. 2015) strata that 

overlap the 2024 and 2025 surveys.  Also listed are the corresponding 
2024/2025 strata used in the trend analysis.  Note that the Central Baffin 
region in 2014 was composed of the Central Baffin and Mary River strata 
(Figure 39). 

Region/Strata 
Corresponding to 2014 

Survey strata 
n N SE Confidence 

Limit CV 
Corresponding 
2024/25 strata 
used for trend 

analysis 
Central Baffin 197 1,091 278.4 662 1,798 0.255 NCB-HD-FW 

PI-LD-H Mary River 49 224 97.1 96 521 0.433 

Foxe Peninsula 20 216 183.4 48 972 0.849 FP-MD-FW 
FP-LD-FW 

Hall Peninsula 176 887 292.9 467 1,686 0.33 HP-HD-FW, 
HP-HD-H 

Meta-Incognita Peninsula 91 539 207.5 256 1,138 0.385 MP-HD-FW 
Prince Charles Island (PCI) 557 1,603 249.8 1,158 2,220 0.156 PCI-HD-FW 

North Central Baffin 13 85 45 31 230 0.53 NCB-MD-H 
Total 1,103 4,645 560.2 3,667 5,884 0.121  
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Observations from the combined 2024 and 2025 data sets (Figure 38) indicated higher 

densities in most March 2024 and 2025 strata then were observed in March 2014 or 

March 2012.  March 2014 observations and estimates illustrate relatively low numbers 

of caribou in comparison to March 2024 and 2025 strata observations and estimates 

(Tables 15, 16 and Figure 39).   

Regionally, the greatest change was documented within the Central Baffin Region 

where the mean estimate increased from 1,315 caribou (adults and yearlings) in 2014, 

to 23,216 (p-value <0.0001) by 2025.  The Meta-Incognita region recorded the next 

highest change from 539 to 11,694 (p-value < 0.0001), followed by the Hall Peninsula 

region where the estimated number of caribou increased from 887 to 7,878 (p-value < 

0.0001), and finally the Foxe Peninsula region where the mean estimate increased 

from 216 adult, yearling, and calf caribou in 2014, to 3,682 by March 2024 (p-value < 

0.0001) (Table 17).  Significant increases in abundance were not detected within the 

Prince Charles Island region and North Central Baffin region, where p-values were 

recorded well above the 0.05 threshold.  Mean estimates from these two regional strata 

did, however, suggest an increase in abundance within the North Central Baffin region, 

and a decrease in overall caribou abundance within the Prince Charles Island region 

(Figure 40). 

Overall estimates across all Baffin Island strata between March 2014 and March 

2024/25 saw a mean increase from 4,645 to 48,681 adult, yearling, and calf caribou 

respectively.  This change was highly significant yielding a P-value of less than 0.0001 

(P-values less than 0.05 are an indication of statistically significant change) (Figure 
41).   

The rates and magnitude of this change were estimated using the ratio of successive 

caribou survey estimates for the full Baffin Island survey area, as well as for individual 

strata making up the whole Baffin Island survey area (Table 18).  For clarity, the year 

for the Baffin 2024/2025 merged surveys was set to 2024.5 to accommodate the 

splitting of the island wide survey effort into the 2024 (South Baffin) and 2025 (North 

and Central Baffin Island) surveys that covered the entire Island (except for a large 

portion of Borden Peninsula).  Of most interest was a comparison of the 2012 and 2014 
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estimates with 2024/2025 estimates.  The relatively high CV’s reported for both the 

2012 and 2014 surveys, coupled with extended (7 weeks) and partial coverage (parts 

of central Baffin and all of North Baffin Island not surveyed) of the 2012 survey, 

compared to the 2014 whole Baffin Island survey coverage across a 4 week period, 

precluded solid estimates of trend in most cases between these survey years.   

The overall estimate for Baffin Island generated from the merged March 2024 (South 

Baffin), and 2025 (North and Central Baffin), indicate that caribou abundance 

increased approximately 11-fold since March 2014, which translates to a 25% rate of 

annual increase in abundance (CI=1.22-1.28).  Figure 42 shows yearly change 

estimates for the most relevant intervals.  Increases occurred in all strata except for 

Prince Charles Island which decreased by 3% per year.  Estimates of increase varied 

by each individual region, however, confidence intervals overlapped estimates for the 

entire region suggesting statistically similar trends. 
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Table 17. Estimates of abundance from previous and the present 2024/2025 
surveys used for trend analysis based on comparisons listed in Table 16.  
The total number of caribou used in the estimate (n) is given along with 
each estimate and confidence limits as well as coefficient of variation 
(CV) and degrees of freedom.  In addition, t-test for statistical significance 
between estimates are given. 

Year Caribou 
(n) 

N CV Conf. Limit df T-test dft p-value 

Baffin (all strata) 
2014 1,103 4,645 0.126 3,667 5,885 286.6 

   

2025 7,432 48,681 0.052 43,973 53,893 245.1 17.1 269.4 <0.0001 
Central Baffin region 

2014 246 1,315 0.238 827 2,093 122.6 
   

2025 3,319 23,216 0.090 19,452 27,709 142.8 10.4 149.2 <0.0001 
Foxe Peninsula region 

2012 6 69 0.995 12 389 19.6 
   

2014 20 216 0.849 48 972 30.4 0.8 38.3 0.4568 
2024 661 3,682 0.158 2,577 5,492 23.0 5.7 27.6 <0.0001 

Hall Peninsula region 
2012 41 480 0.337 250 925 65.5 

   

2014 176 887 0.330 467 1,686 96.0 1.2 143.9 0.2265 
2024 1,342 7,878 0.075 6,793 9,137 86.7 10.6 127.9 <0.0001 

Meta-Incognita Peninsula region 
2012 13 162 0.545 57 455 34.7 

   

2014 91 539 0.385 256 1,138 96.2 1.7 122.9 0.0966 
2024 1,751 11,694 0.089 9,787 13,972 55.0 10.5 59.3 <0.0001 

North Central Baffin region 
2014 13 85 0.533 31 232 55.2 

   

2025 71 408 0.451 173 963 154.0 1.7 171.5 0.0901 
Prince Charles Island (PCI) 

2014 557 1,603 0.171 1,131 2,272 26.0 
   

2025 238 1,163 0.242 707 1,914 64.1 -1.1 75.7 0.2663 
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Figure 39 Observations from the 2014 Baffin Island survey (Campbell et al. 
2015).   
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Figure 40 Estimates of abundance for the Baffin Island full island estimates in 
2014 and 2024/25. 
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Figure 41. Estimates of abundance for 6 target regions in 2012, 2014, 2024, and 
2025 as listed in Table 16.  Note the different y-scales for each plot. 
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Table 18. Rates of change in abundance for regions as defined in Table 16.  for 
2012, 2014, 2024, and 2025.  Abundance estimates are given for each 
year and estimates of gross change (Ny2/Ny1) and annual change (λ).  Ny1 
is the abundance estimate for the first year of the comparison and Ny2 is 
the estimate for the year of the second estimate. 

Interval Ny1 SEy1 Ny2 SEy2 GC SE Conf. Limit λ SE Conf. Limit 
Baffin (all strata)           

2014- 
2024- 
2025 

4,645 560.3 48,681 2515.5 10.48 1.40 8.16 13.62 1.25 0.02 1.22 1.28 

Central Baffin region 
2014- 
2025 1,315 312.9 23,216 2081.8 17.65 4.77 11.06 4.49 1.30 0.03 1.24 1.36 

Foxe Peninsula region          
2012- 
2014 69 68.5 216 183.4 3.14 9.73 0.38 4.10 1.77 1.28 0.62 5.44 

2014- 
2024 216 183.4 3,682 583.1 17.05 25.6 5.05 14.73 1.33 0.10 1.18 1.58 

Hall Peninsula region          
2012- 
2014 480 161.9 887 292.9 1.85 1.00 0.75 0.87 1.36 0.33 0.87 2.14 

2014- 
2024 887 292.9 7,878 588.0 8.88 3.35 4.88 3.01 1.24 0.04 1.17 1.33 

Meta Incognita Peninsula region 
2012- 
2014 162 88.1 539 207.5 3.34 3.03 1.03 2.23 1.83 0.64 1.01 3.50 

2014- 
2024 539 207.5 11,694 1041.7 21.70 9.88 10.95 8.57 1.36 0.05 1.27 1.48 

North Central Baffin region          
2014- 
2025 85 45.3 408 183.8 4.80 4.54 1.36 3.35 1.15 0.07 1.03 1.30 

Prince Charles Island region 
2014- 
2025 1,603 274.1 1,163 281.5 0.73 0.22 0.40 0.22 0.97 0.03 0.92 1.02 
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Figure 42. Comparison of yearly change (Nt+1/Nt) for Baffin (all strata) compared to 
region/strata specific change.  A vertical line and λ =1 indicate population 
stability.  
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4.6 Spring Composition  

 
Composition intensity, timing, and geographic location, varied between years and was 

highly dependant on funding, available qualified staff, and weather (Ringrose 2018, 

2019, 2021).  Emphasis was put onto spring composition studies as the best indicator 

of trend based on its ability to assess overwinter calf survival, the period with the 

highest expected calf mortality.  This period is considered a more dependable indicator 

of herd productivity and trend.  Generally, calves that survived into the spring were 

considered recruited into the population.   

In the fall of 2015, classification crews flew a total of 96.4 hours (28.6 hours in North 

Baffin, 38.5 hours in Central Baffin, and 29.3 hours in South Baffin) classifying 208, 96, 

and 159 caribou respectively (Table 19 and Table 20) (Ringrose, 2018).  In the spring 

of 2016, crews flew a combined total of 86.3 hours in both Central and South Baffin 

classifying 125 and 451 caribou, respectively, while in the fall of 2016 crews flew a total 

of 67.4 hours (19.6 hours in North Baffin and 47.8 hours in South Baffin) classifying 

202 caribou in north Baffin, and 445 in south Baffin.  Spring 2017 flight hours totaled 

104.6 (26.2 hours in North Baffin, 41.6 hours in Central Baffin and 36.8 hours in South 

Baffin), classifying 254, 8, and 597 caribou respectively, while 2017 flights totaled 14.6 

hours in North Baffin alone, observing 316 caribou.  In the spring of 2018, crews flew 

a total of 102.5 hours (18.9 hours in North Baffin, 29.1 hours in Central Baffin, and 54.5 

hours in South Baffin) classifying 100, 98, and 933 caribou, respectively.  

Unfortunately, there were not sufficient resources or cached fuel to conduct fall 

composition studies in 2018.  By 2019 classifications were adjusted to spring only to 

focus available resources on what was believed to be the most useful index of 

demographic growth (Ringrose 2019).  In spring 2019, classification crews flew 61 

hours in south Baffin only observing 1,584 caribou.  The most recent composition 

flights occurred in March/April 2021 within the north and south Baffin study areas 

(Ringrose 2021), at which time a total of 38.4 hours were flown in south Baffin, and 
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31.6 hours were flown within the north Baffin study area.  South Baffin caribou 

observations totalled 1,734 the highest recorded to date while north Baffin 

observations totaled 192, largely due to poor weather and the inability to reach all 

targeted north Baffin pre-determined classification extents.   

It is noteworthy that when compared to the 2014 caribou survey estimates for the north, 

central, and south Baffin Island regions, 2016, 2017, and 2018 spring classification 

counts assessed large proportions of the overall estimates.  In 2016 11.5% of the 

survey estimate was assessed for central Baffin, and 16.5% for south.  In spring 2017, 

80.6% of the 2014 survey estimate was classified for north Baffin, and 21.8% for south 

Baffin suggesting good representation of the overall caribou population.  Of the North, 

Central and South Baffin classification areas, the south Baffin had the most consistent 

sampling of caribou on their spring range.  South Baffin classification counts increased 

from 451 in 2016, to 597 in 2017, to 933 in 2018, to 1,584 in 2019 and finally to 1,734 

by 2021, suggesting substantial growth within these sampling areas.   

High calf to cow ratios were observed for both north and south Baffin.  Calf to cow 

ratios within the south Baffin steadily increased from 22 in 2016, 37 in 2017, to 39 in 

2018, to a high of 57 in 2019, and most recently to 47 in 2021 (Table 20).  Similarly 

north Baffin calf to cow ratios climbed from 39 in 2017, to 58 in 2018 ending with a high 

of 63 by 2021.  Apart from spring 2016, all calf to cow ratios were for both north and 

south Baffin Island caribou were well above the known published thresholds for an 

increasing population (Heard et al. 1990, Boulanger et al. 2011).  These findings 

suggest substantial growth since the establishment of harvest restrictions.  

A logistic regression analysis (McCullough and Nelder 1989) was conducted to assess 

regional differences and overall trends in calf-cow ratios using surveys (Table 21).  
Additionally, an additive model was used (region+year) to assess differences in regions 

and explore if there was a regional increase in calf-cow ratios.  The use of logistic 

regression accounted for differences in sample sizes in surveys with the response 

being the count of calves divided by the count of cows in each survey.  A quassi-

binomial response model was then used to account for likely overdispersion in the 

response data.  Results suggested a weak positive trend (as indicated by the year 

term) as well as differences in mean calf-cow ratios in different regional areas.  
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Inspection of estimates relative to predictions suggests a relatively similar positive 

trend in all areas except Prince Charles Island, which also did not exhibit an increase 

in abundance between 2014 and 2025 (Figure 43).  The most apparent trend occurred 

on South Baffin, which had the most survey data.   
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Table 19. Survey Flight hours by survey region 2015-2021. 

 
 

North Baffin Central Baffin South Baffin
2015 Fall 28.6 38.5 29.3

Spring NC 86.3 86.3
Fall 19.6 NC 47.8

Spring 26.2 41.6 36.8
Fall 14.6 NC NC

2018 Spring 18.9 29.1 54.5
2019 Spring NC NC 61.0
2021 Spring 31.6 NC 38.4

YEAR SEASON FLIGHT HOURS

2016

2017
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Table 20. Spring and fall composition results Oct 2015 to April 2021 (NS=Not 
sampled; NR=Not recorded). 

 

YEAR LOCATION

SEASON

Cows

Bulls

Yearlings

Calves

Calves/10
0 cows (%)

Total 
Caribou 

Observed

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 77 76 NR 55 71 208

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 39 29 NR 28 72 96

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 189 126 NR 133 70 448

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 64 46 NR 49 77 159

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 94 54 NR 54 57 202

SPRING 67 25 10 23 34 125
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 328 204 76 82 25 690
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 222 151 29 49 22 451
FALL 196 126 42 81 41 445

SPRING 120 64 23 47 39 254
FALL 139 74 17 86 62 316

SPRING 1 6 0 1 100 8
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 351 133 57 114 32 655
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 249 181 75 92 37 597
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 36 36 5 21 58 100
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 33 40 7 18 55 98
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 161 73 37 31 19 302
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 401 277 100 155 39 933
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 664 465 108 347 52 1,584
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 87 44 6 55 63 192
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 805 392 158 379 47 1,734
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

2019

South Baffin Island

2021

North Baffin Island

South Baffin Island

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

South Baffin Island

2018

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

South Baffin Island

2017

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

South Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

2016

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

South Baffin Island

2015
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Table 21. Logistic regression analysis parameters for analysis of regional trends 
in calf cow ratios.  The parameters are on the logit scale with t-tests of 
parameter significance.  

Term  Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>|t|) 
(Intercept) -401.796 291.885 -1.377 0.202 
North Baffin Island -0.739 0.648 -1.140 0.284 
Prince Charles Island -1.639 0.655 -2.504 0.034 
South Baffin Island -1.279 0.583 -2.194 0.056 
Year 0.199 0.145 1.378 0.201 

 

 

 

 

Figure 43 Spring calf/100 cow ratios expressed as a percentage for each of North 
Baffin, South Baffin, Central Baffin and Prince Charles Island groupings 
of caribou.  Also shown are logistic regression predictions of trend in 
calf cow ratios with confidence limits given as shaded areas.   
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5.0 DISCUSSION 

 

 

5.1 Baffin Island Populations/Subpopulations  

 

No conclusive quantitative assessment of caribou population and/or subpopulation 

structure has been reported for Baffin Island.  Ferguson was the first to report three 

populations across Baffin Island; the North Baffin population, the South Baffin 

population and the Northeast Baffin population (Ferguson, 1993; Ferguson and 

Gauthier, 1992; Ferguson et al., 1998).  The delineation of these populations was 

based largely on Inuit knowledge with the first published boundaries released in 1992 

(Ferguson and Gauthier, 1992; Ferguson, 1993) (Figure 44).  Ferguson also described 

differing ecotypes and/or migratory types within the defined south Baffin population, 

suggesting that three subpopulations make up the south Baffin caribou population 

(Ferguson, 1993; Ferguson et al., 1998).   

The most recent attempt to delineate distinct behavioral groupings of barren-ground 

caribou across Baffin Island was reported in Campbell et al. (2015).  Campbell et al. 

(2015) examined the location data from 71 collared Baffin caribou cows collected 

between 1987 and 1994, as well as the location data of 31 collared north Baffin caribou 

cows collected between 2008 and 2011 (Campbell et al. 2015; Jenkins and Goorts, 

2011, Ferguson 1988).  The location database was not temporally consistent, covering 

a period of high abundance (1987-1994) and low abundance (2008-2011) creating 

temporal gaps and associated challenges in its interpretation.  Additionally, the amount 

of data was small and as a result limited in statistical certainty and as such was limited 

in its reliability.  Though the data was limited, and its collection period variable, the 
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Kernal analysis between the two time periods agreed strongly with model results 

displaying very little mixing between groupings.  In the case of the north Baffin 

grouping, this lack of mixing was present within both high and low abundance phases.  

North Baffin collared caribou cows displayed no tendency to switch with 100% of all 

collars captured within the defined north Baffin annual range, both between the 1987 

to 1994 deployment and 2008 to 2011 deployment, remaining within that annual range 

(Figure 6).  Unfortunately, no other annual or seasonal delineations for Baffin Island 

caribou have been reported.  Therefore, the kernel analysis of the existing data 

provides important information to help better understand potential caribou 

subpopulation structure on Baffin Island.  Though the data is limited, these preliminary 

analyses have provided insights into long-term Baffin Island caribou behavioral 

groupings that remain consistent with the March 2024 south Baffin abundance survey 

caribou distributions, and observations further adding support to the 2015 findings.  

These surveys were successful in documenting a large increase in caribou in the 

survey area in all survey strata.  Overall estimates were relatively precise compared to 

previous surveys which was partially due to the large increase in sample sizes 

(Campbell et al. 2015).  The observed rate of increase of 25% per year (CI=22-28%) 

is similar to observed rates of increase on introduced island populations of caribou with 

minimal hunting and predation pressure (Heard 1990).  These increases were largely 

driven by increases in the Central Baffin, Meta-Incognita, Hall, and Foxe Peninsula’s 

stratums.  We also note that there is no direct evidence of collar movement which 

would have caused an overestimation between the 2024 and 2025 strata due to double 

counting.   

Modelling of the survey data was challenged by certain situations where detection rates 

were low, and observers were unable to switch.  The helicopter data was especially 

problematic in that at face value it was suggested that detection probabilities were low.  

The removal model does not perform well when detection rates are low and as a result 

estimates using the removal model were extremely imprecise and not reliable.  To 

offset this issue the helicopter strata was modelled separately using distance sampling 

only.  This may result in a slightly conservative estimate for the helicopter strata, 

however, there is no straightforward way to model this data set in its current form.  In 
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future surveys an independent observer method should be considered for situations 

where there is no way for observers to switch places.   

Inclusion of data recorder data for 2 weak observer pairs provided one approach to 

offset issues with observers that miss a substantial portion of caribou.  With double 

observer methods it is difficult to model observer probabilities if both observers are 

weak since in the end, they both miss many caribou and therefore their estimate of 

sightability using the ratio of detections/non-detections will likely be biased high, 

leading to negatively biased abundance estimates (Laake and Collier 2024).  Always 

having a strong observer on each side of the plane and having observers switch is 

essential to manage this issue.  Inclusion of data recorder observations is essentially 

ad-hoc and less likely to provide as reliable an estimate when compared to using strong 

pairs of experienced observers. 

Sensitivity analyses revealed that using distance sampling with all data recorder 

observations (without modelling double observer probabilities) provided estimates that 

were within 1-2% of the double observer/distance sampling approach.  In this case, 

the data recorder observations help meet the assumption of sightability on the line 

being perfect while avoiding the complexities and assumptions of the double observer 

models.  This approach may be viable if there are relatively strong observers and data 

recorders who actively search for caribou missed by the observers.  We suggest this 

approach be used in unison with the double observer method in future surveys as a 

possible solution to offsetting these possible biases. 
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Figure 44. Caribou population divisions on Baffin Island after Ferguson (1993) 
and Ferguson and Gauthier (1992).  Divisions based largely on IQ 
and not substantiated with genetic analysis and/or long-term spatial 
affiliations based on telemetry (Campbell et al. 2015). 
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5.2 Drivers of Observed Trend 

 
The recovery of the Baffin Island caribou population within the 10-to-11-year span 

between the March 2014 and March 2024 and 2025 surveys was remarkable and 

obvious across most Baffin Island survey strata.  The estimated annual rate of change 

of 1.25 (CI=1.22-1.28) translates (Table 18) to an annual rate of increase approaching 

some of the highest rates of increase recorded for caribou.    

 

 

5.2.1  Comparison with other studies and underly demography  

 

Annual rates of increase of 25% (CI=22-28%) observed on Baffin Island, parallels rates 

of increase for introduced caribou populations with minimal hunting and predation 

pressure.  Heard (1990) estimated the intrinsic rate of increase (rm) (which is the slope 

of a linear regression of the log of population size and year) for 8 introduced island 

populations.  The annual rate of change (λ), as estimated in this study, can be 

calculated as the exponent of the year slope term (rm) from the regression analysis of 

a heard (Table 22).  Based on Heard’s (1990) work, the mean annual rate of change 

of caribou (with no predations or hunting) was 1.29% (sd.=0.03, min=1.23%, 

max=1.34%, n=8) which is similar to the 1.25% observed on Baffin Island.  The 

increase in populations for many of the islands considered in Heard (1990) were in the 

range of 10 years further suggesting that large increases can span across many years 

if habitat and other factors are supporting.  
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Table 22. Rates of increase of island populations of Caribou from Heard (1990).  
Annual rate of increase is equal to annual rate of change-1. 

Population  
years of 
increase surveys 

Intrinsic rate of 
increase (rm) 

Annual rate of change  
𝝀𝝀 = 𝒆𝒆𝒓𝒓𝒎𝒎 

Barff 10 4 0.29 1.34 
Brunette Isl. 5 6 0.27 1.31 
Belcher Isl. 4 2 0.28 1.32 
St George Isl. 6 7 0.26 1.30 
Adak Isl. 8 2 0.25 1.28 
St Mathew Isl. 13 2 0.25 1.28 
Southhampton Isl. 20 3 0.23 1.26 
St Paul Island 7 8 0.21 1.23 
Mean    0.26 1.29 
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The Southampton Island analysis of Heard (1990) applies to the period of 1967 when 

48 caribou were introduced in 1967 when Heard (1990) estimated the population at 

5,400 caribou by 1987, suggesting an estimated rate of increase of 26%.  Campbell et 

al (2020), and Campbell and Boulanger (2024), analyzed the period from 1987 to 1997 

where the population continued to increase at 18% per year until 1997 when it reached 

29,425 after which time it declined sharply to 7,287 caribou by 2011.  The rate of 

increase for Southampton Island likely decreased as it neared carrying capacity as well 

as due to increasing harvest pressure.  During the period harvest pressure was 

exacerbated by the sale of caribou meat through the internet to Baffin Island 

communities that were having difficulties finding caribou on Baffin Island due to the 

caribou declines ongoing across the island.  

The main assumption for the results of the Heard (1990) findings that we believe 

directly applied to Baffin Island caribou, was that post 2014, predation and hunting 

mortality was low on Baffin Island, while productivity was high.  We speculate that 

caribou populations on Baffin Island were reduced to very low levels prior to the 2012 

and 2014 survey allowing range conditions to improve which in turn lead to an increase 

in the abundance and quality of forage, ultimately translating into higher levels of 

productivity.   

Heard (1990) also developed and used a population model to estimate maximum rate 

of increase of caribou populations.  The results of this modelling exercise suggest that 

the rates of growth for barren-ground caribou could reach as high as 36% per year if 

female caribou pregnancy rates approached 100% starting at the yearling age class, 

and adult female survival approached 100% until age 20 when they would reach 100% 

mortality.  This scenario is not biologically possible over long time periods but does put 

a ceiling on rates of increase in the unlikely event that the majority of female caribou 

are able to reach these milestones.  We would also advise that strata-specific 

estimates of increase (Figure 42) were potentially influenced by movement between 

strata that occurred over the 10-year period in-between surveys and therefore the best 

estimate of trend is for the entire island is one that pools all surveys strata.  
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5.2.2  Using a Matrix Model to Determine Rate of Change  

 

A stage-based matrix model based on caribou demographic analyses (Boulanger et al 

2011, Boulanger et al 2024, Campbell et al 2025, Caswell 1989, Thomas et al. 2009) 

was used to further explore the levels of adult survival, calf survival, and pregnancy 

rate needed to achieve observed levels of increase on Baffin Island, and specific to 

caribou females (males not included).  For this model adult female survival was varied 

from 0.8 to 0.96, calf survival from 0.35 to 0.98 with adult female pregnancy set at 0.95.  

Yearling survival was assumed to be equal to adult female survival.  In addition, it was 

assumed 70% of yearlings (22 month old caribou during the fall rut) bred each year 

which is often the case with increasing populations (Parker 1981, Thomas and Kiliaan 

1998).  For example, Parker (1981) found that 43% of yearlings bred for the George 

River Herd during a population increase, while Heard (1990) assumed all yearlings 

bred.  Finally, a sex-ratio of 0.57 favoring females was considered.  Also, Thomas and 

Killiam found that younger females (ages 1.5-4 years old) produced more females (61-

64 females/50 males).  The assumption in this case was that the age structure of a 

recovering population would be dominated by younger females.  The resulting rate of 

change (λ) values were then estimated as the dominant eigenvalue of the matrix model 

which constitutes the stable annual rate of population change for any combination of 

demographic parameters (Caswell 1989).  The resulting estimates of annual rate of 

change indicate that calf-survival would need to be at least 0.75 and adult female 

survival approximately 0.91 or above to create levels of increase of 25% each year 

(Figure 45).   

It is also possible to estimate calf-cow ratios based on adult female, calf and yearling 

survival from the matrix model (Boulanger et al 2011, White and Lubow, 2002).  In this 

case the spring calf cow ratio is approximated as: 
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 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 = 𝐹𝐹𝑎𝑎𝑆𝑆𝑐𝑐
𝑡𝑡/365

𝑆𝑆𝑓𝑓
𝑡𝑡/365+0.5𝑆𝑆𝑦𝑦

𝑡𝑡/365 
  

 

where Fa is pregnancy rate, Sc is calf survival, Sf is adult female survival, Sy is yearling 

survival and t is the time interval from birth of calves on the calving ground to the March 

composition survey (assumed to be 270 days).  The corresponding calf-cow ratios for 

the parameter range in Figure 43 suggest that calf-cow ratios of at least 0.5 resulted 

when population increase was 1.2 (20% increase) or above.  The calf-cow ratio varied 

with underlying levels of adult female and calf survival (Figure 46).   

The main inference from this modelling exercise, similar to those developed by Heard 

(1990), is that very high levels of survival and productivity are required to produce rates 

of increase observed on Baffin Island.  This finding highlights the importance of 

continued monitoring of productivity, harvest, and survival as an index of the rate of 

increase of caribou populations.  Building on this discussion, we propose that the 

observed increase documented for Baffin Island caribou between March 2014 and 

March 2024/2025, can be attributed to several interacting mechanisms at work 

between these respective survey years.  However, we suggest the main mechanisms 

of recovery were the result of co-management endorsed harvest restrictions, minimal 

predation pressure, high productivity, mild winters, limited anthropogenic activities in 

sensitive caribou seasonal range, and accessible abundant forage.  A likely 

contributing factor was the large-scale decline in caribou numbers first evident around 

2010.  This reduction would have been consistent with the subsequent recovery of 

likely overgrazed seasonal range ultimately leading to the development of favorable 

range conditions, particularly in terms of forage abundance and quality.    
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Figure 45. Results of stage-based model estimates of annual rate of change (λ) 

under varying levels of adult and calf survival.  The dotted lines 
indicate levels of stability (λ=1) and the observed rate of increase on 
Baffin Island (λ=1.25).  
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Figure 46. Calf-cow ratios from spring surveys resulting from ranges of adult 
female and calf survival simulated in Figure 50.  
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5.2.3  Baffin Island Caribou Herd Productivity  

 

Understanding how to use the cow to calf ratio as an index for population trend is 

difficult without a Baffin Island specific baseline developed using paired quantitative 

composition and abundance survey results through time.  Until a baseline is developed 

for Baffin Island caribou, we suggest the use of pre-existing baselines developed for 

mainland barren-ground caribou.  At present, the only, and most similar baseline for 

barren-ground caribou has been developed by the Government of the Northwest 

Territories (GNWT).  These developed calf to cow ratios suggests that a stable to 

increasing barren-ground caribou population would display 70-90 calves/100 cows at 

calving, 50-70 calves/100 cows during the fall rutting period, and 30-50 calves/100 

cows during spring (Adamczewski et al. 2009; Tobey 2001; Gunn et al 2005).  For 

Baffin Island, given the very low densities of wolves observed during aerial surveys 

and equally infrequent observations of wolves reported by Baffin Island hunters, we 

suggest that spring cow to calf ratio threshold values developed by the GNWT are 

likely much higher than what would apply to Baffin Island caribou.  We advance this 

conclusion primarily because wolf predation levels on Baffin Island have been and 

likely, at least in the short term, continue to be far lower than those suggested for the 

Bathurst and Bluenose caribou herds of Nunavut and the NWT, which were used to 

develop these thresholds.  Additionally, there are no grizzly bears on Baffin Island and 

only rare sightings of wolverine on the northwestern extents of Baffin Island just across 

from Melville Peninsula.  Both these mammals are known predators of mainland 

barren-ground caribou.   

Given the low relative densities of carnivores reported across Baffin Island over the 

past 20 years, we suggest that human harvest, up until 2015, was the main cause of 

predation related mortality for Baffin Island caribou.  As such, it was likely the main 

mechanism suppressing caribou population growth (caribou harvest will be discussed 

in the following sections).  

Productivity, measured in this report as spring calf to cow ratios, and based on how 

these ratios relate to overwinter calf survival, was well into the increasing range (above 
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30%) for most years across all of Baffin Island (Figure 45).  Spring calf to cow ratios 

for north Baffin reached highs of 58% and 63% for spring 2018 and 2021 respectively, 

while highs of 57% and 47% were recorded for the south Baffin in spring 2019, and 

2021 respectively.  Central Baffin Spring calf/cow ratios, though data deficient, also 

showed signs of high productivity, reporting 55% in spring 2021 (the 100% listed value 

for spring 2017 was based on the observation of a single cow/calf pair).  Additionally, 

considering a bull only harvest non quota limitation (NQL) put in effect from 2015 

through 2018, bull ratios were recorded to have been within a normal range.  Bull ratios 

exceeded Tobey’s (2001) findings which concluded that the ratio of 40 bulls:100 cows 

represents a valid benchmark for the number of bulls required in a population to ensure 

all cows are bred successfully (Tobey 2001). 

Productivity can be influenced by pregnancy rates as well as age of first breeding, and 

sex ratios at birth.  Related to this is the underlying age structure of the population.  

Populations that have good nutrition may make it possible for proportions of yearling 

caribou (18 months at fall rut) to breed therefore increasing productivity.  For example, 

Parker (1981) found that 43% of yearlings bred for the George River Herd during an 

increase.  Thomas and Killiam (1998) and Thomas et al (1989) found that younger 

females (ages 1.5-4 years old) produced more females (61-64%) at birth.  If 

productivity is high, it would be likely that age-structure may shift toward younger 

females therefore increasing overall productivity.  The increasing trend in calf-cow 

ratios (Table 21 and Figure 43) does suggest that productivity was high and increasing 

which would support higher pregnancy rates, higher calf survival, and potentially 

female-skewed sex ratios at birth.   

 

5.2.4  Harvest Management Pre-2015  

 

Since the mid to late 1990s, local hunters across Baffin Island have reported 

decreasing caribou numbers, and as of 2013, many hunters reported that they had to 
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travel further from their communities to locate caribou (Jenkins et al. 2012; Jenkins and 

Goorts 2013, Department of Environment 2013).  These observations were also 

supported by scientific studies of the time.  GN ENV flew a caribou abundance survey 

across southern Baffin Island in March/April/May 2012 (Jenkins et al. 2012).  Poor 

weather extended the survey period well into the spring migratory period, and melting 

conditions encountered toward the end of the survey period created difficulties with 

caribou sightability; However, Jenkins did report an estimated 1,484 yearling, adult, 

and calf caribou across southern Baffin including Prince Charles Island.  These results 

supported hunter reports of a substantial reduction in South and central Baffin Island 

caribou abundance.  At the time Jenkins et al. (2012) suggested that the observed and 

reported declines may be due to a combination of factors including but not limited to 

climate change, resource exploration and development, and extensive and widespread 

harvest (Vors and Boyce 2009, Jenkins 2011, Fiesta-Bianchet 2011).  At the same 

time there was concern that these hypothesized mechanisms of decline were limiting 

the chance of recovery for some, if not all, Baffin Island caribou populations/groupings.  

The only published documentation of pre-2015 caribou harvest across Baffin Island is 

the 2004 Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) Nunavut Wildlife Harvest 

Study (NWHS) (Priest and Usher 2004).  The study utilized community-based door to 

door surveys during which community assigned field workers interviewed 67% of 

registered hunters within each community, each month.  Registered hunters were 

randomly selected from each community based on a list generated using statistics 

Canada data, Inuit Beneficiary enrollment lists, and General Hunting licence (GHL) 

holders.  It was the fieldworker’s role to assess the hunter’s harvesting intensity which 

categorised hunters into three classes: 1-Intensive, 2-Active, and 3-Occasional.  Using 

the data collected through this process, wildlife harvest estimates were generated 

monthly for each of the June1996 through May 2001 harvesting years.  As not all 

communities provided data for the June 1996 to May 1997 harvesting year, we 

assessed harvest based on the June 1997 through May 2001 harvesting years for all 

Baffin Island communities.  Based on harvest study findings, 19,113 caribou were 

harvested from south Baffin communities, 9,616 caribou from North Baffin 

communities, and 3,099 from central Baffin communities between June 1997 and May 
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2001 (Table 23; data from 1996 excluded due to incompleteness).  This suggests an 

annual harvest across all of Baffin Island of approximately 7,957 caribou of unknown 

age and sex between June 1997 and May 2001.  Given a well accepted low risk 

estimate of sustainable harvest of 5% (Bathurst Caribou Advisory Committee 2021; 

Bathurst caribou management plan), a sustainable harvest based on the NWHS 

harvest estimates would require a population of approximately 39,785 caribou to be 

sustainable.   

The earliest Island wide quantitative estimate of Baffin Island caribou abundance was 

developed in March 2014, at which time Campbell et al. (2015) estimated 4,645 adult, 

yearling, and calf caribou (95% CI=3,667-5,884, CV=12.1%).  Within the south Baffin 

region, a partial survey of the Island in March/April/May of 2012 found similar low 

densities of caribou to those observed in 2014 (Jenkins et al., 2012; Campbell et al., 

2015), while within the north Baffin region, reconnaissance data from a telemetry 

program run between 2008 and 2011 suggested similar low densities of caribou to 

those observed in 2012 and 2014 (Jenkins and Goorts, 2011).  We suggest that based 

on this information, it is likely that the subsistence harvest had been above sustainable 

levels for several years prior to 2008, suggesting that low numbers of caribou could 

have persisted since the late 1990s to early 2000’s as supported by consultation 

reports (Jenkins and Goorts 2013; Jenkins et. al. 2012).   

If these assessments reflect the Baffin Island demography of the period, we expect 

that caribou seasonal range would have had a chance to recover over the approximate 

20-year period between the first reports of declining caribou on or about 1995, and the 

initiation of harvest restrictions in 2015.  We suggest that the Baffin Island caribou 

population would have started to increase in abundance far sooner, were it not for a 

subsistence harvest which was suspected to have been above sustainable harvest 

levels over that same period.  This condition of a suspected harvest related 

suppression of caribou population growth, could have allowed caribou seasonal range 

and forage to have made a more complete recovery from previous population highs, a 

condition that could express itself in the form of high rates of productivity and growth 

within the remaining low densities of caribou across the Island.  Additionally, hunter 
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reports and survey findings all suggest low densities of wolves across the Island further 

benefiting calf survival and downstream productivity and growth.  

 

5.2.5  Harvest Management Post-2015  

 

Following the March 2014 whole Baffin Island abundance estimate, significant caribou 

declines across Baffin Island were confirmed quantitatively.  Immediately following the 

release of the 2014 Baffin Island caribou survey report and results on November 1st, 

2015, the Government of Nunavut Department of Environment (GN ENV) initiated a 

moratorium on caribou harvesting across Baffin Island through a ministerial 

management initiative.  This prompted the fast tracking of the Nunavut Wildlife 

Management Boards (NWMB) assessment process including the establishment of 

harvest management actions through their GN ENV, Regional Wildlife Organization 

(RWO), and Hunters and Trappers Organization (HTO) inclusive co-management 

process.  By August 2015, the NWMB, through multiple meetings and discussions with 

the GN ENV, Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB), Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 

(NTI), and the community HTOs of Arctic Bay, Pond Inlet, Igloolik, Sanirajak, Clyde 

River, Qikiqtarjuaq, Pangnirtung, Iqaluit, Kinngait, and Kimmirut, agreed to a whole 

Island Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) of 250 caribou, and the establishment of a Non-

Quota Limitation (NQL) of a male only harvest (Table 23).   

The TAH and associated NQL restricting female harvest remained in effect from 

August 27th, 2015, to September 18th, 2019, at which time they were re-assessed 

based on both scientific and IQ evidence of increased caribou abundance in some 

areas across Baffin Island.  This new information primarily included evidence of high 

indices of productivity derived from semi-annual GN ENV fall and spring composition 

studies coupled with harvester reports and IQ, suggesting recovery of the Baffin Island 

caribou population in some areas.   

The NWMB re-assessment first reviewed in June 2019, acknowledged the positive 

signs of recovery submitted by the GN ENV and the QWB, and by September 19th, 
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2019, rendered a decision to allow for the modification of the NQL to include up to 25 

females within the 250 caribou TAH.  As early signs of recovery continued to be 

reported by all Baffin Island stakeholders, NWMB and their co-management partners 

re-convened on June 16, 2022, to re-examine all Baffin Island Caribou TAH’s and 

NQL’s.  Based on submissions by the GN ENV and QWB, the NWMB, on July 5th, 

2022, rendered a decision to increase the TAH of Baffin Island caribou from 250 to 350 

caribou for the 2022/2023 harvest season.  This decision also allowed for an annual 

increase of the TAH by 50 caribou in the 2023/2024 harvest season, and each year 

following for the next 8 years or until additional information on the herd suggested 

otherwise.  Additionally, the NWMB allowed for a modification to the NQL allowing for 

an increase of the female proportion of the TAH from 25 to 75 for the 2022/23 harvest 

season, with further allowance for an annual increase to the proportion of female 

caribou within the assigned TAH to 20% in the 2023/2024 harvest season and each 

year after that for the next 8 years or until new information on the herd suggests 

otherwise.  As of November 1st, 2025, the current TAH stands at 500 caribou 100 of 

which could be female (Table 24 and 25). 

The dramatic lowering of the caribou harvest across Baffin Island by the NWMB and 

approved by the GN Minister of Environment, we believe, set the stage for the dramatic 

recovery of the Baffin Island barren-ground caribou population.  Total harvest dropped 

from an annual high of 7,957 caribou including females in the late 1990’s and early 

2000’s, to 0 caribou by August 2015, then to a 250 per year male-only harvest for 7 

years, for a total of 1,750 legally harvested caribou since 2015.  This level of harvest 

shows a 97% reduction over the subsistence harvest estimated just 13 years prior.  Of 

equal importance was the extremely low female harvest over the same period.  During 

this same 7-year period only 25 females were legally harvested.   

Though TAH’s increased as did female proportions of the harvest beginning in 2022, 

it remained well below pre-TAH harvest estimates as did the female proportions of the 

annual harvest.  In all, substantial reductions in the estimated harvest of caribou and 

the proportion of females harvested lasted just over 10 years, extending from October 

2015 to present.  We suggest that this dramatic reduction in overall harvest as well as 
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the reduction in the female proportion of that harvest, was the main mechanism of the 

observed recovery documented within the 2024 and 2025 Baffin Island survey 

estimates.  High productivity was key to the strong recovery as well and was likely the 

result of an extended period of harvest induced low caribou abundance, and the 

resultant recovery of preferred herbaceous vegetation used as forage by caribou 

throughout their annual cycle and across all seasonal range.   
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Table 23. Pre-2014 estimates of Baffin Island caribou harvest for all 
communities.  Data summarized from the NWMB Nunavut Wildlife 
Harvest Study (2004). 

Harvest Year 

(July 1-June 
30) 

TAH 
Female 

Proportion 
of TAH 

Estimated 
Harvest 

Reported 
Harvest  

1997/1998 Unlimited ? 8,669 Unreported 

1998/1999 Unlimited ? 8,479 Unreported 

1999/2000 Unlimited ? 6,578 Unreported 

2000/2001 Unlimited ? 6,739 Unreported 

Baffin Totals Unlimited ? 30,465 Unreported 

Table 24. Post-2014 Caribou harvest data for all Baffin Island by harvest year.  
Not all illegal harvest could be accurately quantified.  Actual harvest 
may have exceeded indicated harvest rates due to illegal harvest. 

 

Harvest Year

TAH

Actual Harvest 
(m

ale &
 fem

ale)

Fem
ale 

Proportion of  
TAH

Difference (+/-)

2015-2016 250 183 0 67

2016-2017 250 229 0 21

2017-2018 250 233 0 17

2018-2019 250 236 0 14

2019-2020 250 247 25 3

2020-2021 250 247 25 3

2021-2022 250 245 25 5

2022-2023 350 352 75 -2

2023-2024 400 421 80 -21

2024-2025 450 422 90 0

Totals 2,950 2,815 320 107
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Table 25. Post-2014 caribou harvest data by community and harvest year (not all illegal harvest could be accurately 
quantified.  Actual harvest may have exceeded indicated harvest rates).   

 
* = The full legal TAH allocation for Baffin Island was not distributed by the QWB during this harvesting season. 
 

 

TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST

ARCTIC BAY 30 9 25 12 20 17 20 20 19 19 19 19 19 13 26 23 30 30 34 34

CLYDE RIVER 30 25 30 30 32 30 32 30 31 29 31 29 31 31 37 26 41 41 43 43

IGLOOLIK 10 0 10 7 12 11 12 10 10 13 10 13 10 12 25 41 31 23 40 34

IQALUIT 30 30 35 41 41 40 41 41 43 43 43 43 43 45 64 64 74 119 53 67

KIMMIRUT 30 30 31 31 33 33 33 33 35 35 35 35 35 35 42 42 45 45 50 48

KINNGAIT 30 13 25 18 20 19 20 19 20 21 20 21 20 21 38 37 43 38 52 52

PANGNIRTUNG 30 22 31 31 33 33 33 35 35 35 35 35 35 36 47 47 53 53 58 58

POND INLET 30 30 32 33 34 33 34 24 34 36 34 36 34 41 46 49 52 58 46 46

QIKIQTARJUAQ 30 24 31 26 25 17 25 24 23 16 23 16 19 9 17 15 20 10 30 24

SANIRAJAK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 8 8 11 4 16 16

BAFFIN TAH 250 183 250 229 250 233 250 236 250 247 250 247 250 245 350 352 400 421 450* 450*

2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023
COMMUNITY

2015-2016 2016-2017 2023-2024 2024-2025
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

 
The Baffin Island 2024/2025 abundance survey documents a successful implementation 

of the Nunavut co-management caribou harvest management system.  The data presented 

in this report suggests the north, central, and south Baffin caribou groups or herds, may 

have had a prolonged declining phase due to the proportionally high rates of harvest that 

continued following the onset of a declining phase.  Based on anecdotal observations and 

numerous community consultations undertaken across Baffin Island over this period, this 

likely began in the early 2000’s.  Additionally, low densities of predators (particularly the 

wolf), and the absence of mainland predators (e.g. wolverine and grizzly bear), suggest 

that predation had little effect on the demographic trends of Baffin Island caribou over this 

same period.  Similarly, prolonged periods of adverse weather or evidence of sustained 

reproductive disease were not apparent from the early 2000’s to present and as a result 

could not directly account for the prolonged period of low caribou abundance in our opinion.   

Following the 2015 activation of harvest management restrictions, ongoing monitoring 

studies showed a gradual movement of caribou back into previously well-known caribou 

habitat, with the concurrent effect of documented increases in relative densities 

documented using IQ and productivity-based classification studies.  Beginning in 2015, the 

Baffin Island caribou harvest was dramatically reduced from an estimated 7,616 caribou 

annually to 250 caribou annually with an accompanying bull only NQL, clearly paving the 

way to the dramatic increases seen in the most recent population assessment.   

We hypothesize that the prolonged low numbers of caribou across the Island allowed for 

previously overgrazed range to strongly recover, offering nutritious and abundant forage 

to Baffin Island caribou now provided substantial relief from extensive harvesting activity.  

Additionally, density dependant disease would have been substantially reduced as relative 



 

119 
Department of Environment     Campbell et al., 2025 

densities of caribou across the Island continued to decline and remained low well into the 

post-2015 recovery period.   

We suggest the results presented in this report highlight a success story brought about by 

the working together of Baffin Island community HTO’s, the QWB, and the Government of 

Nunavut, all under the umbrella of the NWMB and their primary role as the main instrument 

of wildlife management.  We suggest that next steps should acknowledge and utilize the 

success of the Baffin Island caribou management structure as we move forward.  Based 

on the March 2014 Baffin Island survey estimate (including Prince Charles Island) of 4,652, 

the NWMB, in discussions with the GN ENV, Baffin HTOs, and the QWB, assessed a TAH 

and NQL of a 250 caribou male only harvest as being consistent with the recovery of the 

Baffin Island caribou population.  This assigned TAH represented a 5% harvest rate based 

on the 2014 estimate, proving successful in fostering the strong observed recovery over 

the 7 years it was in effect.  The NQL applied would have also contributed to the strong 

recovery of the herds.  During the first 4 years female harvest was restricted and for the 

next 3 years only increased to 25 out of the TAH of 250, thus strongly protecting the 

reproductive potential of the population through the protection of breeding females.  

Though management decisions made to address the Baffin Island caribou declines were 

reflective of multifaceted approaches and recommendations expressed by Nunavut 

stakeholders and management authorities, there is published literature supporting this 

management approach from studies conducted on mainland barren-ground caribou herds 

(Boulanger and Adamczewski 2016). 

One of the major challenges of monitoring the Baffin Island populations is the high expense 

of population surveys to provide trends in the abundance of caribou.  Because these 

surveys are expensive and logistically demanding, they are often carried out infrequently, 

which can result in data gaps.  This hampers our ability to detect changes in population 

dynamics in a timely manner.  One means of addressing this is the use of Integrated 

Population models (IPM) (Schaub and Kery 2022), which have been successfully applied 

to the Beverly (Campbell et al 2025), Bathurst, and Bluenose-East (Boulanger et al 2024) 

herds.   



Baffin Island Caribou Distribution and Abundance Survey February/March 2024/2025 

120 

 

IPMs can combine estimates of abundance, productivity (calf-cow ratios), collar survival 

(through the establishment of telemetry programs), and harvest monitoring, to estimate 

demographic trends.  IPMs use an underlying population model (similar to that described 

in Figure 45) to reconcile trends suggested from each data source.  It can therefore be 

used to predict trends based on levels of productivity and harvest.  While collar-based 

survival is not necessarily a requirement of IPMs, this information can add additional 

confidence in model results and reliability.  In the absence of collared-based survival data, 

an IPM can still be used to help determine what level of survival is required to maintain the 

observed trend in survey results given observed levels of productivity (calf-cow ratios) and 

harvest.  This approach would certainly become viable if calf-cow ratio surveys were 

conducted in a systematic way both temporally and spatially across Baffin Island.  Ideally, 

collar data could be tracked consistently to assess survival rates, aid in locating and 

studying overwinter calf survival in a way representative of Island subpopulations or 

groupings, identify caribou groupings and movements to improve on methods and 

precision of demographic monitoring studies such as abundance surveys, and delineate 

seasonal range and migratory corridors and behaviour and any long-term changes to the 

same.   
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7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 
Disclaimer:  

The recommendations section represents the opinions and recommendations of the Government of 

Nunavut, Department of Environment, Wildlife Research Division Staff, and do not necessarily reflect the 

opinions of the Government of Nunavut as a whole or all the authors contributing to this report. 

 

 

Based on the findings of this report, we recommend a continuation of the harvest 

management regime set out by the NWMB.  We suggest a harvest rate of 5% continue to 

be applied, which would suggest an island wide TAH of 2,334 caribou (based on the 

2024/25 abundance estimate), with the maintenance of the NQL allowing 467 (20%) of the 

TAH to be females.  We also recommend a NQL restricting the harvest of cow/calf pairs.  

We further recommend that this TAH and associated NQL, remain in place under the same 

harvesting regime most recently updated by the NWMB in 2022 (allowing for the TAH to 

increase by 50 caribou annually, of which 20% can be females without calves in tow), for 

a period of 5 to 7 years, or until new information suggests a re-assessment of these 

management actions.  We further recommend that spring composition studies continue 

every 2 years to monitor herd productivity and indices of general abundance and trends.  

Finally, we recommend that a telemetry program be maintained within each of the north, 

central, and south Baffin caribou ranges to:  

 

1- develop a better understanding of Baffin caribou critical seasonal range.  

2- assess, predict, and mitigate (to the extent possible), any conflicts, disturbance 

effects, or herd-level impacts caused by industrial development and associated 

infrastructure on or impacting caribou seasonal range.  
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3- provide more detailed critical caribou range maps to better inform the Nunavut 

Land Use Planning process.  

4- better understand north, central, and south Baffin caribou migratory corridors to 

help ensure these areas are not compromised by linear infrastructure of other land 

use related impacts.  

5- further monitor caribou mortality for associated assessments of herd health and 

vulnerability primarily through the estimation of adult female survival rates through 

the tracking of collar data.  

6- help locate caribou for more precise and cost-effective monitoring work including 

but not limited to systematic spring composition surveys to monitor herd productivity 

by region, regional abundance and reconnaissance surveys, and ecological land 

classification studies of caribou seasonal range.   

 

At the end of this 5–7-year period, we further recommend that a re-assessment (either 

through abundance or reconnaissance aerial surveys) of the Baffin Island caribou 

population be considered, to provide more quantitative information with which to re-assess 

the existing TAH and associated NQLs.  If implemented, these recommendations will help 

detect and address any negative impacts to Baffin Island caribou demographics arising 

from anthropogenic causes.  We believe these measures will help safeguard Inuit 

subsistence harvesting rights, as guaranteed within the Nunavut Agreement. 
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

 

 

ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 2014-ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᖢᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᖕᓄᑦ 

ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ (2024, 2025), ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒌᖕᓂᖓᓂᒡᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓕᖕᒥᒃ.  ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᔪᕆᖅᓲᔾᔨᔨᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᑦ.   

ᒫᔾᔨ 2024−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᔾᔨ 2025−ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ.  ᒫᔾᔨ 2024−ᒥ 3,843−ᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 

ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ.  ᒫᔾᔨ 2025−ᒥ 3,656−ᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐃᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ.  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ (ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᒋᔭᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ), 

ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 7,635−ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ−ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᓕᒫᒧᑦ.  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 24,162 (95% CI 

= 21,595-27,034; CV =5.7%) ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ, ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 

2024−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 25,026 (95% CI = 21,182-29,568; CV =8.5%) ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ, ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᒫᔾᔨ 2025−ᒥ.  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ, ᒫᔾᔨ 2024−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 2025−ᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ 48,681−ᓂᒃ (95% CI = 

43,973-53,893; CV =5.2%) ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ, ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕗᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᔾᔨ 2014-ᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓕᒫᒥ 
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ, ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 4,645 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ, ᑎᕿᑐᕋᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ (95% 

CI=3,667-5,884, CV=12.1%).   

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 2012, 2014, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

2024/2025 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᔮᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕈᓗ, ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 75%−ᒥ 2014 ᐊᒻᒪ 

2025 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ (ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 3%−ᒥ (CI=-8% ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ 2%)).  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 11.2−ᒥᒃ ᒫᔾᔨ 2014 ᐊᒻᒪ 2024/2025 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ, ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ 25%−ᒥᒃ (CI=22-28%).  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᔾᔨ 2014 ᐊᒻᒪ 2024 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 

ᐅᔾᔨᕐᓇᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ (t-ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ =17.1; p-ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖓ <0.001).  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕗᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᒪᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᙶᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᒫᔾᔨ 

2014−ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ 

2014/2015−ᒥ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.  ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑰᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

(NQLs), ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᑦ, ᑐᙵᕕᐅᓪᓚᕆᒃᐳᖅ 

ᐃᒡᓗᖔᖓᓅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ−ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᖔᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ.   
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ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᖅ:  ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ, ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᖅ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᓄᙳᐊᓂ, 

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ, ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ−ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ, 

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᒧᙵᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ, ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ, ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus, 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 
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ABSTRACT 

 

 

In this report, we present an update to the 2014 abundance estimate and trend of Baffin 

Island Caribou.  We conducted aerial surveys to estimate the abundance of barren-

ground caribou on Baffin Island and ancillary islands over two years (2024, 2025), 

using double-observer pair and distance sampling methods.  Both surveys were 

enhanced through the guidance of local knowledge and inclusion of Inuit 

Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) from communities that hunt Baffin Island caribou.   

In March 2024 and March 2025, we assessed South Baffin, and North and Central 

Baffin caribou abundance respectively.  In March 2024, we observed 3,843 individuals 

on-transect across all South Baffin strata.  In March 2025, we observed 3,656 caribou 

on-transect across North and Central Baffin strata.  In total (across both years and all 

strata), we observed 7,635 caribou.  We used double-observer pair and distance 

sampling analytical models to develop abundance estimates for all strata across both 

years and for the entire Baffin Island complex.  We estimated 24,162 (95% CI = 21,595-

27,034; CV =5.7%) adults, calves, and yearling caribou within South Baffin strata in 

March 2024 and 25,026 (95% CI = 21,182-29,568; CV =8.5%) adults, calves, and 

yearlings within North and Central Baffin strata in March 2025.  Combined, the March 

2024 and 2025 surveys produced an estimated total of 48,681 (95% CI = 43,973-

53,893; CV =5.2%) adult, yearling, and calf caribou.  Our findings confirm a statistically 

significant increase from the March 2014 whole-island survey, which estimated 4,645 

adult, yearling, and calf caribou (95% CI=3,667-5,884, CV=12.1%).   

We conducted trend analyses using matched strata between 2012, 2014, and 

2024/2025.  These analyses suggest increasing trends in all regions with annual 

increases of 15% to 36% except for Prince Charles Island, where abundance declined 
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annually at a rate of 3% (CI=-8% to 2%)).  We calculated estimates of gross change 

and annual change the results of which indicate that the Baffin Island caribou 

population increased by a factor of 10.5 between March 2014 and 2024/2025, 

corresponding to an average annual growth rate of 25% (CI=22-28%).  The observed 

change between March 2014 and 2024 was highly significant (t-Test =17.1; p-value 

<0.001).  The observed annual rate of increase of 25% parallels rates of increase 

observed on island populations with minimal predation, high productivity, and minimal 

harvest pressure.  Our results highlight the success of research and management 

actions led by co-managers in safeguarding Baffin caribou.   

Research monitoring using fall and spring composition studies tracked relative density 

and overall productivity of Baffin Island caribou following the March 2014 Island wide 

abundance estimate, and initiation of management actions in 2014/2015 aimed at 

recovering Baffin Island caribou.  Measures such as the implementation of Total 

Allowable Harvests (TAH) and Non-quota Limitations (NQLs), introduced in response 

to critically low numbers and steered by IQ and demographic monitoring studies, have 

played a pivotal role in reversing the long-term decline in abundance.  These findings 

demonstrate how collaborative, evidence-based management can restore resilience to 

a population once in jeopardy.   

 

 

 

Key words:  Caribou, Barren-Ground Caribou, Baffin Island, Melville Peninsula, North 

Baffin Island, South Baffin Island, Aerial Survey, Ground Survey, Late Winter, Visual 

Survey, Baffin Region, Double Observer Pair Method, Distribution, Movements, 

Seasonal Range Use, Distance Sampling, Spatial Affiliations, Population Structure, 

Nunavut, Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus, Population Survey, Caribou Late Winter 

Distribution. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

 

The following report reassesses demographic estimates and trends in caribou 

abundance across Baffin Island by comparing strata flown in March 2014 (all of Baffin 

Island), March 2024 (South Baffin Island), and March 2025 (North and Central Baffin 

Island) (Figure 1).  It provides estimates of herd size and region-specific densities, 

documenting changes since the 2014 island-wide survey and subsequent 2024 and 

2025 abundance surveys.  The report presents updated abundance estimates to 

support ongoing management discussions between the Government of Nunavut, 

Department of Environment (GN ENV), co-management partners, and stakeholders. 

Caribou are circumpolar in their distribution and occur in the northern parts of Eurasia 

and North America.  In Canada, caribou are represented by four subspecies: Peary 

(R. t. pearyi), Woodland (R. t. caribou), Grant’s (R. t. granti), and Barren-ground (R. 

t. groenlandicus).  Of the four subspecies, barren-ground caribou are the most 

abundant and can be further divided into two ecotypes: the taiga wintering migratory 

and the tundra wintering ecotypes (Nagy et al. 2011).  Baffin Island barren-ground 

caribou are classified as a tundra wintering ecotype, generally occurring in smaller 

aggregations, exhibit limited migratory behaviour, and are confined to tundra 

environments.  Baffin Island caribou movement behaviour is not fully understood; 

however, limited scientific knowledge and IQ suggest that known seasonal 

movements or migratory behaviour, differ amongst three generally accepted Baffin 

Island caribou groupings or sub-populations.  Currently, the GN ENV, recognizes 

three (3) caribou sub-populations across Baffin Island (see Figure 6; 5.1 Baffin Island 

Populations/Subpopulations).  These populations include the South, North, and 

Central Baffin Island sub-populations (Campbell et al. 2015).   

Historical caribou abundance assessments on Baffin Island caribou have suggested 

that more than 100,000 caribou likely inhabited Baffin Island in 1985 (Williams and 
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Heard 1986).  This status was updated in 1991 at which time it was believed that the 

caribou sub-populations across Baffin Island were stable, with 60,000 -180,000 in 

South Baffin, greater than 10,000 in Central Baffin, and between 50,000-150,000 in 

North Baffin (Ferguson and Gauthier 1992).  These earlier estimates, however, were 

not based on whole Island quantitative demographic studies, but rather estimations 

based on more geographically restricted scientific observations and IQ, including 

various smaller scale quantitative aerial observations, and limited movement data 

made up of; 1- extensive tagging programs and 2- limited telemetry studies from the 

early 1990s and early 2000’s (Ferguson 1988).   

During the mid to late 1990s, local hunters across Baffin Island reported decreasing 

caribou numbers, with hunters having to travel further from their communities to 

locate caribou (Jenkins et al. 2012; Jenkins and Goorts 2013, Department of 

Environment 2013).  These observations appeared to have continued up to the 2014 

whole Island abundance survey estimate.  During this period Baffin Island caribou 

harvesters continued to confirm general declines in caribou abundance Island wide 

(Jenkins and Goorts 2013, Department of Environment 2013).  These concerning 

observations, quantitatively confirmed following the 2014 abundance survey, lead to 

the engagement of all stakeholders in the development of management and research 

actions with an eye to reversing the confirmed declining trend.    
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Figure 1. The north, central, and south March 2014 Baffin Island survey transects and extents (Left), and the March 2024 south Baffin and 
March 2025 north and central Baffin survey transects and extents (Right) side by side for comparison of survey extents.  All 
survey extents and transects were developed through consultation with Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs), Regional 
Wildlife Organization (RWO), and community meetings (Jenkins and Goorts 2013, Department of Environment 2013). 
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2.0 STUDY AREA 

 

 

The Baffin Island complex, which includes all of Baffin Island and proximal islands 

(including Prince Charles Island), covers an estimated 543,746 square kilometres 

(excluding the areas of glaciers and ice fields).  The Baffin Island complex exhibits 

variable relief, ranging from expansive lowlands near sea level (e.g., the great plain of 

the Koukdjuak east of Nettilling Lake, and Prince Charles Island), to the mountains of 

the North and South Baffin reaching elevations of 1,963 meters and 2,147 meters 

above sea level, respectively.  The northeastern fifth of Baffin Island is within the Arctic 

Cordillera ecozone, while the remainder of the Baffin Island complex is wholly within 

the northern arctic ecozone (Figure 2).  For detailed information on these ecozones 

and associated ecoregions (Figure 3), see (Campbell et al. 2015).  Generalized 

indications of plant community productivity suggest that much of Baffin Island may not 

be suitable as caribou range suggesting more restrictive and predictable seasonal 

occupation of geographically specific areas by caribou (Figure 4) (Environment 

Canada 2001).  
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Figure 2. Ecozones of Baffin Island and proximal islands, and northern Melville 
Peninsula, Nunavut (after Environment Canada 2001). 
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Figure 3. Ecoregions of Baffin and proximal islands, and northern Mellville 
Peninsula, Nunavut (after Environment Canada 2001). 
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Figure 4. The relative productivity of plant communities within the ecoregions of the 
Baffin Island complex including northern Melville Peninsula.  Productivity 
based on generalized plant species and cover assessments (after 
Environment Canada 2001). 
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3.0 METHODS 

 

 

3.1 Abundance Survey Methods 

 

The March 2024 abundance survey, which focused on South Baffin Island (see 4.1 

Sampling Summary and Data Segregation), used two DeHavilland Twin Otter fixed 

wing aircraft and one Eurocopter B-2 helicopter and was based out of the communities 

of Iqaluit, Pangnirtung, and Kinngait.  The March 2025 abundance survey, which 

focused on Central and North Baffin Island including Prince Charles Island (see 4.1 

Sampling Summary and Data Segregation), also used two DeHavilland Twin Otter 

fixed wing aircraft and one Eurocopter B-2 helicopter and was based out of the 

communities of Iqaluit, Pangnirtung, Qikiqtarjuaq, Clyde River, and Igloolik, in addition 

to the Mary River Mine Site.  

These abundance surveys used the same methods and similar strata (see 4.1 

Sampling Summary and Data Segregation) used in the 2014 islandwide survey 

(Campbell et al. 2015; however, see discussion on helicopters, e.g., 4.2 Double 

Observer and Distance Analysis).  These methods are commonly and successfully 

used for barren-ground caribou surveys throughout Nunavut (Campbell et al. 2015, 

2019, and 2022).   

For the fixed wing portion of the surveys, we used a combined distance sampling and 

cooperative double observer pair mark-recapture approach.  The double-observer pair 

configuration was used within all fixed wing aircraft to maximize sightability out of each 

of the left and right side of the aircraft, by adding one additional observer to each side 

(Campbell et al. 2012, 2015, and 2019).  Additionally, the double observer pair 
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configuration allowed each aircraft to maintain a minimum of two experienced wildlife 

observers on each of the left and right side of the aircraft throughout the survey, while 

providing training opportunities, when required, for community-based representatives 

within the remaining seats.   

For the helicopter portion of these surveys, we used a modified approach whereby the 

pilot and data recorder served as observers that would remain in the same seats 

throughout the survey making this application of the double-observer component of the 

helicopter survey less robust than that of the fixed-wing.  The helicopter survey, as 

detailed further later in this report, utilized a different observer platform and flight 

pattern, which involved flying to and way-pointing each observation rather than using 

wing strut bins to estimate distance as used on the fixed wing aircraft.  As a result, it 

was useful to consider areas flown by helicopter as a distinct stratum to allow added 

modelling flexibility as well as evaluation of the effect of the different observer platform 

on survey estimates and associated precision. 

 

Distance Sampling 

The distance sampling component of the methods estimates the sightability of caribou 

groups in various distance bins.  This is necessary to correct for declining detection 

probability with increasing distance from the survey plane.  To accomplish this, we 

placed markers on the struts of the survey planes calculated using the formula from 

Norton-Griffiths (1978).  These markers correspond with the following distance bins: 1) 

0–200 meters, 2) 200–400 meters, 3) 400–600 meters, 4) 600–1,000 meters, and 5) 

1,000–1,500 meters (Norton-Griffiths 1978).  

 

Double Observer Pair 

The dependent double observer pair component of the methods estimates the 

sightability of caribou groups between same side observers.  This is necessary to 

reduce bias by accounting for animals missed by a single observer and provides more 

reliable abundance estimates.  To accomplish this, we used two “primary” or “front” 
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observers sitting in the left and right seats of the aircraft adjacent to the wing struts, 

and two “secondary” or “rear” observers sitting on the left and right side of the aircraft 

right behind the primary observers (Figure 5).  The dependent double observer pair 

method adhered to five basic assumptions or steps.  

 

1 - The primary observer called out all groups of caribou (number of caribou and 

wing-strut bin number) he/she saw within the 1- 0-200 meter, 2- 200-400 meter, 3- 

400-600 meter, 4- 600-1000 meter, and 5- 1000–1500-meter wing-strut bins before 

they passed halfway between the primary and secondary observer (approximately 

at the wing strut).  This included caribou groups that were between approximately 

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

(Figure 5).  The main requirement was that the primary observer be given time to 

call out all caribou seen before the secondary observer called them out.  

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

primary observer saw, and observations of any additional caribou groups.  The 

secondary observer also waited to call out caribou until the group observed passed 

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

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

3 - The observers discussed any differences in group counts to ensure that they 

are calling out the same groups or different groups and to ensure accurate counts 

of larger groups.  

4 - The data recorder categorized and recorded counts of caribou groups into 

“primary only”, “secondary only”, and “both”, entered as separate records.  

5 - The same side observers switched places approximately halfway through each 

survey day (i.e. during refueling stops) to monitor observer position-based ability.  

The recorders noted the names of the primary and secondary observers and their 

side (left or right) and recorded group size and any assigned covariates. 
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In some cases, both same side observers missed a group of caribou, but the group 

was seen by the data recorder.  It is expected that observer pairs may miss some 

caribou and naïve inclusion of data recorder observations could cause bias in 

estimates.  However, in some cases a substantial number of caribou groups were 

missed by same side observer pairs indicating that they were weak observers.  The 

concern in this case is that a substantial number of caribou would have 0 detection 

probabilities solely due to poor observer performance (in comparison to other 

observers).  However, in this situation the dependent observer approach would not 

provide a valid estimate of the reduced detection probabilities.  To address this concern 

graphical approaches were used to identify weak observer pairs, and in extreme cases, 

the weak observers were pooled as a single observer with the second observer being 

the data recorder.  A covariate was used to model this modification of observer pairing.  

A sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine the effect of inclusion of data 

recorder observations.   

Group size, topography, speed, snow cover, and cloud cover were also considered as 

covariates as with other surveys.  Aircraft type was also considered.  For the 2014 

Baffin Island survey, 3 Cessna grand caravan fixed-wing aircraft and one Eurocopter 

B-2 helicopter were used, while during both the 2024 and 2025 Baffin Island surveys, 

2 DeHavilland twin Otter fixed wing aircraft, and one Eurocopter B-2 helicopter were 

used. 

 

Data Recorded 

We used “groups of caribou”, as opposed to individual caribou, as the sample unit for 

the survey.  Recorders and observers were instructed to consider individuals to be 

those caribou that were observed independent of other individual caribou and/or 

groups of caribou.  If sightings of individuals were influenced by other individuals, then 

the caribou were considered a group.  In general, groups of caribou over an estimated 

250 meters apart were considered independent groups.  For each group of caribou 

recorded, additional covariates were recorded that can influence the sightability of 

caribou (Table 1).  Due to heterogeneity variation in detection probabilities, it has been 
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found that using just a mark-recapture approach overestimates sightability as distance 

from the survey plane increases, however, this approach was useful for estimation of 

sighting probability near the plane.  This approach ensured a more robust estimate 

than using distance sampling methods alone which assume that the probability of 

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

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

Laake et al. 2012). 

 

General Analytical Approach 

Initially, we analyzed 2024 and 2025 data separately.  For both years, we followed 

these general steps to conduct our analysis.  First, we conducted exploratory analyses 

to assess detection performance in the double observer framework.  This allowed us 

to identify weak or non-switching observer pairs that could bias the accuracy of 

estimates (4.2.1 Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2024), Double Observer 

Summary; 4.2.2 Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2025), Double Observer 

Summary).  Second, we conducted exploratory analyses to assess detection patterns 

across the distance sampling framework and the impact of various covariates (see 

Table 1; 4.2.1 Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2024), Distance Sampling 

Summary; 4.2.2 Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2025), Distance Sampling 

Summary).  This was done to identify and account for any covariates that could 

influence the detection probabilities and thereby impact the accuracy of estimates.  

Covariates were also used to describe and model factors influencing the sightability of 

caribou (Table 1).  These included observer pair given that the sample unit for 

dependent methods is pairs of observers as opposed to single observers.  If observers 

were not paired, then they were pooled into a single multi-observer group.   

After the exploratory analyses, we created double observer pair mark-recapture and 

distance sampling models for each year (4.2.1 Double Observer and Distance Analysis 

(2024), Model Selection Fixed Wing, Helicopter Model Selection; 4.2.2 Double 

Observer and Distance Analysis (2025), Model Selection Fixed Wing, Helicopter Model 
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Selection).  We first built distance sampling models with the mark-recapture model 

parameters that held constant, and then vice versa for the double observer models.  

We then built a composite model using the most supported covariates from each of the 

component analyses.  Estimates for strata were derived based on transect lengths and 

strata areas for the best fitting detection model.  Estimates of variance were derived 

using estimators for a systematic sampling layout (Fewster 2011). 

We evaluated the fit of these models using the Akaike Information Criterion corrected 

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

the most parsimonious (simplest), thus minimizing estimate bias and optimizing 

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

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

models when their AICc scores were close.  In general, any models with a ΔAICc score 

of less than 2 between them were considered to have equivalent statistical support.  

Overall model fit was also assessed using goodness of fit tests (Buckland et al. 1993, 

Buckland et al. 2004) as well as graphical comparison of detection functions with 

histograms of frequencies of observations from the surveys.  

We then conducted sensitivity analyses for each year to assess how estimates were 

affected by analysis methods and model assumptions (4.3 Analysis of 2024 & 2025 

Models and Data).  We derived estimates using the Jolly strip-transect estimator (Jolly 

1969, Krebs 1998) with the survey strip defined at 400 meters from the plane.  This 

approach, which allows inclusion of all survey data (i.e. data recorder, etc) but assumes 

sightability, was equal to 1 in the 0–400-meter strip, provided a useful comparison with 

distance sampling estimates.  In addition, distance sampling only, and double observer 

only (no distance sampling) within the 0–400-meter strip were considered.    

Next, we derived estimates for both years (4.4 Estimates).  In both years, abundance 

estimates were derived from the most supported MRDS model for both the fixed-wing 

strata and the helicopter strata (4.4.1 March 2024 South Baffin Survey; 4.4.2 March 

2025 Central and North Baffin Survey). We then combined the 2024 and 2025 survey 

year estimates into a single islandwide estimate through re-analysis of the 2024 data 

set so that strata had zero (0) overlap with 2025 strata (as detailed later in the report).  
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The full island 2024-2025 combined estimate was then compared with the 2014 full 

island estimate (Campbell et al. 2015).   

Finally, we undertook analyses to compare trends in applicable sub-regions (Foxe 

Peninsula, Meta-Incognita Peninsula, Hall Peninsula, Central Baffin, and Prince 

Charles Island were also compared; 4.5 Trend Analysis).  Estimates were initially 

compared to the 2012 and 2014 estimates using a t-test to determine if the two 

estimates were significantly different (Gasaway et al. 1986).  Confidence limits on 

yearly change were estimated assuming log-normal distributions of abundance 

estimates using a Monte Carlo simulation approach (Manly 1997).  

We conducted our analyses in R (R Development Core Team 2009) using the following 

R packages: ggplot (Wickham 2009), MRDS R package (Laake et al.), AICmodavg 

(Mazerolle 2016), lubridate (Grolemund and Wickham 2011), and ddply (Wickham 

2011). For GIS analyses, we used the R package sf (simple features) (Pebesma 2018) 

in addition to the software QGIS (QGIS Foundation 2020). The MRDS R package 

(Laake et al. 2012) was used to build double observer pair mark-recapture and 

distance sampling models. 
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Figure 5 Observer position for double observer methods.  The secondary (Rear) observer calls caribou 
not seen by the primary (Front) observer after the caribou has passed the main field of vision of 
the primary observer.  Time on a clock is used to reference relative locations of caribou groups 
(e.g. “Caribou group at 1 o’clock”). 
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Table 1. The main co-variates (speed and topography were not used) used to 
model variation in sightability for dependent double observer pair analysis.  

Covariate Acronym Description 

Aircraft type AirType Helicopter vs fixed wing 

Observer pair 

obs 
each unique observer 

pair 

Paired 
Whether a pair 

switched places during 
survey 

Data recorder observations weakobs 
Pairs who were 

assisted by the data 
recorder 

Group size 
size 

size of caribou group 
observed 

Log(size) 
Natural log of group 

size 

Snow cover 
snowf 

snow cover 
(0,25,75,100) 

snow continuous 

Cloud cover 
cloudf 

cloud cover 
(0,25,75,100) 

cloud continuous 

Snow patchiness SnowPatch 
Continuous ordinal 

scale 
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3.2 Composition Studies 

 

Since the 2014 survey, the GN ENV has conducted intermittent fall and/or spring aerial 

composition surveys from October and March 2015 to 2021 to monitor productivity and 

geographically specific relative densities of caribou across Baffin Island (Ringrose 

2018, 2019, and 2021).  The objectives of this monitoring program were to:  

 

1) Estimate the overall composition of the subpopulations including the north Baffin 

grouping, south Baffin grouping, and central Baffin grouping (Figure 6); i.e., what 

proportion of the population are bulls, cows, yearlings, and calves.  

2) Estimate the trajectory of abundance of the three main groupings of the Baffin 

Island caribou population, based on demographic composition as it relates most 

specifically to overwinter calf survival (March/April) and overall productivity 

(October; measured as calves per 100 cows) to develop an index of population 

trend.  

3) Monitor the proportion of bulls in the population to ensure that predominantly bull 

harvests do not reduce their numbers to a level that could compromise breeding 

(rutting) success.  

4) Build a database with which to estimate the current population trend through 

demographic modeling, utilizing all demographic composition data to project a trend 

from the 2014 population estimate.  

5) Provide information geographically specific to relative abundance as it relates to 

ease of finding caribou and overall numbers of caribou observed, and to use this 

information for discussions of TAH and NQL appropriateness.   

 

Surveys were conducted using a Eurocopter AS350 B2 helicopter, and a survey crew 

consisting of a biologist, wildlife technician, an observer, and a pilot.  Study areas were 
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selected based on previous aerial surveys and telemetry program observations as well 

as information gathered from hunters from each of the Baffin communities.  Hunter 

information was collected during consultations conducted in 2012, 2013, 2014, and 

2015 (DOE 2013, 2014, 2015a, 2015b unpublished written records-In Prep), across all 

Baffin Island (Ringrose 2018, Jenkins and Goorts 2013).  Study areas were surveyed 

using two to three 5 km spaced transects bisecting identified high use areas by caribou, 

or until tracks were observed either on route to proposed high use areas, or while 

running transects through these same areas (Ringrose 2018).  The method relied 

heavily on tracking groups and/or individual caribou until they were sighted, however, 

visual sighting methods were used when tracking was either difficult or not possible.   

When tracks were encountered and the group located and classified, parallel transects 

through the study area would be tightened up to 1 to 2 km apart (depending on the 

density of tracks as it related to the ease to separate groups of tracks), with one 

transect run perpendicular to the track leading into the area and continued 

perpendicular to adjacent transects until tracks were no longer encountered (Ringrose 

2018).  This allowed classification crews to adaptively “high grade” search areas with 

caribou sign.  The use of this adaptive search technique allowed for the most efficient 

use of the limited helicopter time and limited fuel caches, both the result of the 

geographical scale and resultant remote nature of the Baffin Island composition study 

areas.  Additionally, this adaptive method allowed crews to take advantage of 

clustering behavior observed during previous survey and tracking studies, and 

described by Baffin Island caribou harvesters, whereby groups of Baffin Island caribou 

were more commonly observed in small geographic clusters generally associated with 

watersheds, during late winter and spring.   

Once tracks were observed, they were followed until the group was located at which 

time caribou would be classified into 5 categories; 1) Cow (based on the presence of 

a visible vulva patch), 2) Calf (based on body size and characteristics), 3) Yearling 

(based on body size and characteristics), 4) Bull (based on absence of vulva patch, 

body characteristics and antler size) and when possible, 5) Young Bull (based on 

absence of vulva patch, body characteristics and antler size).  Image stabilizing 
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binoculars were used to reduce approach distances as much as possible to limit 

disturbance to animals.  In cases where groups could not be located due to fuel and/or 

weather-related issues, and where time allowed, tracking was resumed the following 

day or after refueling.  

When analyzing composition results, we used a logistic regression analysis 

(McCullough and Nelder 1989) to assess regional differences and overall trends in 

calf-cow ratios using surveys.  An additive model was used (region+year) to assess 

differences in regions and explore if there was a regional increase in calf-cow ratios.  

Using logistic regression accounted for differences in sample sizes in surveys with the 

response being the count of calves divided by the count of cows in each survey.  A 

quassi-binomial response model was used to account for likely overdispersion in the 

response data.  
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Figure 6. Caribou grouping annual range delineation based on telemetry studies from 
1987 to 1994 (primarily South and Central Baffin), and 2008 to 2011 (North 
Baffin).  Polygons created utilizing a kernel analysis of telemetry point data 
collected for 107 collars (North=35; Central = 17; South = 55) (Campbell et 
al. 2015). 
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4.0 RESULTS 

 

 

4.1 Sampling Summary and Data Segregation  

 

The Baffin Island March 2024 and 2025 abundance surveys included eight (8) south 

Baffin strata and six (6) north-central Baffin strata.  The aircraft used within each strata 

varied according to topographic ruggedness with fixed-wing (FW) aircraft being 

delegated to less topographically rugged strata, and rotary-wing or helicopter (H) 

aircraft to more mountainous strata (Figure 7).  The South Baffin strata included: 

 

1- Foxe Peninsula low Density Fixed-Wing (FP-LD-FW) 

2- Foxe Peninsula Medium Density Fixed-Wing (FP-MD-FW) 

3- Hall Peninsula High Density Fixed-Wing (HP-HD-FW) 

4- Hall Peninsula High Density Helicopter (HP-HD-H) 

5- Meta Incognita Peninsula High Density Fixed-Wing (MP-HD-FW) 

6- Niko Island Very Low Density Fixed-Wing (NI-VLD-FW) 

7- Nettilling Lake Northeast Low Density Fixed-Wing (NLNE-LD-FW) 

8- Nettling Lake North Low Density Fixed-Wing (NLN-LD-FW) 

 

The North-Central Baffin strata included: 

 

1- Gifford Fiord Medium Density Fixed-Wing (GF-MD-FW) 

2- Neergaard Lake Low Density Fixed-Wing (NL-LD-FW) 

3- North Central Baffin High Density Fixed-Wing (NCB-HD-FW) 

4- North Central Baffin Medium Density Helicopter (NCB-MD-H) 

5- Pond Inlet Low Density Helicopter (PI-LD-H) 

6- Prince Charles Island-High Density Fixed-Wing (PCI-HD-FW) 
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7- Western Islands Low Density Fixed-Wing (ISL-LD-FW) 

 

The helicopter survey, as detailed further later in this report, utilized a different observer 

platform (non-switching observers) and flight pattern, which involved flying to and way-

pointing each observation rather than using wing strut bins to estimate distance as 

used on the fixed wing aircraft.  As a result, it was useful to consider areas flown by 

helicopter as a distinct stratum to allow added modelling flexibility as well as evaluation 

of the effect of the different observer platform on survey estimates.  Table 2 

summarizes strata and transect dimensions, groups, and caribou observed on each 

survey strata.  

Like the 2014 Baffin Island caribou abundance survey, both the 2024 and 2025 surveys 

were flown over the same general dates in March, with the 2025 north-central Baffin 

survey extending further into March due to above-average weather cancellations 

(Table 3).  Neither survey year violated the five-day maximum allowable weather delay 

based on an analysis of collar movements of north, central, and south Baffin caribou 

across the March 2024 and 2025 surveys (Figure 8).  Additionally, collar movements 

over the period showed little directional movement and were consistent with non-

migratory behavior expressed as less than five kilometers of directional movement per 

day (Figure 9).   
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Figure 7 The 2024 South Baffin (Red) and 2025 North & Central Baffin Island (Grey) 
survey strata, transects, and caribou observations, used in this analysis.  
Helicopter stratum indicated with an “H” in their label, and fixed wing strata 
indicated with a “FW”. 
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Table 2. Summary of strata dimensions and sampling.  On-transect total caribou 
observations are listed for each stratum.   

Strata 

Transects Strata 
Area 

(km2) 

Total 
transects 

length 
(km) 

Average 
transect 

width 
(km) 

Baseline 
(km) 

Coverage 
(1.5 km X 2 

strip width 
(km2)) 

Caribou 
on 

transect 

2024        

FP-LD-FW 14 11,333 1,117 79.79 142.03 0.30 11 

FP-MD-FW 26 21,635 2,654 102.09 211.92 0.37 650 

HP-HD-FW 57 50,317 8,206 143.96 349.52 0.49 909 

HP-HD-H 51 19,677 3,221 63.16 311.55 0.49 433 

MP-HD-FW 73 41,801 6,879 94.23 443.61 0.49 1,815 

NI-VLD-FW 7 752 81 11.55 65.1 0.32 0 

NLNE-LD-FW 20 18,573 1,909 95.47 194.54 0.31 66 

NLN-LD-FW 17 12,444 1,244 73.15 170.12 0.30 24 

2025        

NCB-HD-FW 108 82,875 12,155 112.55 736.37 0.44 3,223 

GF-MD-FW 25 3,160 453 18.14 174.25 0.43 7 

ISL-LD-FW 15 2,800 301 20.07 139.57 0.32 3 

NCB-MD-H 53 22,164 2,225 41.98 528.01 0.30 18 

NL-LD-FW 11 3,819 395 35.93 106.32 0.31 238 

PCI-HD-FW 19 9,529 1,349 71.01 134.20 0.42 71 

PI-LD-H 24 15,809 1,238 51.57 306.56 0.23 96 
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Table 3. A comparison between the March 2024 and 2025 Baffin Island 
abundance survey timing (x = Flight Day, PR = Pilot Rest Day; WC = 
Flight cancelled due to weather).   
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Figure 8. March daily movement rates of south Baffin collared caribou (2024), 
and north and central Baffin collared caribou (2025).  Note that most 
collars tracked during the survey periods were under 5 km/day. 
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Figure 9. Survey flight tracks and collared caribou daily movements between 
March 6 and 25th, 2025.  Note that movement rates of all collared 
caribou were very restricted during the survey period suggesting 
weather delays had little impact on cross-transect movements.  
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 4.2 Double Observer and Distance Analysis 

 

4.2.1  Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2024)  

Double Observer Summary 

Overall, there were 13 observer pairings of which 7 switched places (as required by the 

dependent observer method) (Table 4).  Two of the pairings were in the helicopter where 

the pilot and data recorder were primary observers therefore not allowing switching.  Pair 

number 11 was a data recorder who also served as a primary observer for some time 

periods again making it not possible to switch.   

Of interest was the detection of weak observer pairs that missed a substantial portion of 

caribou as indicated by larger frequencies of observations only seen by data recorders.  

Data screening suggested that there were 2 pairs (5 and 6) that missed substantial 

frequencies of caribou as indicated by the relative difference of detection probabilities 

estimated with and without data recorder observations included.  Often these pairs had 

higher double observer detection probabilities since often the pairs missed the same 

caribou (that were observed by the data recorder), therefore causing an unrealistically 

high detection probability estimate (given the number of caribou not observed compared 

to other pairs) (Figure 10).  To offset this issue, the 2 observers were treated as a primary 

observer, and the recorder was treated as the secondary observer.  This allowed inclusion 

of these observations for the weak observer pairs with a covariate to describe unique 

observer pair detection probabilities.  Other data recorder observations from other pairs 

were not included in the analysis. 

Another challenge to the analysis was low detection probabilities for the helicopter 

observer pairs (9 and 13).  This was likely due to the pilots and data recorders being 

distracted by other factors and therefore not able to provide constant sighting effort.  The 

challenge was that by not switching, the estimate of detection probabilities for the 

observer pair was based solely on the primary observers with the dependent method 
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(which assumes equal primary and secondary observer probabilities).  This likely caused 

a negative bias in detection probabilities and potentially a positive bias in estimates.  Use 

of distance sampling only, which does not attempt to estimate detection based on double 

observer data, was used as a means to offset this issue.  

An added challenge to the analysis was observer pair 11 which was a data recorder who 

also served as a primary observer.  This observer pairing also had lower detection 

probabilities, which were hard to assess given that the primary observer never switched 

with the secondary observer.  It is assumed in this case that this pair had lower detection 

probabilities than many of the other pairs (which were modelled using an observer pair 

covariate).   
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Table 4. Summary of double observer pair data.  P1x is the single observer sighting 
probability and p2x is the double observer probability.  Data is summarized 
for double observer only data and double observer with data recorder 
observations as indicated by _nodr and _dr suffixes respectively.   

Pair Switched? 
Frequencies Naïve detection probabilities 

Front Rear Both DataRec P1x_nodr P1x_dr p2x p2x_dr 

2 yes 1 4 14 0 0.79 0.79 0.96 0.96 
3 yes 17 20 92 13 0.84 0.77 0.98 0.95 
4 yes 30 35 87 5 0.77 0.75 0.95 0.94 
5 yes 27 4 99 37 0.97 0.75 1.00 0.94 
6 yes 14 6 39 45 0.90 0.51 0.99 0.76 
7 yes 4 6 15 2 0.76 0.70 0.94 0.91 
8 no 1 1 6 0 0.88 0.88 0.98 0.98 
9 no (heli) 18 32 18 0 0.53 0.53 0.78 0.78 

10 no 5 6 21 0 0.81 0.81 0.96 0.96 

11 
no (data 

recorder & 
observer) 

8 13 10 0 0.58 0.58 0.82 0.82 

12 no 20 7 53 0 0.91 0.91 0.99 0.99 
13 no (heli) 11 34 18 0 0.46 0.46 0.71 0.71 
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Figure 10. Graphical representation of double observer detection probabilities by 
observer pairs.  The red dots indicate detection probabilities for applicable 
pairs where the 2 observers were primary, and the data recorder was 
considered the secondary observer.    
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Distance Sampling Summary 

As would be expected, the detection histogram of observations was highest in the closest 

bin with a steady decline to the furthest bin.  Detection histogram suggests that observers 

were attentive to the closest bin near the plane; an improvement from past surveys 

(Figure 10).  The shape of detection histograms by aircraft type were different with a 

more pronounced shoulder for the helicopter which was likely due to clumping of caribou 

groups into small patches of suitable habitat but could also have been due to differences 

in the recording of caribou groups and associated coordinates (Figure 11).  In addition, 

as noted earlier, most observations were only detected by a single observer for the 

helicopter in comparison to the twin otter fixed wing.  This was likely due to the observer 

configuration.  Due to the difference in both detection histogram shape and double 

observer data, it was decided to analyze the helicopter and fixed wing as separate data 

sets.   

The effect of group size on detection histograms was less pronounced (Figure 12).  

Lower sample sizes made it more difficult to interpret helicopter observations.  Cloud 

cover had a potential effect of broadening the detection histogram for fixed wing aircraft 

at higher cloud cover levels (Figure 13).  A broadening of the detection shoulder with 

higher snow cover was also suggested, however the effect was minimal (Figure 14).  The 

combined effect of snow and cloud is shown by the product of the two covariates.  The 

detection histogram is flattened at higher levels of both cloud and snow cover (Figure 

15).  
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Figure 10. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from fixed wing aircraft.  
Observations are also color-coded by observation type.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.   

 

 

 

Figure 11. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from plane for aircraft 
type.  Observations are also color-coded by observation type.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales. 
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Figure 12. Histograms of detections as a function of group size and observation 
type.  Observation frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note 
the different y-axis scales. 
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Figure 13. Detection histograms as a function of cloud cover.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales. 

 

 

Figure 14. Detection histograms as a function of snow cover.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales.   
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Figure 15. Detection histograms as a function of the product of cloud and snow 
cover.  Observation frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note 
the different y-axis scales.  
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Model Selection Fixed Wing 

Initial model selection tested whether hazard rate or half normal detection functions 

were more supported by the data.  For this study hazard rate was more supported even 

when group size was considered (Tables 5 and 6, model 12).  Of the covariates 

considered, univariate snow and cloud were supported with an additive snow and cloud 

covariate model (model 1) showing the most support.  Interestingly, group size was not 

supported as a covariate suggesting good sightability conditions within all fixed-wing 

survey strata.  Observer-specific detection histograms were also considered; however, 

model convergence was marginal as shown by large standard errors on beta terms 

and therefore these models were not considered especially representative since 

adequate model fit was achieved with the set of covariates that were used.  For the 

double observer model selection, observers (with a focus on weaker observers that 

displayed lower detection probabilities than other observers), distance, and the log of 

group size were supported.  The support of distance suggested that detection from 

observers showed some level of independence at further survey bins resulting in 

decreasing double observer probabilities.   

A plot of the pooled detection function for model 1 (Table 5 and 6) suggests that the 

detection of caribou on the line (distance=0) was close to 1 with a shoulder of constant 

detection to approximately 200m after which it declined to 0.0 at the furthest bin 

(Figure 16).  The actual estimate of detection on the line was 0.94 (SE=0.04).  The fit 

of the distance detection function was adequate with a chi-square of 4.87.  However, 

degrees of freedom were 0 due to covariates used to estimate the detection function.  

The base hazard rate model with no covariates did significantly fit the data with a chi-

square value of 0.79, (df=1, p=0.49).  

Visual inspection of the fit of the data to the mark-recapture component of the model 

(Figure 17) suggests adequate fit, however, chi-square values suggested marginal fit 

(chi-square=16.5, df=5, p=0.005).  The main lack of fit was an underestimate of 

observations seen only by the secondary observer.  The likely cause of this would be 

heterogeneity of sighting probabilities caused by the periodic inability to switch 

observers.  Sensitivity analyses were conducted, including consideration of estimates 
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with no mark-recapture component (using distance sampling only, therefore assuming 

detection is 1 at the closest survey bin) to better understand implications of lack of fit.  
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Table 5. Univariate model selection for distance sampling covariates for the 2024 
fixed wing data set.  The distance sampling detection function (DF: hr-
hazard rate, hn-Half normal) is shown along with the distance and double 
observer model.  A constant intercept double observer model was used 
for all analysis.  Sample size adjusted Akaike Information Criterion 
(AICc), the difference in AICc between the most supported model for 

each model (AICc), AICc weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) 
and deviance is given.  Constant models are shaded for reference. 

No DF Distance model AICc ΔAICc wi K LL 

1 hr snow + cloud 3109.30 0.00 0.56 5 -1549.6 

2 hr snow + cloud + snowloud 3110.45 1.15 0.31 6 -1549.2 

3 hr snowloud 3114.26 4.96 0.05 4 -1553.1 

4 hr cloud 3114.77 5.47 0.04 4 -1553.4 

5 hr logsize + snowloud 3116.05 6.75 0.02 5 -1553.0 

6 hr logsize + cloud 3116.53 7.23 0.02 5 -1553.2 

7 hr logsize + cloud + snowloud 3118.08 8.78 0.01 6 -1553.0 

8 hr cloud_factor 3120.72 11.42 0.00 6 -1554.3 

9 hr weakobs 3127.13 17.83 0.00 4 -1559.5 

10 hr snow 3140.26 30.96 0.00 4 -1566.1 

11 hr snow_factor 3143.77 34.46 0.00 5 -1566.8 

12 hr constant 3146.88 37.58 0.00 3 -1570.4 

13 hr logsize 3147.22 37.92 0.00 4 -1569.6 

14 hr DataRecObs 3148.11 38.81 0.00 4 -1570.0 

15 hr size 3148.31 39.01 0.00 4 -1570.1 

17 hr SnowPatch 3148.38 39.08 0.00 6 -1568.1 

18 hn constant 3176.39 67.09 0.00 2 -1586.2 

19 hn size 3177.18 67.88 0.00 3 -1585.6 
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Table 6. Model selection for double observer and combined distance 
sampling/double observer covariates for the 2024 fixed wing data set. 
The distance sampling detection function (DF: HR-hazard rate, HN-Half 
normal) is shown along with distance and double observer model.  
Sample size adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), the difference 

in AICc between the most supported model for each model (AICc), AICc 
weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) and deviance is given.  
Constant mark-recapture models are shaded for reference.   

No DF Distance model MR/2x model AICc ΔAICc wi K LL 

1 hr snow + cloud ob6 + ob11 + distance + logsize 3070.31 0.00 0.62 9 -1526.0 

2 hr snow + cloud ob6 + ob11 + distance + size 3071.64 1.32 0.32 9 -1526.7 

3 hr snow + cloud ob6 + distance + logsize 3075.95 5.63 0.04 8 -1529.9 

4 hr snow + cloud ob6 + ob11 + distance 3077.24 6.92 0.02 8 -1530.5 

5 hr snow + cloud ob6 + ob11 3082.67 12.35 0.00 7 -1534.3 

6 hr snow + cloud ob5 + ob6 + ob11 3082.90 12.59 0.00 8 -1533.4 
7 hr snow + cloud weakobs 3091.95 21.63 0.00 6 -1539.9 

8 hr snow + cloud distance + logsize 3093.30 22.99 0.00 7 -1539.6 

9 hr snow + cloud logsize 3098.77 28.46 0.00 6 -1543.3 

10 hr snow + cloud size 3100.48 30.17 0.00 6 -1544.2 

11 hr snow + cloud SnowPatchF 3101.27 30.96 0.00 8 -1542.5 

12 hr snow + cloud distance 3104.54 34.23 0.00 6 -1546.2 

13 hr snow + cloud snowloud 3107.51 37.20 0.00 6 -1547.7 

14 hr snow + cloud cloud 3107.87 37.56 0.00 6 -1547.9 

15 hr snow + cloud snow 3108.67 38.35 0.00 6 -1548.3 

16 hr snow + cloud constant 3109.30 38.99 0.00 5 -1549.6 
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Figure 16. Fitted detection function for the most supported MRDS model for the fixed 
wing data set. 

 

 

Figure 17. Fit of fixed wing mark-recapture double observer model for the fixed wing 
data set.   
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Model Selection Helicopter 

Lower sample sizes of observations (131 observations) precluded consideration with 

more elaborate distance sampling models with the helicopter-only data set (Table 7).  

Models with more than 1 covariate did not converge and therefore univariate models 

were considered.  Of detection functions, the hazard rate was most supported (model 

6).  A model with cloud cover as a covariate was most supported.  A plot of the 

detection function shows a broader shoulder extending partially across the 200-400m 

survey sighting range.  Model fit was adequate (chi-square=0.513, df=1, p=0.47) as 

indicated by chi-square tests (Figure 18).  
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Table 7. Model selection for distance sampling covariates for the 2024 helicopter 
data set.  The distance sampling detection function (DF: hr-hazard rate, hn-
Half normal) is shown along with the distance and double observer model.  
Sample size adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), the difference in 

AICc between the most supported model for each model (AICc), AICc 
weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) and deviance is given.  
Constant models are shaded for reference. 

No DF Model  AICc AICc wi K LL 

1 hr cloud 344.70 0.00 0.60 3 -169.3 

2 hr snowloud 345.72 1.02 0.36 3 -169.8 

3 hr size 352.75 8.05 0.01 3 -173.3 

4 hr snow 353.07 8.37 0.01 3 -173.4 

5 hr logsize 354.18 9.48 0.01 3 -174.0 

6 hr constant 354.43 9.73 0.00 2 -175.2 

7 hn size 355.82 11.12 0.00 2 -175.9 

8 hr SnowPatch 356.01 11.31 0.00 5 -172.8 

9 hn constant  356.34 11.64 0.00 1 -177.2 

 

 

 

Figure 18. Fit of helicopter data set to distance sampling data. 
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4.2.2  Double Observer and Distance Analysis (2025)  

Double Observer Summary 

There were 45 combinations of observers during the 2025 survey (when accounting 

for primary/secondary ordering of observers).  Summaries of the 2025 double observer 

data resulted in 12 pairs that switched with the remaining observer combinations not 

switching (Table 8).  Of the 12 that switched, 2 pairings did not have sufficient sample 

sizes and were pooled into a single pair which resulted in 11 pairs.  The remainder of 

the observers that did not switch were grouped into a single observer pair (12 in Table 

8).  The helicopter crew was considered as a single pairing (13 in Table 8), given that 

they were not able to switch and therefore did not have a pairing that could be modelled 

using double observer methods.   

Plots of detection probabilities reveal weak pairings using either data recorder 

observation or observations without data recorder augmentation (Figure 19).  More 

exactly, pairs 2 and 7 had lower detection probabilities (without data recorder 

observations added), and pairs 8 to 11 had lower detection when data recorder 

observations were added.  To offset this issue, data recorder observations were used 

as the 2nd observer observations for pairs 8 to 11.  A “weak observer pair” covariate 

was used to potentially account for weak probabilities for pairs 2 and 7. 
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Table 8. Summary of double observer pair data for 2025.  P1x is the single observer 
sighting probability and p2x is the double observer probability.  Data is 
summarized for double observer only data and double observer with data 
recorder observations as indicated by _nodr and _dr suffixes.   

Pair Switched? 
Frequencies Naïve detection probabilities 

Front Rear Both DataRec P1x_nodr P1x_dr p2x p2x_dr 

1 yes 10 40 17 3 0.75 0.71 0.94 0.92 

2 yes 1 10 12 1 0.48 0.46 0.73 0.71 

3 yes 6 54 4 0 0.94 0.94 1.00 1.00 

4 yes 1 33 2 1 0.94 0.92 1.00 0.99 

6 yes 2 30 3 7 0.91 0.76 0.99 0.94 

7 yes 6 13 27 0 0.41 0.41 0.66 0.66 

8 yes 4 19 2 9 0.92 0.68 0.99 0.90 

9 yes 3 16 4 8 0.83 0.61 0.97 0.85 

10 yes 4 24 5 11 0.85 0.64 0.98 0.87 

11 yes 3 30 3 19 0.92 0.60 0.99 0.84 

12 no 
(pooled) 

94 128 53 17 0.81 0.76 0.96 0.94 

13 no (heli)  16 8 12 0 0.67 0.67 0.89 0.89 
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Figure 19. Graphical representation of double observer detection probabilities by 
observer pairs for 2025.  The red dots indicate detection probabilities for 
applicable pairs where the 2 observers were primary, and the data 
recorder was considered the secondary observer.  
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Distance Sampling Summary 

As for the 2024 analysis, the detection histogram of observations was highest in the 

closest bin, with a steady decline to the furthest bin, though sparse sample sizes 

precluded solid evaluation of a detection histogram for the Eurocopter B-2 helicopter 

(Figure 20 and 21).  To confront this, we combined the 2024 and 2025 helicopter 

observation data for the analysis of the 2025 data set as detailed later in this report 

(Figure 29). 

For the fixed-wing analysis, smaller group sizes appeared to have a more pronounced 

shoulder compared to larger group sizes for the fixed wing (Figures 21 and 22).  Cloud 

cover had a potential effect of broadening the detection histogram for fixed wing aircraft 

at higher cloud cover levels (Figure 23).  A broadening of the shoulder with higher 

snow cover was also suggested; however, the effect was minimal (Figure 24).  The 

combined effect of snow and cloud is shown by the product of the two covariates.  It 

can be seen that the detection histogram is flattened at higher levels of both cloud and 

snow cover (Figure 25).  

In previous analyses of central Baffin strata, Prince Charles Island (sampled in 2014 

and again in 2025) and characterized by its flat topography and almost continuous 

cover of snow, had higher sightability compared to other strata.  Inspection of detection 

histograms for 2025 also suggests a broader shoulder with a higher proportion of 

observations in further survey bins (Figure 26). 
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Figure 20. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from fixed wing for 2025.  
Observations are also color-coded by observation type.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.   

 

 

Figure 21. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from plane for 2025 
aircraft type.  Observations are also color-coded by observation type.  
Observation frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the 
different y-axis scales. 
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Figure 22. Histograms of detections as a function of group size and observation 
type for the 2025 survey.  Observation frequencies are adjusted based 
on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis scales. 

 

 

Figure 23. Detection histograms as a function of cloud cover for 2025. Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales.   
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Figure 24. Detection histograms as a function of snow cover for 2025. Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales.  

 

 

Figure 25. Detection histograms as a function of the product of cloud and snow 
cover for 2025.  Observation frequencies are adjusted based on bin 
widths.  Note the different y-axis scales.   
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Figure 26. Detection histograms as a function of the product whether observations 
occurred on Prince Charles Island for 2025 survey.  Observation 
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.  Note the different y-axis 
scales. 
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Model Selection Fixed Wing 

Model selection for the fixed wing aircraft initially focused on detection function choice, 

with a hazard rate model (Table 9: Models 6 and 15) being most supported in 

comparison to a half-normal detection function.  The most supported model (Model 1) 

had group size, cloud cover, snow patchiness, and Prince Charles Island (PCI) as 

supported covariates.  The most supported distance model was then used for mark-

recapture model selection.  Distance, the log of group size was more supported than 

a constant model (Table 10).  A DRPair covariate, which was for lower detection 

probability observers, was not supported, suggesting that the amount of variation 

caused by these observers was minimal.   

The fit of the MRDS model was good, as indicated by plots of the data relative to 

detection histograms (Figure 27).  Chi-square tests for the distance portion had 0 

degrees of freedom, precluding a p-value for the test; however, the overall chi-square 

was 3.6, suggesting a reasonable fit.  Fit was also adequate to the mark-recapture 

portion of the MRDS model (chi-square=2.06, df=2, p=0.36) as suggested by plots of 

predictions compared to conditional double observer detection probabilities.   Detection 

probabilities did decrease with distance; however, the amount was less than suggested 

by the distance plot (Figure 28) due to heterogeneity of double observer detection 

probabilities. 
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Table 9. Model selection for distance sampling covariates for the 2025 fixed wing 
data set.  The distance sampling detection function (DF: hr-hazard rate, hn-
Half normal) is shown along with the distance and double observer model.  
A constant intercept double observer model was used for all analysis.  
Sample size adjusted using Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), the 
difference in AICc between the most supported model for each model 

(AICc), AICc weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) and deviance 
is given.  Constant models are shaded for reference. 

No DF Distance model AICc ΔAICc wi K LL 

1 hr size + PCI + cloud + snowpatch 2632.84 0.00 0.66 7 -1309.34 

2 hr size + PCI + snow + cloud +snowpatch 2634.43 1.60 0.30 8 -1309.12 

3 hr size + snow + cloud + snowpatch 2641.34 8.50 0.01 7 -1313.59 

4 hr size + cloud + snow 2641.75 8.91 0.01 6 -1314.82 

5 hr size + snow 2642.15 9.31 0.01 5 -1316.03 

6 hr size + PCI 2643.09 10.26 0.00 5 -1316.51 

7 hr size + snow + snowpatch 2643.15 10.32 0.00 6 -1315.52 

8 hr size + snow + cloud + snowloud 2643.26 10.43 0.00 7 -1314.56 

9 hr PCI 2645.23 12.39 0.00 4 -1318.59 

10 hr snow + cloud + snowpatch 2645.95 13.12 0.00 6 -1316.92 

11 hr snow + cloud 2646.24 13.41 0.00 5 -1318.08 

12 hr snow 2646.93 14.09 0.00 4 -1319.44 

13 hr Strata 2647.37 14.53 0.00 7 -1316.61 

14 hr snow + cloud + snowcloud 2647.45 14.61 0.00 6 -1317.67 

15 hr snowpatch 2647.82 14.98 0.00 4 -1319.88 

16 hr size 2650.43 17.59 0.00 4 -1321.19 

17 hr snow_factor 2652.38 19.55 0.00 4 -1322.17 

18 hr logsize 2653.48 20.64 0.00 4 -1322.71 

19 hr weakobs 2654.40 21.56 0.00 4 -1323.17 

20 hr constant 2654.81 21.98 0.00 3 -1324.39 

21 hr snowcloud 2655.02 22.19 0.00 4 -1323.49 
22 hr cloud 2655.34 22.50 0.00 4 -1323.64 
23 hr cloud_factor 2658.02 25.18 0.00 6 -1322.95 
24 hn size 2663.31 30.48 0.00 3 -1328.64 
25 hn logsize 2663.49 30.65 0.00 3 -1328.73 
26 hn constant 2664.11 31.28 0.00 2 -1330.05 
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Table 10. Model selection for double observer and combined distance 
sampling/double observer covariates for the 2025 fixed wing data set. For 
this analysis the most supported DS model (Table: size + cloud + 
Snowpatch+PCI) was used.  Sample size adjusted Akaike Information 
Criterion (AICc), the difference in AICc between the most supported 

model for each model (AICc), AICc weight (wi), number of model 
parameters (K) and deviance is given.  Constant mark-recapture models 
are shaded for reference.   

No MRmodel AICc ΔAICc wi K LL 

1 logsize + distance 2627.82 0.00 0.32 9 -1304.8 

2 PCI + logsize + distance 2628.27 0.45 0.26 10 -1304.0 

3 logsize 2629.84 2.02 0.12 8 -1306.8 

4 size 2630.14 2.31 0.10 8 -1307.0 

5 distance 2630.33 2.50 0.09 8 -1307.1 

6 constant 2632.84 5.01 0.03 7 -1309.3 

7 Snow_Patchyness 2633.45 5.63 0.02 8 -1308.6 

8 DRPair 2633.59 5.76 0.02 8 -1308.7 

9 snowc 2634.48 6.66 0.01 8 -1309.1 

10 PCI 2634.66 6.84 0.01 8 -1309.2 

11 snowcloud 2634.67 6.84 0.01 8 -1309.2 

12 cloudc 2634.71 6.88 0.01 8 -1309.3 

13 SnowPatchF 2635.32 7.50 0.01 9 -1308.5 

14 logsize + distance 2627.82 0.00 0.32 9 -1304.8 
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Figure 27. Fitted detection function for the most supported MRDS model for the 

2025 fixed wing data set.   

 

 

Figure 28. Fitted detection function for the most supported MRDS model for the 
2025 fixed wing data set.  
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Helicopter Model Selection 

The 2024 and 2025 helicopter data were combined for the 2025 analysis to offset low 

sample sizes in the 2025 data set.  An additional year covariate was also added to the 

analysis to test potential differences in detection functions.  A comparison of detection 

histograms (Figure 29) suggests proportionally more observations in the furthest 

survey bin in 2025; however, this may be due to low sample sizes in 2025.  Model 

selection results suggested that the detection function scale varied by group size, year 

and cloud cover for helicopter observations, with the hazard rate detection function 

being most supported (Table 11).  A plot of the overall detection function suggested a 

reasonable fit of the detection function to the data, with an overall chi-square value of 

2.3 (0 degrees of freedom prevented a p-value from being developed) (Figure 30).  

The year-based covariate suggested that detection was higher for the helicopter used 

in 2025 compared to the same make and model of helicopter (Eurocopter B-2) used in 

2024 (Figure 31).  The effect of this covariate was a reduction in estimates for 2025 

strata by approximately 20% (Model 3 vs Model 1: approximately 200 caribou).  So, 

the net effect of using the year covariate is to make the 2025 estimate more 

conservative due to data deficiencies.  Because of this, helicopter estimates were 

relatively imprecise (CV=20%) when compared with fixed wing estimates. 
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Figure 29. Detection histograms for 2024 and 2025 helicopter data sets. 
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Table 11. Model selection for distance sampling covariates for the 2024 and 2025 
helicopter data sets.  The distance sampling detection function (DF: hr-
hazard rate, hn-Half normal) is shown along with distance and double 
observer model. Sample size adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AICc), 
the difference in AICc between the most supported model for each model 

(AICc), AICc weight (wi), number of model parameters (K) and deviance 
is given.  Constant models are shaded for reference. 

No DF Model AICc AICc wi K LL 

1 hr size + Year + cloud 434.98 0.00 0.59 5 -212.3 

2 hr size + Year + cloud + snowloud 436.69 1.71 0.25 6 -212.1 

3 hr size + cloud 439.23 4.25 0.07 4 -215.5 

4 hr size + Year 439.67 4.69 0.06 4 -215.7 

5 hr size + cloudc + snow 441.34 6.37 0.02 5 -215.5 

6 hr size 445.04 10.07 0.00 3 -219.4 

7 hn size 446.11 11.13 0.00 2 -221.0 

8 hr Year 448.19 13.22 0.00 3 -221.0 

9 hn Year 449.54 14.57 0.00 2 -222.7 

10 hr logsize 450.71 15.73 0.00 3 -222.3 

11 hn logsize 452.01 17.04 0.00 2 -224.0 

12 hr cloudc 458.16 23.18 0.00 3 -226.0 

13 hr snowloud 460.89 25.91 0.00 3 -227.4 
14 hr Constant 464.13 29.16 0.00 2 -230.0 
15 hr snow 466.10 31.13 0.00 3 -230.0 

16 hn Constant 466.50 31.52 0.00 1 -232.2 

17 hr SnowpatchF 469.71 34.73 0.00 5 -229.7 
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Figure 30. Fit of helicopter data set to distance sampling data for 2025. 

 

 

Figure 31. Comparison of detection functions for 2024 and 2025.  The mean 
detection function and detection functions for 2024 and 2025 are 
shown. 
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4.3 Sensitivity Analysis of 2024 & 2025 Models & Data  

 

4.3.1  Sensitivity Analysis (2024)  

 

A sensitivity analysis was conducted for the 2024 fixed wing data set to assess sensitivity 

of estimates to model fit, inclusion of data recorder data, and distance sampling (Table 6 

and Figure 16).  The overall estimates from the most supported model were compared 

with various models and data formulations (Table 12 and Figure 32).   

In the first analysis, we used a distance sampling only model that used estimates of the 

most supported distance models with no double observer model (assumed sightability=1 

in the closest bin was considered).  Estimates from this model were 584 caribou lower 

(2.4%) lower than the full MRDS model suggesting that sightability within the transect strip 

only reduced the estimate marginally compared to assuming it was 1.  We note that this 

formulation also should be less sensitive to inclusion of data recorder data given that 

detection probabilities are not modelled; instead, it is assumed that relatively equal 

observer effort occurs during the survey so that the resulting detection functions apply 

across all observer pairs.   

In the second analysis, we used a strip transect estimator that assumes sightability within 

the 0-400m strip.  Estimates were 12% lower using this approach which was not surprising 

given that detection decayed after 200m based on calculated detection functions.  

Incorporation of double observer modelling did increase the estimate slightly (7% lower); 

however, it was still lower than the distance sampling only estimates.   

In the third analysis, we used an estimate using the full MRDS model with all data recorder 

observations; with estimates being approximately 2,000 caribou (8.8%) lower than the 

MRDS model and 6.5% lower than the distance sampling model.  This result suggests that 

inclusion of data recorder data for the extremely weak pairs likely offsets potential negative 

bias caused by larger numbers of caribou being missed by weak observer pairs.   
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In the fourth analysis, we used all data including data recorders, all of which was used with 

the most supported distance sampling model.  This forth analysis was run with estimates 

being only 288 caribou lower (1%) than the MRDS model suggesting that just using data 

recorder data may be as efficient as double observer modelling.   
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Table 12. Sensitivity analysis of estimates of 2024 Baffin Island total estimates.  The total 
number of caribou used in the estimate (n) is given along with each estimate 
(N).  MRDS indicates a distance sampling/double observer model, DS 
indicates a distance sampling model, and DR indicates data recorder 
observations. 

Model n N SE Conf. Limit CV 

Strip transect/Double observer 2609 22,438 1268.4 17,097 29,063 0.057 

Strip transect 2644 21,289 1458.1 18,409 24,169 0.068 

MRDS Fixed/DS heli-no DR observations 3614 22,056 1341.2 19,555 24,877 0.061 

MRDS Fixed/DS helicopter 3843 24,162 1372.0 21,595 27,034 0.057 

DS Fixed and Helicopter 3843 23,577 1362.4 21,031 26,432 0.058 

DS Fixed and Helicopter-all DR 
observations 

3908 23,874 1406.6 21,254 26,816 0.059 

 
 

 

 

Figure 32. Graphical representation of 2024 sensitivity analysis.  Dashed line indicates 
estimate used for analyses. 
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4.3.2  Sensitivity Analysis (2025)  

 

A similar set of sensitivity analyses were conducted for the 2025 fixed wing Northern Baffin 

Island data set to assess the effect of inclusion of data recorder observations as well as 

use of distance sampling methods.  Estimates were compared to the full MRDS estimate 

(Table 10).  The helicopter portion of the data set, which was challenged by low sample 

sizes, was not used in sensitivity analyses.  

As with the 2024 strip-transect/double observer results, 2025 estimates with or without data 

recorder observations were 10-16% lower than full data set estimates (Table 13 and 

Figure 33) demonstrating the utility of distance sampling to reduce estimate bias. 

A second analysis considered the selective addition of data recorder observations used in 

the 2025 analysis (MRDS (selective DR obs in Table 13)) with no data recorder 

observations included (MRDS (no DR obs)).  In this case estimates were 4% lower when 

data recorder observations were not included, suggesting that augmentation of weak 

observers with data recorder observations provides an effective way to offset issues with 

weak observers. 

A final analysis compared estimates using just distance sampling with all data recorder 

observations (DS (all DR obs)) with the MRDS estimates with selective observations.  In 

this case the distance sampling only estimates were slightly higher than the MRDS 

estimates, however, the difference was only 1.5%.  As discussed later, this result suggests 

that just using distance sampling with combined data recorder and observer observations 

can be as effective as MRDS methods when survey conditions are favorable. 
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Table 13. Sensitivity analysis of estimates of 2025 Baffin Island total estimates.  The 
total number of caribou used in the estimate (n) is given along with each 
estimate (N).  MRDS indicates a distance sampling/double observer model, 
DS indicates a distance sampling model, and DR indicates data recorder 
observations. 

Model n N SE Conf. Limit  CV 
Strip transect (all DR obs) 2588 20,328 1589.9 17,177 23,480 0.078 

Strip transect/Double observer 2532 21,774 1493.0 18,982 24,977 0.069 
MRDS (selective DR obs) 3489 24,080 1812.2 20,739 27,958 0.075 

MRDS (no DR obs) 3278 23,044 1841.3 19,668 27,001 0.080 
DS (all DR obs) 3555 24,450 1942.0 20,898 28,606 0.079 

 

 

 

 

Figure 33. Graphical representation of 2025 sensitivity analysis.  Dashed line 

indicates estimate used for analyses. 
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4.4 Estimates  

 

Estimates derived from both March 2024, and 2025 surveys were analyzed separately 

before merging the two datasets together for a whole Baffin Island estimate.  The 

results of these individual assessments are as follows below.  However, to accurately 

assess the whole Island estimate, survey strata from both years would have to be 

merged in a way that would keep relative density assessments as mutually exclusive 

as possible.  This process will be discussed later in this section. 

 

 

4.4.1  March 2024 South Baffin Survey 

 

March 2024 abundance estimates were derived from the most supported MRDS model 

for both the fixed-wing strata and the helicopter (Heli) strata (Table 14).  Highest 

abundance and densities occurred on the MP-HD-FW (Meta-Incognita Peninsula High 

Density) where 11,694 adult, yearling, and calf caribou were estimated, followed by 

Hall Peninsula High Density strata (HP-HD-FW and HP-HD-H) where combined fixed 

wing and rotary wing methods estimated a total of 8,110 (Fixed 95% CI = 4,977-6,910; 

CV = 8.2%; Helicopter 95% CI = 1,572-3,207; CV = 18.0%) adults, yearlings, and 

calves, and finally FP-MD-FW (Fox Peninsula Medium Density), where 3,589 (95% CI 

= 2,558-5,035; CV = 16.1%) adults, yearlings, and calves were estimated.  Overall 

estimates were relatively precise with the least precise estimates (highest CV’s) 

occurring within the FP-LD-FW density stratum (with 11 on-transect caribou 

observations), the NLNE-LD-FW (Nettling Lake North East low density) stratum (with 

66 on-transect caribou observations), and the NLN-LD-FW (Nettling Lake North low 

density) stratum (with 24 on-transect caribou observations) (Table 14).  Combined 

these low-density strata had little influence on the overall abundance of south Baffin 

caribou, contributing a mean of 769 caribou to the south Baffin estimate.  Higher 
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density survey strata however were relatively precise yielding an estimate across all 

south Baffin survey strata of 24,162 (95% CI = 21,595-27,034; CV = 5.7%) adult, 

yearling, and calf caribou.  

 

 

4.4.2  March 2025 Central and North Baffin Survey 

 

Similar to March 2024, the March 2025 abundance estimates were derived from the 

most supported MRDS model for both the fixed-wing and the helicopter strata (Table 

14).  The NCB-HD-FW (North Central Baffin High Density Fixed-Wing) stratum 

recorded densities of 27.36 caribou per 100km2 which were similar to densities to MP-

HD-FW (Meta-Incognita Peninsula High Density Fixed-Wing) flown in 2024.  These 

two strata contained the majority of caribou estimated across Baffin Island.  In total 

3,223 caribou were observed on transect within the NCB-HD-FW stratum which 

translated to an estimated total stratum abundance of 22,677 caribou (95%CI= 18,922-

27,178; CV=9.2%).  The estimate was precise with a CV of 8.5%.  The next highest 

recorded densities of caribou occurred within the PCI-HD-FW (Prince Charles Island 

High Density Fixed-Wing) stratum where a relative density of 7.36 caribou/km2 

translated to an estimated 1,163 caribou adults, yearlings, and calves (95% CI=707-

1,914; CV=24.2%), followed by the NL-LD-FW (Neergaard Lake Low Density Fixed-

Wing) showing a relative density of 4.30 caribou/km2 and an estimated 164 adults, 

yearlings, and calves (95%CI=26 to 1,024;CV=98.5%).  Both these strata produced 

imprecise estimates due to the relatively low sample population and as is evident by 

their high CVs.  The remaining strata recorded 1.84 caribou/km2 within the NCB-MD-

H (North Central Baffin Medium Density Helicopter), 1.61 caribou/km2 within the GF-

MD-FW (Gifford Fiord Medium Density Fixed-Wing) and 0.85 caribou/km2 within the 

ISL-LD-FW (Western Islands Low Density Fixed-Wing)).  In total these final strata 

accounted for 81 caribou seen on transect, yielding an estimate of 483 adults, calves, 

and yearlings between the three strata.  Again, these estimates lacked precision, 
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however, this lack of precision had little effect on the overall precision of the 2025 

survey due to the relatively low numbers of caribou observed and estimated within 

these low and medium density transects when compared with the high density and 

high precision of the NCB-HD-FW strata and transects.   
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Table 14. Estimates for each stratum from the most supported MRDS model.  The 
number of caribou counted on transect (n) is given for each stratum along 
with abundance estimates.  Density is the abundance estimate divided 
by strata area X 100. 

Strata n N SE Conf. Limit CV Density 

2024        

FP-LD-FW 11 94 70.8 19 457 0.757 0.8 

FP-MD-FW 650 3,589 578.8 2,558 5,035 0.161 16.6 

MP-HD-FW 1,751 11,694 1041.7 9,787 13,972 0.089 28.0 

NLNE-LD-FW 66 479 231.1 174 1,322 0.482 2.6 

NLN-LD-FW 24 196 101.9 65 592 0.520 1.6 

HP-HD-FW 909 5,864 479.8 4,977 6,910 0.082 11.7 

HP-HD-H 432 2,246 403.9 1,572 3,207 0.180 11.4 

Total 3,843 24,162 1372.0 21,595 27,034 0.057 

2025        

NCB-HD-FW 3,223 22,677 2081.0 18,922 27,178 0.092 27.4 

GF-MD-FW 7 51 51.0 9 284 1.001 1.6 

ISL-LD-FW 3 24 24.1 4 144 1.009 0.9 

NL-LD-FW 18 164 162.0 26 1,024 0.985 4.3 

PCI-HD-FW 238 1,163 281.5 707 1,914 0.242 7.4 

NCB-HD-H 71 408 183.8 173 963 0.451 1.8 

PI-LD-H 96 539 58.2 436 667 0.108 5.7 

Total 3,656 25,026 2115.8 21,182 29,568 0.085 
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4.4.3  Merging March 2024 and 2025 Overlapping Strata 

 

We combined the March 2024, and 2025 caribou abundance estimates for a whole 

Baffin Island estimate.  This analytical step was required for the development of a trend 

analysis utilizing the March/April 2012 South Baffin Island survey estimate, March 2014 

Full Baffin Island survey estimate (Campbell et al. 2015), and the March 2024 and 

2025 merged Baffin Island survey estimates (Figure 34).  Further, and to analytically 

combine the 2024 Nettling Lake strata including the Nettling Lake East Low Density 

(NLNE-LD-FW) and the Nettling Lake Low Density (NLN-LD-FW), we analyzed their 

degree of overlap with the 2025 Central Baffin stratum (CB) (Table 15).  To combine 

these overlapping strata estimates from the transects flown, a few modifications to the 

2024 survey strata were required.  We used all available past and recent telemetry and 

survey data to examine caribou movements and mixing within the localized area 

encompassing these three partially overlapping strata across the two survey years.  

We also used current 2024 and 2025 telemetry movement data to assess movement 

rates and spatial affiliations between the two survey years though this data was limited 

to only four (4) collars in March 2024 and four (4) collared caribou cows in March 2025.   

An initial assessment of overlapping survey stratum showed the majority of the 2024 

Nettling Lake North Low-density stratum (NLN-LD-FW) overlapping with the 2025 

NCB-HD-FW stratum; however, no caribou were detected in the areas of the 2024 

NLN-LD-FW stratum that did not overlap with the 2025 NCB-HD-FW stratum (Figure 

35).  Therefore, the NLN-LD-FW stratum was excluded from trend comparison (the 

estimate of caribou in the area that did not overlap 2025 was 0).  We also examined 

the 2025 NCB-HD-FW stratum which also extended into the 2024 NLNE-LD-FW 

stratum.  As with the NLN-LD-FW stratum, few caribou occurred in areas that did not 

overlap apart from a few groups to the southwest NLE-LD-FW stratum.  To estimate 

these groups, the area of overlap between the 2025 NCB-HD-FW and 2024 NLNE-LD-

FW strata was clipped to create a new 2024 NLE-LD-FW stratum that excluded the 

2025 NCB-HD-FW stratum.  Observations from 2024, that were in the 2025 NCB-HD-

FW stratum, were then excluded to derive new estimates for the 2024 NLE-LD-FW 

stratum.  This sampling configuration assumes that most caribou detected in 2025 
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were from the Central Baffin subpopulation and that an insignificant number of caribou 

moved from the South Baffin survey extents into the Central Baffin stratum survey 

extents (and vice-versa) in March 2024 and 2025.  Past collar analysis (Campbell et al 

2015) suggests that this subpopulation mainly occurs to the north of Nettling Lake with 

the South Baffin subpopulation or grouping predominantly occurring to the south of 

Nettling Lake during the time of year the survey was flown (Figure 36).  Current collar 

data from 2024 and 2025, over the same days the surveys were conducted supports 

this hypothesis, showing minimal movement between central and south Baffin survey 

extents in March when the surveys occurred, and other months of the year as well 

(Figure 37).  No collared caribou switched subpopulations during this period.  Though 

this spatial assessment supports these stratification modifications, we must note that 

this comparison is limited by sample size and distribution of the collared caribou.  

Despite the small sample size, this assessment does suggest remarkable fidelity of 

caribou to regional areas within Baffin Island.  Following the assessment of all available 

spatial caribou data and the final adjustment of overlapping strata and recorded 

caribou observations, the resulting 2024 and 2025 estimates were merged to derive a 

full island estimate of 48,681(CI=43,973-53,893) (Table 15 and Figure 38). 
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Figure 34. Areas sampled in 2024 (green) and 2025 (black with white observations). 
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Figure 35. Close up of area of overlap of 2024 and 2025 sampling strata. 
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Figure 36. Winter range use based on utilization distributions utilizing a Kernel 
analysis with an 11 km search radius using historic (1987-1994) collar 
data.  Darker colors indicate higher use.  Figure from Campbell et al 
(2015). 
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Figure 37. Locations of collared caribou (n=34 and 33 for 2024 and 2025) relative 
to survey strata (2024: green, 2025: brown) in March when surveys 
were conducted relative to other months of the year. 
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Table 15. Estimates from 2024 excluding area of overlap with 2025 strata (NLN-LD-
FW strata eliminated and NLNE-LD-FW reduced) and the resulting 
combined estimates of 2024 and 2025 (FW=Fixed wing aircraft; 
H=Helicopter).  The 2025 strata estimates are listed in Table 5. 

Strata 
n N SE Conf. Limit CV Density 

Caribou/km2 2024 

Foxe Penn. 

Fixed wing 
Low Density 

FP-LD-FW 11 94 70.8 19 457 0.757 0.8 

Foxe Penn. 

Med Density 
Fixed Wing 

FP-MD-FW 650 3,589 578.8 2,558 5,035 0.161 16.6 

Meta-Incognita 
Penn. High 

Density Fixed 
Wing 

MP-HD-FW 1751 11,694 1041.7 9,787 13,972 0.089 28 

Nettling Lake 

East Low 
Density Fixed 

Wing 

NLNE-LD-FW 
(reduced) 23 168 181.3 24 1,189 1.081 1.09 

Hall Penn High 

Density Fixed 
Wing 

HP-HD-FW 909 5,864 479.8 4,977 6,910 0.082 11.7 

Hall Penn Heli 

High Density 
Helicopter 

HP-HD-H  
(DS only) 432 2,246 403.9 1,572 3,207 0.180 11.4 

2024 

Total 3,776 23,655 1360.7 21,111 26,506 0.058 

        

2025 
Total  

3,656 25,026 2115.8 21,182 29,568 0.085 

 

TOTAL 
2024 and 2025 

7,432 48,681 2515.5 43,973 53,893 0.052 
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Figure 38. The combined 2024 and 2025 data sets with the 2024 NLNE-LD-FW 
stratum modified to avoid overlap with the 2025 NCB-HD-FW stratum.   
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4.5 Trend Analysis  

 

4.5.1  Observed Abundance Trends 

 

Comparisons between full Baffin Island abundance estimates as well as regional 

stratum estimates, were undertaken using data from the 2012, 2014, and merged 2024 

and 2025 surveys (Tables 15 and 16).  The 2014 full island estimate used to determine 

trend did not include Melville Peninsula or Borden Peninsula given that these 2 areas 

were not surveyed in 2024/2025.  This reduced the estimate used for the analysis of 

trend from 4,872 (CI=3,661-6,484) to 4,645 (CI=3,667-5,885) (Table 16).  

Regional trends from 2014 to 2024-5 were evaluated by pairing 2014 strata (Figure 

39 and Table 16) with 2024-2025 strata based on overlap as summarized in Table 16.   
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Table 16. Estimates for 2014 Baffin Island survey (Campbell et al. 2015) strata that 
overlap the 2024 and 2025 surveys.  Also listed are the corresponding 
2024/2025 strata used in the trend analysis.  Note that the Central Baffin 
region in 2014 was composed of the Central Baffin and Mary River strata 
(Figure 39). 

Region/Strata 
Corresponding to 2014 

Survey strata 
n N SE 

Confidence 
Limit 

CV 

Corresponding 
2024/25 strata 
used for trend 

analysis 

Central Baffin 197 1,091 278.4 662 1,798 0.255 NCB-HD-FW 
PI-LD-H Mary River 49 224 97.1 96 521 0.433 

Foxe Peninsula 20 216 183.4 48 972 0.849 
FP-MD-FW 
FP-LD-FW 

Hall Peninsula 176 887 292.9 467 1,686 0.33 
HP-HD-FW, 
HP-HD-H 

Meta-Incognita Peninsula 91 539 207.5 256 1,138 0.385 MP-HD-FW 

Prince Charles Island (PCI) 557 1,603 249.8 1,158 2,220 0.156 PCI-HD-FW 

North Central Baffin 13 85 45 31 230 0.53 NCB-MD-H 

Total 1,103 4,645 560.2 3,667 5,884 0.121  
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Observations from the combined 2024 and 2025 data sets (Figure 38) indicated higher 

densities in most March 2024 and 2025 strata then were observed in March 2014 or 

March 2012.  March 2014 observations and estimates illustrate relatively low numbers 

of caribou in comparison to March 2024 and 2025 strata observations and estimates 

(Tables 15, 16 and Figure 39).   

Regionally, the greatest change was documented within the Central Baffin Region 

where the mean estimate increased from 1,315 caribou (adults and yearlings) in 2014, 

to 23,216 (p-value <0.0001) by 2025.  The Meta-Incognita region recorded the next 

highest change from 539 to 11,694 (p-value < 0.0001), followed by the Hall Peninsula 

region where the estimated number of caribou increased from 887 to 7,878 (p-value < 

0.0001), and finally the Foxe Peninsula region where the mean estimate increased 

from 216 adult, yearling, and calf caribou in 2014, to 3,682 by March 2024 (p-value < 

0.0001) (Table 17).  Significant increases in abundance were not detected within the 

Prince Charles Island region and North Central Baffin region, where p-values were 

recorded well above the 0.05 threshold.  Mean estimates from these two regional strata 

did, however, suggest an increase in abundance within the North Central Baffin region, 

and a decrease in overall caribou abundance within the Prince Charles Island region 

(Figure 40). 

Overall estimates across all Baffin Island strata between March 2014 and March 

2024/25 saw a mean increase from 4,645 to 48,681 adult, yearling, and calf caribou 

respectively.  This change was highly significant yielding a P-value of less than 0.0001 

(P-values less than 0.05 are an indication of statistically significant change) (Figure 

41).   

The rates and magnitude of this change were estimated using the ratio of successive 

caribou survey estimates for the full Baffin Island survey area, as well as for individual 

strata making up the whole Baffin Island survey area (Table 18).  For clarity, the year 

for the Baffin 2024/2025 merged surveys was set to 2024.5 to accommodate the 

splitting of the island wide survey effort into the 2024 (South Baffin) and 2025 (North 

and Central Baffin Island) surveys that covered the entire Island (except for a large 

portion of Borden Peninsula).  Of most interest was a comparison of the 2012 and 2014 

estimates with 2024/2025 estimates.  The relatively high CV’s reported for both the 
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2012 and 2014 surveys, coupled with extended (7 weeks) and partial coverage (parts 

of central Baffin and all of North Baffin Island not surveyed) of the 2012 survey, 

compared to the 2014 whole Baffin Island survey coverage across a 4 week period, 

precluded solid estimates of trend in most cases between these survey years.   

The overall estimate for Baffin Island generated from the merged March 2024 (South 

Baffin), and 2025 (North and Central Baffin), indicate that caribou abundance 

increased approximately 11-fold since March 2014, which translates to a 25% rate of 

annual increase in abundance (CI=1.22-1.28).  Figure 42 shows yearly change 

estimates for the most relevant intervals.  Increases occurred in all strata except for 

Prince Charles Island which decreased by 3% per year.  Estimates of increase varied 

by each individual region, however, confidence intervals overlapped estimates for the 

entire region suggesting statistically similar trends. 
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Table 17. Estimates of abundance from previous and the present 2024/2025 
surveys used for trend analysis based on comparisons listed in Table 16.  
The total number of caribou used in the estimate (n) is given along with 
each estimate and confidence limits as well as coefficient of variation 
(CV) and degrees of freedom.  In addition, t-test for statistical significance 
between estimates are given. 

Year Caribou 
(n) 

N CV Conf. Limit df T-test dft p-value 

Baffin (all strata) 

2014 1,103 4,645 0.126 3,667 5,885 286.6 
   

2025 7,432 48,681 0.052 43,973 53,893 245.1 17.1 269.4 <0.0001 
Central Baffin region 

2014 246 1,315 0.238 827 2,093 122.6 
   

2025 3,319 23,216 0.090 19,452 27,709 142.8 10.4 149.2 <0.0001 
Foxe Peninsula region 

2012 6 69 0.995 12 389 19.6 
   

2014 20 216 0.849 48 972 30.4 0.8 38.3 0.4568 
2024 661 3,682 0.158 2,577 5,492 23.0 5.7 27.6 <0.0001 

Hall Peninsula region 

2012 41 480 0.337 250 925 65.5 
   

2014 176 887 0.330 467 1,686 96.0 1.2 143.9 0.2265 
2024 1,342 7,878 0.075 6,793 9,137 86.7 10.6 127.9 <0.0001 

Meta-Incognita Peninsula region 

2012 13 162 0.545 57 455 34.7 
   

2014 91 539 0.385 256 1,138 96.2 1.7 122.9 0.0966 
2024 1,751 11,694 0.089 9,787 13,972 55.0 10.5 59.3 <0.0001 

North Central Baffin region 

2014 13 85 0.533 31 232 55.2 
   

2025 71 408 0.451 173 963 154.0 1.7 171.5 0.0901 
Prince Charles Island (PCI) 

2014 557 1,603 0.171 1,131 2,272 26.0 
   

2025 238 1,163 0.242 707 1,914 64.1 -1.1 75.7 0.2663 
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Figure 39 Observations from the 2014 Baffin Island survey (Campbell et al. 
2015).   
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Figure 40 Estimates of abundance for the Baffin Island full island estimates in 
2014 and 2024/25. 
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Figure 41. Estimates of abundance for 6 target regions in 2012, 2014, 2024, and 
2025 as listed in Table 16.  Note the different y-scales for each plot. 
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Table 18. Rates of change in abundance for regions as defined in Table 16.  for 
2012, 2014, 2024, and 2025.  Abundance estimates are given for each 
year and estimates of gross change (Ny2/Ny1) and annual change (λ).  Ny1 

is the abundance estimate for the first year of the comparison and Ny2 is 
the estimate for the year of the second estimate. 

Interval Ny1 SEy1 Ny2 SEy2 GC SE Conf. Limit λ SE Conf. Limit 

Baffin (all strata)           
2014- 
2024- 
2025 

4,645 560.3 48,681 2515.5 10.48 1.40 8.16 13.62 1.25 0.02 1.22 1.28 

Central Baffin region 
2014- 
2025 

1,315 312.9 23,216 2081.8 17.65 4.77 11.06 4.49 1.30 0.03 1.24 1.36 

Foxe Peninsula region          
2012- 
2014 

69 68.5 216 183.4 3.14 9.73 0.38 4.10 1.77 1.28 0.62 5.44 

2014- 
2024 

216 183.4 3,682 583.1 17.05 25.6 5.05 14.73 1.33 0.10 1.18 1.58 

Hall Peninsula region          
2012- 
2014 

480 161.9 887 292.9 1.85 1.00 0.75 0.87 1.36 0.33 0.87 2.14 

2014- 
2024 

887 292.9 7,878 588.0 8.88 3.35 4.88 3.01 1.24 0.04 1.17 1.33 

Meta Incognita Peninsula region 
2012- 
2014 

162 88.1 539 207.5 3.34 3.03 1.03 2.23 1.83 0.64 1.01 3.50 

2014- 
2024 

539 207.5 11,694 1041.7 21.70 9.88 10.95 8.57 1.36 0.05 1.27 1.48 

North Central Baffin region          
2014- 
2025 

85 45.3 408 183.8 4.80 4.54 1.36 3.35 1.15 0.07 1.03 1.30 

Prince Charles Island region 
2014- 
2025 

1,603 274.1 1,163 281.5 0.73 0.22 0.40 0.22 0.97 0.03 0.92 1.02 
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Figure 42. Comparison of yearly change (Nt+1/Nt) for Baffin (all strata) compared to 
region/strata specific change.  A vertical line and λ =1 indicate population 
stability.  
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4.6 Spring Composition  

 

Composition intensity, timing, and geographic location, varied between years and was 

highly dependant on funding, available qualified staff, and weather (Ringrose 2018, 

2019, 2021).  Emphasis was put onto spring composition studies as the best indicator 

of trend based on its ability to assess overwinter calf survival, the period with the 

highest expected calf mortality.  This period is considered a more dependable indicator 

of herd productivity and trend.  Generally, calves that survived into the spring were 

considered recruited into the population.   

In the fall of 2015, classification crews flew a total of 96.4 hours (28.6 hours in North 

Baffin, 38.5 hours in Central Baffin, and 29.3 hours in South Baffin) classifying 208, 96, 

and 159 caribou respectively (Table 19 and Table 20) (Ringrose, 2018).  In the spring 

of 2016, crews flew a combined total of 86.3 hours in both Central and South Baffin 

classifying 125 and 451 caribou, respectively, while in the fall of 2016 crews flew a total 

of 67.4 hours (19.6 hours in North Baffin and 47.8 hours in South Baffin) classifying 

202 caribou in north Baffin, and 445 in south Baffin.  Spring 2017 flight hours totaled 

104.6 (26.2 hours in North Baffin, 41.6 hours in Central Baffin and 36.8 hours in South 

Baffin), classifying 254, 8, and 597 caribou respectively, while 2017 flights totaled 14.6 

hours in North Baffin alone, observing 316 caribou.  In the spring of 2018, crews flew 

a total of 102.5 hours (18.9 hours in North Baffin, 29.1 hours in Central Baffin, and 54.5 

hours in South Baffin) classifying 100, 98, and 933 caribou, respectively.  

Unfortunately, there were not sufficient resources or cached fuel to conduct fall 

composition studies in 2018.  By 2019 classifications were adjusted to spring only to 

focus available resources on what was believed to be the most useful index of 

demographic growth (Ringrose 2019).  In spring 2019, classification crews flew 61 

hours in south Baffin only observing 1,584 caribou.  The most recent composition 

flights occurred in March/April 2021 within the north and south Baffin study areas 

(Ringrose 2021), at which time a total of 38.4 hours were flown in south Baffin, and 

31.6 hours were flown within the north Baffin study area.  South Baffin caribou 
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observations totalled 1,734 the highest recorded to date while north Baffin 

observations totaled 192, largely due to poor weather and the inability to reach all 

targeted north Baffin pre-determined classification extents.   

It is noteworthy that when compared to the 2014 caribou survey estimates for the north, 

central, and south Baffin Island regions, 2016, 2017, and 2018 spring classification 

counts assessed large proportions of the overall estimates.  In 2016 11.5% of the 

survey estimate was assessed for central Baffin, and 16.5% for south.  In spring 2017, 

80.6% of the 2014 survey estimate was classified for north Baffin, and 21.8% for south 

Baffin suggesting good representation of the overall caribou population.  Of the North, 

Central and South Baffin classification areas, the south Baffin had the most consistent 

sampling of caribou on their spring range.  South Baffin classification counts increased 

from 451 in 2016, to 597 in 2017, to 933 in 2018, to 1,584 in 2019 and finally to 1,734 

by 2021, suggesting substantial growth within these sampling areas.   

High calf to cow ratios were observed for both north and south Baffin.  Calf to cow 

ratios within the south Baffin steadily increased from 22 in 2016, 37 in 2017, to 39 in 

2018, to a high of 57 in 2019, and most recently to 47 in 2021 (Table 20).  Similarly 

north Baffin calf to cow ratios climbed from 39 in 2017, to 58 in 2018 ending with a high 

of 63 by 2021.  Apart from spring 2016, all calf to cow ratios were for both north and 

south Baffin Island caribou were well above the known published thresholds for an 

increasing population (Heard et al. 1990, Boulanger et al. 2011).  These findings 

suggest substantial growth since the establishment of harvest restrictions.  

A logistic regression analysis (McCullough and Nelder 1989) was conducted to assess 

regional differences and overall trends in calf-cow ratios using surveys (Table 21).  

Additionally, an additive model was used (region+year) to assess differences in regions 

and explore if there was a regional increase in calf-cow ratios.  The use of logistic 

regression accounted for differences in sample sizes in surveys with the response 

being the count of calves divided by the count of cows in each survey.  A quassi-

binomial response model was then used to account for likely overdispersion in the 

response data.  Results suggested a weak positive trend (as indicated by the year 

term) as well as differences in mean calf-cow ratios in different regional areas.  
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Inspection of estimates relative to predictions suggests a relatively similar positive 

trend in all areas except Prince Charles Island, which also did not exhibit an increase 

in abundance between 2014 and 2025 (Figure 43).  The most apparent trend occurred 

on South Baffin, which had the most survey data.   
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Table 19. Survey Flight hours by survey region 2015-2021. 

 

 

North Baffin Central Baffin South Baffin
2015 Fall 28.6 38.5 29.3

Spring NC 86.3 86.3
Fall 19.6 NC 47.8

Spring 26.2 41.6 36.8
Fall 14.6 NC NC

2018 Spring 18.9 29.1 54.5
2019 Spring NC NC 61.0
2021 Spring 31.6 NC 38.4

YEAR SEASON
FLIGHT HOURS

2016

2017
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Table 20. Spring and fall composition results Oct 2015 to April 2021 (NS=Not 
sampled; NR=Not recorded). 

 

YEAR LOCATION

SEASON

Cow
s

Bulls

Yearlings

Calves

Calves/10
0 cow

s (%
)

Total 
Caribou 

O
bserved

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 77 76 NR 55 71 208

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 39 29 NR 28 72 96

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 189 126 NR 133 70 448

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 64 46 NR 49 77 159

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL 94 54 NR 54 57 202

SPRING 67 25 10 23 34 125
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 328 204 76 82 25 690
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 222 151 29 49 22 451
FALL 196 126 42 81 41 445

SPRING 120 64 23 47 39 254
FALL 139 74 17 86 62 316

SPRING 1 6 0 1 100 8
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 351 133 57 114 32 655
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 249 181 75 92 37 597
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 36 36 5 21 58 100
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 33 40 7 18 55 98
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 161 73 37 31 19 302
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 401 277 100 155 39 933
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 664 465 108 347 52 1,584
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 87 44 6 55 63 192
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING NS NS NS NS NS NS
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

SPRING 805 392 158 379 47 1,734
FALL NS NS NS NS NS NS

2019

South Baffin Island

2021

North Baffin Island

South Baffin Island

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

South Baffin Island

2018

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

South Baffin Island

2017

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

South Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

2016

North Baffin Island

Central Baffin Island

Prince Charles Island

South Baffin Island

2015
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Table 21. Logistic regression analysis parameters for analysis of regional trends 
in calf cow ratios.  The parameters are on the logit scale with t-tests of 
parameter significance.  

Term  Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>|t|) 

(Intercept) -401.796 291.885 -1.377 0.202 

North Baffin Island -0.739 0.648 -1.140 0.284 

Prince Charles Island -1.639 0.655 -2.504 0.034 

South Baffin Island -1.279 0.583 -2.194 0.056 

Year 0.199 0.145 1.378 0.201 

 

 

 

 

Figure 43 Spring calf/100 cow ratios expressed as a percentage for each of North 
Baffin, South Baffin, Central Baffin and Prince Charles Island groupings 
of caribou.  Also shown are logistic regression predictions of trend in 
calf cow ratios with confidence limits given as shaded areas.   
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5.0 DISCUSSION 

 

 

5.1 Baffin Island Populations/Subpopulations  

 

No conclusive quantitative assessment of caribou population and/or subpopulation 

structure has been reported for Baffin Island.  Ferguson was the first to report three 

populations across Baffin Island; the North Baffin population, the South Baffin 

population and the Northeast Baffin population (Ferguson, 1993; Ferguson and 

Gauthier, 1992; Ferguson et al., 1998).  The delineation of these populations was 

based largely on Inuit knowledge with the first published boundaries released in 1992 

(Ferguson and Gauthier, 1992; Ferguson, 1993) (Figure 44).  Ferguson also described 

differing ecotypes and/or migratory types within the defined south Baffin population, 

suggesting that three subpopulations make up the south Baffin caribou population 

(Ferguson, 1993; Ferguson et al., 1998).   

The most recent attempt to delineate distinct behavioral groupings of barren-ground 

caribou across Baffin Island was reported in Campbell et al. (2015).  Campbell et al. 

(2015) examined the location data from 71 collared Baffin caribou cows collected 

between 1987 and 1994, as well as the location data of 31 collared north Baffin caribou 

cows collected between 2008 and 2011 (Campbell et al. 2015; Jenkins and Goorts, 

2011, Ferguson 1988).  The location database was not temporally consistent, covering 

a period of high abundance (1987-1994) and low abundance (2008-2011) creating 

temporal gaps and associated challenges in its interpretation.  Additionally, the amount 

of data was small and as a result limited in statistical certainty and as such was limited 

in its reliability.  Though the data was limited, and its collection period variable, the 

Kernal analysis between the two time periods agreed strongly with model results 
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displaying very little mixing between groupings.  In the case of the north Baffin 

grouping, this lack of mixing was present within both high and low abundance phases.  

North Baffin collared caribou cows displayed no tendency to switch with 100% of all 

collars captured within the defined north Baffin annual range, both between the 1987 

to 1994 deployment and 2008 to 2011 deployment, remaining within that annual range 

(Figure 6).  Unfortunately, no other annual or seasonal delineations for Baffin Island 

caribou have been reported.  Therefore, the kernel analysis of the existing data 

provides important information to help better understand potential caribou 

subpopulation structure on Baffin Island.  Though the data is limited, these preliminary 

analyses have provided insights into long-term Baffin Island caribou behavioral 

groupings that remain consistent with the March 2024 south Baffin abundance survey 

caribou distributions, and observations further adding support to the 2015 findings.  

These surveys were successful in documenting a large increase in caribou in the 

survey area in all survey strata.  Overall estimates were relatively precise compared to 

previous surveys which was partially due to the large increase in sample sizes 

(Campbell et al. 2015).  The observed rate of increase of 25% per year (CI=22-28%) 

is similar to observed rates of increase on introduced island populations of caribou with 

minimal hunting and predation pressure (Heard 1990).  These increases were largely 

driven by increases in the Central Baffin, Meta-Incognita, Hall, and Foxe Peninsula’s 

stratums.  We also note that there is no direct evidence of collar movement which 

would have caused an overestimation between the 2024 and 2025 strata due to double 

counting.   

Modelling of the survey data was challenged by certain situations where detection rates 

were low, and observers were unable to switch.  The helicopter data was especially 

problematic in that at face value it was suggested that detection probabilities were low.  

The removal model does not perform well when detection rates are low and as a result 

estimates using the removal model were extremely imprecise and not reliable.  To 

offset this issue the helicopter strata was modelled separately using distance sampling 

only.  This may result in a slightly conservative estimate for the helicopter strata, 

however, there is no straightforward way to model this data set in its current form.  In 
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future surveys an independent observer method should be considered for situations 

where there is no way for observers to switch places.   

Inclusion of data recorder data for 2 weak observer pairs provided one approach to 

offset issues with observers that miss a substantial portion of caribou.  With double 

observer methods it is difficult to model observer probabilities if both observers are 

weak since in the end, they both miss many caribou and therefore their estimate of 

sightability using the ratio of detections/non-detections will likely be biased high, 

leading to negatively biased abundance estimates (Laake and Collier 2024).  Always 

having a strong observer on each side of the plane and having observers switch is 

essential to manage this issue.  Inclusion of data recorder observations is essentially 

ad-hoc and less likely to provide as reliable an estimate when compared to using strong 

pairs of experienced observers. 

Sensitivity analyses revealed that using distance sampling with all data recorder 

observations (without modelling double observer probabilities) provided estimates that 

were within 1-2% of the double observer/distance sampling approach.  In this case, 

the data recorder observations help meet the assumption of sightability on the line 

being perfect while avoiding the complexities and assumptions of the double observer 

models.  This approach may be viable if there are relatively strong observers and data 

recorders who actively search for caribou missed by the observers.  We suggest this 

approach be used in unison with the double observer method in future surveys as a 

possible solution to offsetting these possible biases. 

 

 



Baffin Island Caribou Distribution and Abundance Survey February/March 2024/2025 

104 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 44. Caribou population divisions on Baffin Island after Ferguson (1993) 
and Ferguson and Gauthier (1992).  Divisions based largely on IQ 
and not substantiated with genetic analysis and/or long-term spatial 
affiliations based on telemetry (Campbell et al. 2015). 
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5.2 Drivers of Observed Trend 

 

The recovery of the Baffin Island caribou population within the 10-to-11-year span 

between the March 2014 and March 2024 and 2025 surveys was remarkable and 

obvious across most Baffin Island survey strata.  The estimated annual rate of change 

of 1.25 (CI=1.22-1.28) translates (Table 18) to an annual rate of increase approaching 

some of the highest rates of increase recorded for caribou.    

 

 

5.2.1  Comparison with other studies and underly demography  

 

Annual rates of increase of 25% (CI=22-28%) observed on Baffin Island, parallels rates 

of increase for introduced caribou populations with minimal hunting and predation 

pressure.  Heard (1990) estimated the intrinsic rate of increase (rm) (which is the slope 

of a linear regression of the log of population size and year) for 8 introduced island 

populations.  The annual rate of change (λ), as estimated in this study, can be 

calculated as the exponent of the year slope term (rm) from the regression analysis of 

a heard (Table 22).  Based on Heard’s (1990) work, the mean annual rate of change 

of caribou (with no predations or hunting) was 1.29% (sd.=0.03, min=1.23%, 

max=1.34%, n=8) which is similar to the 1.25% observed on Baffin Island.  The 

increase in populations for many of the islands considered in Heard (1990) were in the 

range of 10 years further suggesting that large increases can span across many years 

if habitat and other factors are supporting.  
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Table 22. Rates of increase of island populations of Caribou from Heard (1990).  
Annual rate of increase is equal to annual rate of change-1. 

Population  
years of 

increase surveys 
Intrinsic rate of 

increase (rm) 
Annual rate of change  

𝝀 = 𝒆𝒓𝒎 
Barff 10 4 0.29 1.34 
Brunette Isl. 5 6 0.27 1.31 
Belcher Isl. 4 2 0.28 1.32 
St George Isl. 6 7 0.26 1.30 
Adak Isl. 8 2 0.25 1.28 
St Mathew Isl. 13 2 0.25 1.28 
Southhampton Isl. 20 3 0.23 1.26 
St Paul Island 7 8 0.21 1.23 
Mean    0.26 1.29 
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The Southampton Island analysis of Heard (1990) applies to the period of 1967 when 

48 caribou were introduced in 1967 when Heard (1990) estimated the population at 

5,400 caribou by 1987, suggesting an estimated rate of increase of 26%.  Campbell et 

al (2020), and Campbell and Boulanger (2024), analyzed the period from 1987 to 1997 

where the population continued to increase at 18% per year until 1997 when it reached 

29,425 after which time it declined sharply to 7,287 caribou by 2011.  The rate of 

increase for Southampton Island likely decreased as it neared carrying capacity as well 

as due to increasing harvest pressure.  During the period harvest pressure was 

exacerbated by the sale of caribou meat through the internet to Baffin Island 

communities that were having difficulties finding caribou on Baffin Island due to the 

caribou declines ongoing across the island.  

The main assumption for the results of the Heard (1990) findings that we believe 

directly applied to Baffin Island caribou, was that post 2014, predation and hunting 

mortality was low on Baffin Island, while productivity was high.  We speculate that 

caribou populations on Baffin Island were reduced to very low levels prior to the 2012 

and 2014 survey allowing range conditions to improve which in turn lead to an increase 

in the abundance and quality of forage, ultimately translating into higher levels of 

productivity.   

Heard (1990) also developed and used a population model to estimate maximum rate 

of increase of caribou populations.  The results of this modelling exercise suggest that 

the rates of growth for barren-ground caribou could reach as high as 36% per year if 

female caribou pregnancy rates approached 100% starting at the yearling age class, 

and adult female survival approached 100% until age 20 when they would reach 100% 

mortality.  This scenario is not biologically possible over long time periods but does put 

a ceiling on rates of increase in the unlikely event that the majority of female caribou 

are able to reach these milestones.  We would also advise that strata-specific 

estimates of increase (Figure 42) were potentially influenced by movement between 

strata that occurred over the 10-year period in-between surveys and therefore the best 

estimate of trend is for the entire island is one that pools all surveys strata.  
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5.2.2  Using a Matrix Model to Determine Rate of Change  

 

A stage-based matrix model based on caribou demographic analyses (Boulanger et al 

2011, Boulanger et al 2024, Campbell et al 2025, Caswell 1989, Thomas et al. 2009) 

was used to further explore the levels of adult survival, calf survival, and pregnancy 

rate needed to achieve observed levels of increase on Baffin Island, and specific to 

caribou females (males not included).  For this model adult female survival was varied 

from 0.8 to 0.96, calf survival from 0.35 to 0.98 with adult female pregnancy set at 0.95.  

Yearling survival was assumed to be equal to adult female survival.  In addition, it was 

assumed 70% of yearlings (22 month old caribou during the fall rut) bred each year 

which is often the case with increasing populations (Parker 1981, Thomas and Kiliaan 

1998).  For example, Parker (1981) found that 43% of yearlings bred for the George 

River Herd during a population increase, while Heard (1990) assumed all yearlings 

bred.  Finally, a sex-ratio of 0.57 favoring females was considered.  Also, Thomas and 

Killiam found that younger females (ages 1.5-4 years old) produced more females (61-

64 females/50 males).  The assumption in this case was that the age structure of a 

recovering population would be dominated by younger females.  The resulting rate of 

change (λ) values were then estimated as the dominant eigenvalue of the matrix model 

which constitutes the stable annual rate of population change for any combination of 

demographic parameters (Caswell 1989).  The resulting estimates of annual rate of 

change indicate that calf-survival would need to be at least 0.75 and adult female 

survival approximately 0.91 or above to create levels of increase of 25% each year 

(Figure 45).   

It is also possible to estimate calf-cow ratios based on adult female, calf and yearling 

survival from the matrix model (Boulanger et al 2011, White and Lubow, 2002).  In this 

case the spring calf cow ratio is approximated as: 
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 𝐶𝐶 =
𝐹𝑎𝑆𝑐

𝑡/365

𝑆𝑓
𝑡/365

+0.5𝑆𝑦
𝑡/365

 
  

 

where Fa is pregnancy rate, Sc is calf survival, Sf is adult female survival, Sy is yearling 

survival and t is the time interval from birth of calves on the calving ground to the March 

composition survey (assumed to be 270 days).  The corresponding calf-cow ratios for 

the parameter range in Figure 43 suggest that calf-cow ratios of at least 0.5 resulted 

when population increase was 1.2 (20% increase) or above.  The calf-cow ratio varied 

with underlying levels of adult female and calf survival (Figure 46).   

The main inference from this modelling exercise, similar to those developed by Heard 

(1990), is that very high levels of survival and productivity are required to produce rates 

of increase observed on Baffin Island.  This finding highlights the importance of 

continued monitoring of productivity, harvest, and survival as an index of the rate of 

increase of caribou populations.  Building on this discussion, we propose that the 

observed increase documented for Baffin Island caribou between March 2014 and 

March 2024/2025, can be attributed to several interacting mechanisms at work 

between these respective survey years.  However, we suggest the main mechanisms 

of recovery were the result of co-management endorsed harvest restrictions, minimal 

predation pressure, high productivity, mild winters, limited anthropogenic activities in 

sensitive caribou seasonal range, and accessible abundant forage.  A likely 

contributing factor was the large-scale decline in caribou numbers first evident around 

2010.  This reduction would have been consistent with the subsequent recovery of 

likely overgrazed seasonal range ultimately leading to the development of favorable 

range conditions, particularly in terms of forage abundance and quality.    
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Figure 45. Results of stage-based model estimates of annual rate of change (λ) 
under varying levels of adult and calf survival.  The dotted lines 
indicate levels of stability (λ=1) and the observed rate of increase on 
Baffin Island (λ=1.25).  
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Figure 46. Calf-cow ratios from spring surveys resulting from ranges of adult 
female and calf survival simulated in Figure 50.  
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5.2.3  Baffin Island Caribou Herd Productivity  

 

Understanding how to use the cow to calf ratio as an index for population trend is 

difficult without a Baffin Island specific baseline developed using paired quantitative 

composition and abundance survey results through time.  Until a baseline is developed 

for Baffin Island caribou, we suggest the use of pre-existing baselines developed for 

mainland barren-ground caribou.  At present, the only, and most similar baseline for 

barren-ground caribou has been developed by the Government of the Northwest 

Territories (GNWT).  These developed calf to cow ratios suggests that a stable to 

increasing barren-ground caribou population would display 70-90 calves/100 cows at 

calving, 50-70 calves/100 cows during the fall rutting period, and 30-50 calves/100 

cows during spring (Adamczewski et al. 2009; Tobey 2001; Gunn et al 2005).  For 

Baffin Island, given the very low densities of wolves observed during aerial surveys 

and equally infrequent observations of wolves reported by Baffin Island hunters, we 

suggest that spring cow to calf ratio threshold values developed by the GNWT are 

likely much higher than what would apply to Baffin Island caribou.  We advance this 

conclusion primarily because wolf predation levels on Baffin Island have been and 

likely, at least in the short term, continue to be far lower than those suggested for the 

Bathurst and Bluenose caribou herds of Nunavut and the NWT, which were used to 

develop these thresholds.  Additionally, there are no grizzly bears on Baffin Island and 

only rare sightings of wolverine on the northwestern extents of Baffin Island just across 

from Melville Peninsula.  Both these mammals are known predators of mainland 

barren-ground caribou.   

Given the low relative densities of carnivores reported across Baffin Island over the 

past 20 years, we suggest that human harvest, up until 2015, was the main cause of 

predation related mortality for Baffin Island caribou.  As such, it was likely the main 

mechanism suppressing caribou population growth (caribou harvest will be discussed 

in the following sections).  
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Productivity, measured in this report as spring calf to cow ratios, and based on how 

these ratios relate to overwinter calf survival, was well into the increasing range (above 

30%) for most years across all of Baffin Island (Figure 45).  Spring calf to cow ratios 

for north Baffin reached highs of 58% and 63% for spring 2018 and 2021 respectively, 

while highs of 57% and 47% were recorded for the south Baffin in spring 2019, and 

2021 respectively.  Central Baffin Spring calf/cow ratios, though data deficient, also 

showed signs of high productivity, reporting 55% in spring 2021 (the 100% listed value 

for spring 2017 was based on the observation of a single cow/calf pair).  Additionally, 

considering a bull only harvest non quota limitation (NQL) put in effect from 2015 

through 2018, bull ratios were recorded to have been within a normal range.  Bull ratios 

exceeded Tobey’s (2001) findings which concluded that the ratio of 40 bulls:100 cows 

represents a valid benchmark for the number of bulls required in a population to ensure 

all cows are bred successfully (Tobey 2001). 

Productivity can be influenced by pregnancy rates as well as age of first breeding, and 

sex ratios at birth.  Related to this is the underlying age structure of the population.  

Populations that have good nutrition may make it possible for proportions of yearling 

caribou (18 months at fall rut) to breed therefore increasing productivity.  For example, 

Parker (1981) found that 43% of yearlings bred for the George River Herd during an 

increase.  Thomas and Killiam (1998) and Thomas et al (1989) found that younger 

females (ages 1.5-4 years old) produced more females (61-64%) at birth.  If 

productivity is high, it would be likely that age-structure may shift toward younger 

females therefore increasing overall productivity.  The increasing trend in calf-cow 

ratios (Table 21 and Figure 43) does suggest that productivity was high and increasing 

which would support higher pregnancy rates, higher calf survival, and potentially 

female-skewed sex ratios at birth.   

 

5.2.4  Harvest Management Pre-2015  

 

Since the mid to late 1990s, local hunters across Baffin Island have reported 

decreasing caribou numbers, and as of 2013, many hunters reported that they had to 
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travel further from their communities to locate caribou (Jenkins et al. 2012; Jenkins and 

Goorts 2013, Department of Environment 2013).  These observations were also 

supported by scientific studies of the time.  GN ENV flew a caribou abundance survey 

across southern Baffin Island in March/April/May 2012 (Jenkins et al. 2012).  Poor 

weather extended the survey period well into the spring migratory period, and melting 

conditions encountered toward the end of the survey period created difficulties with 

caribou sightability; However, Jenkins did report an estimated 1,484 yearling, adult, 

and calf caribou across southern Baffin including Prince Charles Island.  These results 

supported hunter reports of a substantial reduction in South and central Baffin Island 

caribou abundance.  At the time Jenkins et al. (2012) suggested that the observed and 

reported declines may be due to a combination of factors including but not limited to 

climate change, resource exploration and development, and extensive and widespread 

harvest (Vors and Boyce 2009, Jenkins 2011, Fiesta-Bianchet 2011).  At the same 

time there was concern that these hypothesized mechanisms of decline were limiting 

the chance of recovery for some, if not all, Baffin Island caribou populations/groupings.  

The only published documentation of pre-2015 caribou harvest across Baffin Island is 

the 2004 Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) Nunavut Wildlife Harvest 

Study (NWHS) (Priest and Usher 2004).  The study utilized community-based door to 

door surveys during which community assigned field workers interviewed 67% of 

registered hunters within each community, each month.  Registered hunters were 

randomly selected from each community based on a list generated using statistics 

Canada data, Inuit Beneficiary enrollment lists, and General Hunting licence (GHL) 

holders.  It was the fieldworker’s role to assess the hunter’s harvesting intensity which 

categorised hunters into three classes: 1-Intensive, 2-Active, and 3-Occasional.  Using 

the data collected through this process, wildlife harvest estimates were generated 

monthly for each of the June1996 through May 2001 harvesting years.  As not all 

communities provided data for the June 1996 to May 1997 harvesting year, we 

assessed harvest based on the June 1997 through May 2001 harvesting years for all 

Baffin Island communities.  Based on harvest study findings, 19,113 caribou were 

harvested from south Baffin communities, 9,616 caribou from North Baffin 
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communities, and 3,099 from central Baffin communities between June 1997 and May 

2001 (Table 23; data from 1996 excluded due to incompleteness).  This suggests an 

annual harvest across all of Baffin Island of approximately 7,957 caribou of unknown 

age and sex between June 1997 and May 2001.  Given a well accepted low risk 

estimate of sustainable harvest of 5% (Bathurst Caribou Advisory Committee 2021; 

Bathurst caribou management plan), a sustainable harvest based on the NWHS 

harvest estimates would require a population of approximately 39,785 caribou to be 

sustainable.   

The earliest Island wide quantitative estimate of Baffin Island caribou abundance was 

developed in March 2014, at which time Campbell et al. (2015) estimated 4,645 adult, 

yearling, and calf caribou (95% CI=3,667-5,884, CV=12.1%).  Within the south Baffin 

region, a partial survey of the Island in March/April/May of 2012 found similar low 

densities of caribou to those observed in 2014 (Jenkins et al., 2012; Campbell et al., 

2015), while within the north Baffin region, reconnaissance data from a telemetry 

program run between 2008 and 2011 suggested similar low densities of caribou to 

those observed in 2012 and 2014 (Jenkins and Goorts, 2011).  We suggest that based 

on this information, it is likely that the subsistence harvest had been above sustainable 

levels for several years prior to 2008, suggesting that low numbers of caribou could 

have persisted since the late 1990s to early 2000’s as supported by consultation 

reports (Jenkins and Goorts 2013; Jenkins et. al. 2012).   

If these assessments reflect the Baffin Island demography of the period, we expect 

that caribou seasonal range would have had a chance to recover over the approximate 

20-year period between the first reports of declining caribou on or about 1995, and the 

initiation of harvest restrictions in 2015.  We suggest that the Baffin Island caribou 

population would have started to increase in abundance far sooner, were it not for a 

subsistence harvest which was suspected to have been above sustainable harvest 

levels over that same period.  This condition of a suspected harvest related 

suppression of caribou population growth, could have allowed caribou seasonal range 

and forage to have made a more complete recovery from previous population highs, a 

condition that could express itself in the form of high rates of productivity and growth 

within the remaining low densities of caribou across the Island.  Additionally, hunter 



Baffin Island Caribou Distribution and Abundance Survey February/March 2024/2025 

116 

 

reports and survey findings all suggest low densities of wolves across the Island further 

benefiting calf survival and downstream productivity and growth.  

 

5.2.5  Harvest Management Post-2015  

 

Following the March 2014 whole Baffin Island abundance estimate, significant caribou 

declines across Baffin Island were confirmed quantitatively.  Immediately following the 

release of the 2014 Baffin Island caribou survey report and results on November 1st, 

2015, the Government of Nunavut Department of Environment (GN ENV) initiated a 

moratorium on caribou harvesting across Baffin Island through a ministerial 

management initiative.  This prompted the fast tracking of the Nunavut Wildlife 

Management Boards (NWMB) assessment process including the establishment of 

harvest management actions through their GN ENV, Regional Wildlife Organization 

(RWO), and Hunters and Trappers Organization (HTO) inclusive co-management 

process.  By August 2015, the NWMB, through multiple meetings and discussions with 

the GN ENV, Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB), Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 

(NTI), and the community HTOs of Arctic Bay, Pond Inlet, Igloolik, Sanirajak, Clyde 

River, Qikiqtarjuaq, Pangnirtung, Iqaluit, Kinngait, and Kimmirut, agreed to a whole 

Island Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) of 250 caribou, and the establishment of a Non-

Quota Limitation (NQL) of a male only harvest (Table 23).   

The TAH and associated NQL restricting female harvest remained in effect from 

August 27th, 2015, to September 18th, 2019, at which time they were re-assessed 

based on both scientific and IQ evidence of increased caribou abundance in some 

areas across Baffin Island.  This new information primarily included evidence of high 

indices of productivity derived from semi-annual GN ENV fall and spring composition 

studies coupled with harvester reports and IQ, suggesting recovery of the Baffin Island 

caribou population in some areas.   
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The NWMB re-assessment first reviewed in June 2019, acknowledged the positive 

signs of recovery submitted by the GN ENV and the QWB, and by September 19th, 

2019, rendered a decision to allow for the modification of the NQL to include up to 25 

females within the 250 caribou TAH.  As early signs of recovery continued to be 

reported by all Baffin Island stakeholders, NWMB and their co-management partners 

re-convened on June 16, 2022, to re-examine all Baffin Island Caribou TAH’s and 

NQL’s.  Based on submissions by the GN ENV and QWB, the NWMB, on July 5th, 

2022, rendered a decision to increase the TAH of Baffin Island caribou from 250 to 350 

caribou for the 2022/2023 harvest season.  This decision also allowed for an annual 

increase of the TAH by 50 caribou in the 2023/2024 harvest season, and each year 

following for the next 8 years or until additional information on the herd suggested 

otherwise.  Additionally, the NWMB allowed for a modification to the NQL allowing for 

an increase of the female proportion of the TAH from 25 to 75 for the 2022/23 harvest 

season, with further allowance for an annual increase to the proportion of female 

caribou within the assigned TAH to 20% in the 2023/2024 harvest season and each 

year after that for the next 8 years or until new information on the herd suggests 

otherwise.  As of November 1st, 2025, the current TAH stands at 500 caribou 100 of 

which could be female (Table 24 and 25). 

The dramatic lowering of the caribou harvest across Baffin Island by the NWMB and 

approved by the GN Minister of Environment, we believe, set the stage for the dramatic 

recovery of the Baffin Island barren-ground caribou population.  Total harvest dropped 

from an annual high of 7,957 caribou including females in the late 1990’s and early 

2000’s, to 0 caribou by August 2015, then to a 250 per year male-only harvest for 7 

years, for a total of 1,750 legally harvested caribou since 2015.  This level of harvest 

shows a 97% reduction over the subsistence harvest estimated just 13 years prior.  Of 

equal importance was the extremely low female harvest over the same period.  During 

this same 7-year period only 25 females were legally harvested.   

Though TAH’s increased as did female proportions of the harvest beginning in 2022, 

it remained well below pre-TAH harvest estimates as did the female proportions of the 

annual harvest.  In all, substantial reductions in the estimated harvest of caribou and 

the proportion of females harvested lasted just over 10 years, extending from October 
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2015 to present.  We suggest that this dramatic reduction in overall harvest as well as 

the reduction in the female proportion of that harvest, was the main mechanism of the 

observed recovery documented within the 2024 and 2025 Baffin Island survey 

estimates.  High productivity was key to the strong recovery as well and was likely the 

result of an extended period of harvest induced low caribou abundance, and the 

resultant recovery of preferred herbaceous vegetation used as forage by caribou 

throughout their annual cycle and across all seasonal range.   

 



 

119 

Department of Environment     Campbell et al., 2025 

Table 23. Pre-2014 estimates of Baffin Island caribou harvest for all 
communities.  Data summarized from the NWMB Nunavut Wildlife 
Harvest Study (2004). 

Harvest Year 

(July 1-June 

30) 

TAH 

Female 

Proportion 

of TAH 

Estimated 

Harvest 

Reported 

Harvest  

1997/1998 Unlimited ? 8,669 Unreported 

1998/1999 Unlimited ? 8,479 Unreported 

1999/2000 Unlimited ? 6,578 Unreported 

2000/2001 Unlimited ? 6,739 Unreported 

Baffin Totals Unlimited ? 30,465 Unreported 

Table 24. Post-2014 Caribou harvest data for all Baffin Island by harvest year.  
Not all illegal harvest could be accurately quantified.  Actual harvest 
may have exceeded indicated harvest rates due to illegal harvest. 

 

H
a
rv

e
s
t Y

e
a
r

T
A

H

A
c
tu

a
l H

a
rv

e
s
t 

(m
a

le
 &

 fe
m

a
le

)

F
e
m

a
le

 

P
ro

p
o

rtio
n

 o
f  

T
A

H

D
iffe

re
n

c
e
 (+

/-)

2015-2016 250 183 0 67

2016-2017 250 229 0 21

2017-2018 250 233 0 17

2018-2019 250 236 0 14

2019-2020 250 247 25 3

2020-2021 250 247 25 3

2021-2022 250 245 25 5

2022-2023 350 352 75 -2

2023-2024 400 421 80 -21

2024-2025 450 422 90 0

Totals 2,950 2,815 320 107
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Table 25. Post-2014 caribou harvest data by community and harvest year (not all illegal harvest could be accurately 
quantified.  Actual harvest may have exceeded indicated harvest rates).   

 

* = The full legal TAH allocation for Baffin Island was not distributed by the QWB during this harvesting season. 

 

 

TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST TAH HVST

ARCTIC BAY 30 9 25 12 20 17 20 20 19 19 19 19 19 13 26 23 30 30 34 34

CLYDE RIVER 30 25 30 30 32 30 32 30 31 29 31 29 31 31 37 26 41 41 43 43

IGLOOLIK 10 0 10 7 12 11 12 10 10 13 10 13 10 12 25 41 31 23 40 34

IQALUIT 30 30 35 41 41 40 41 41 43 43 43 43 43 45 64 64 74 119 53 67

KIMMIRUT 30 30 31 31 33 33 33 33 35 35 35 35 35 35 42 42 45 45 50 48

KINNGAIT 30 13 25 18 20 19 20 19 20 21 20 21 20 21 38 37 43 38 52 52

PANGNIRTUNG 30 22 31 31 33 33 33 35 35 35 35 35 35 36 47 47 53 53 58 58

POND INLET 30 30 32 33 34 33 34 24 34 36 34 36 34 41 46 49 52 58 46 46

QIKIQTARJUAQ 30 24 31 26 25 17 25 24 23 16 23 16 19 9 17 15 20 10 30 24

SANIRAJAK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 8 8 11 4 16 16

BAFFIN TAH 250 183 250 229 250 233 250 236 250 247 250 247 250 245 350 352 400 421 450* 450*

2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023
COMMUNITY

2015-2016 2016-2017 2023-2024 2024-2025
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

The Baffin Island 2024/2025 abundance survey documents a successful implementation 

of the Nunavut co-management caribou harvest management system.  The data presented 

in this report suggests the north, central, and south Baffin caribou groups or herds, may 

have had a prolonged declining phase due to the proportionally high rates of harvest that 

continued following the onset of a declining phase.  Based on anecdotal observations and 

numerous community consultations undertaken across Baffin Island over this period, this 

likely began in the early 2000’s.  Additionally, low densities of predators (particularly the 

wolf), and the absence of mainland predators (e.g. wolverine and grizzly bear), suggest 

that predation had little effect on the demographic trends of Baffin Island caribou over this 

same period.  Similarly, prolonged periods of adverse weather or evidence of sustained 

reproductive disease were not apparent from the early 2000’s to present and as a result 

could not directly account for the prolonged period of low caribou abundance in our opinion.   

Following the 2015 activation of harvest management restrictions, ongoing monitoring 

studies showed a gradual movement of caribou back into previously well-known caribou 

habitat, with the concurrent effect of documented increases in relative densities 

documented using IQ and productivity-based classification studies.  Beginning in 2015, the 

Baffin Island caribou harvest was dramatically reduced from an estimated 7,616 caribou 

annually to 250 caribou annually with an accompanying bull only NQL, clearly paving the 

way to the dramatic increases seen in the most recent population assessment.   

We hypothesize that the prolonged low numbers of caribou across the Island allowed for 

previously overgrazed range to strongly recover, offering nutritious and abundant forage 

to Baffin Island caribou now provided substantial relief from extensive harvesting activity.  

Additionally, density dependant disease would have been substantially reduced as relative 

densities of caribou across the Island continued to decline and remained low well into the 

post-2015 recovery period.   



Baffin Island Caribou Distribution and Abundance Survey February/March 2024/2025 

122 

 

We suggest the results presented in this report highlight a success story brought about by 

the working together of Baffin Island community HTO’s, the QWB, and the Government of 

Nunavut, all under the umbrella of the NWMB and their primary role as the main instrument 

of wildlife management.  We suggest that next steps should acknowledge and utilize the 

success of the Baffin Island caribou management structure as we move forward.  Based 

on the March 2014 Baffin Island survey estimate (including Prince Charles Island) of 4,652, 

the NWMB, in discussions with the GN ENV, Baffin HTOs, and the QWB, assessed a TAH 

and NQL of a 250 caribou male only harvest as being consistent with the recovery of the 

Baffin Island caribou population.  This assigned TAH represented a 5% harvest rate based 

on the 2014 estimate, proving successful in fostering the strong observed recovery over 

the 7 years it was in effect.  The NQL applied would have also contributed to the strong 

recovery of the herds.  During the first 4 years female harvest was restricted and for the 

next 3 years only increased to 25 out of the TAH of 250, thus strongly protecting the 

reproductive potential of the population through the protection of breeding females.  

Though management decisions made to address the Baffin Island caribou declines were 

reflective of multifaceted approaches and recommendations expressed by Nunavut 

stakeholders and management authorities, there is published literature supporting this 

management approach from studies conducted on mainland barren-ground caribou herds 

(Boulanger and Adamczewski 2016). 

One of the major challenges of monitoring the Baffin Island populations is the high expense 

of population surveys to provide trends in the abundance of caribou.  Because these 

surveys are expensive and logistically demanding, they are often carried out infrequently, 

which can result in data gaps.  This hampers our ability to detect changes in population 

dynamics in a timely manner.  One means of addressing this is the use of Integrated 

Population models (IPM) (Schaub and Kery 2022), which have been successfully applied 

to the Beverly (Campbell et al 2025), Bathurst, and Bluenose-East (Boulanger et al 2024) 

herds.   

IPMs can combine estimates of abundance, productivity (calf-cow ratios), collar survival 

(through the establishment of telemetry programs), and harvest monitoring, to estimate 

demographic trends.  IPMs use an underlying population model (similar to that described 
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in Figure 45) to reconcile trends suggested from each data source.  It can therefore be 

used to predict trends based on levels of productivity and harvest.  While collar-based 

survival is not necessarily a requirement of IPMs, this information can add additional 

confidence in model results and reliability.  In the absence of collared-based survival data, 

an IPM can still be used to help determine what level of survival is required to maintain the 

observed trend in survey results given observed levels of productivity (calf-cow ratios) and 

harvest.  This approach would certainly become viable if calf-cow ratio surveys were 

conducted in a systematic way both temporally and spatially across Baffin Island.  Ideally, 

collar data could be tracked consistently to assess survival rates, aid in locating and 

studying overwinter calf survival in a way representative of Island subpopulations or 

groupings, identify caribou groupings and movements to improve on methods and 

precision of demographic monitoring studies such as abundance surveys, and delineate 

seasonal range and migratory corridors and behaviour and any long-term changes to the 

same.   
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7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

Disclaimer:  

The recommendations section represents the opinions and recommendations of the Government of 

Nunavut, Department of Environment, Wildlife Research Division Staff, and do not necessarily reflect the 

opinions of the Government of Nunavut as a whole or all the authors contributing to this report. 

 

 

Based on the findings of this report, we recommend a continuation of the harvest 

management regime set out by the NWMB.  We suggest a harvest rate of 5% continue to 

be applied, which would suggest an island wide TAH of 2,334 caribou (based on the 

2024/25 abundance estimate), with the maintenance of the NQL allowing 467 (20%) of the 

TAH to be females.  We also recommend a NQL restricting the harvest of cow/calf pairs.  

We further recommend that this TAH and associated NQL, remain in place under the same 

harvesting regime most recently updated by the NWMB in 2022 (allowing for the TAH to 

increase by 50 caribou annually, of which 20% can be females without calves in tow), for 

a period of 5 to 7 years, or until new information suggests a re-assessment of these 

management actions.  We further recommend that spring composition studies continue 

every 2 years to monitor herd productivity and indices of general abundance and trends.  

Finally, we recommend that a telemetry program be maintained within each of the north, 

central, and south Baffin caribou ranges to:  

 

1- develop a better understanding of Baffin caribou critical seasonal range.  
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2- assess, predict, and mitigate (to the extent possible), any conflicts, disturbance 

effects, or herd-level impacts caused by industrial development and associated 

infrastructure on or impacting caribou seasonal range.  

3- provide more detailed critical caribou range maps to better inform the Nunavut 

Land Use Planning process.  

4- better understand north, central, and south Baffin caribou migratory corridors to 

help ensure these areas are not compromised by linear infrastructure of other land 

use related impacts.  

5- further monitor caribou mortality for associated assessments of herd health and 

vulnerability primarily through the estimation of adult female survival rates through 

the tracking of collar data.  

6- help locate caribou for more precise and cost-effective monitoring work including 

but not limited to systematic spring composition surveys to monitor herd productivity 

by region, regional abundance and reconnaissance surveys, and ecological land 

classification studies of caribou seasonal range.   

 

At the end of this 5–7-year period, we further recommend that a re-assessment (either 

through abundance or reconnaissance aerial surveys) of the Baffin Island caribou 

population be considered, to provide more quantitative information with which to re-assess 

the existing TAH and associated NQLs.  If implemented, these recommendations will help 

detect and address any negative impacts to Baffin Island caribou demographics arising 

from anthropogenic causes.  We believe these measures will help safeguard Inuit 

subsistence harvesting rights, as guaranteed within the Nunavut Agreement. 
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ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ – ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

ᔮᓇᑕᓐ ᐱᑦᑎᐅᓛᖅ− ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖅ/ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᔨ



Baffin Island Survey Background
Completed
• Community Consultations 

(January/February 2024/2025)
• Baffin Island Caribou Survey (March 

2024/2025)
• Baffin Island Caribou Survey Report 

(December 2025)
• Community Consultations (February 

2025)

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ / ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ
• ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ (ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2024/2025)
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ (ᒫᔾᔨ

2024/2025)
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖅ (ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2025)
• ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ (ᐊᕆ 2025)



2014 Baffin Island Survey Area
2014 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ



HARVEST 
YEAR 

(JULY 1-
JUNE 30) 

TAH 

FEMALE 
PROPORTION 

OF TAH 

ESTIMATED 
HARVEST 

ACTUAL 
HARVEST 

1997/1998 UNLIMITED ? 8,669  

1998/1999 UNLIMITED ? 8,479  

1999/2000 UNLIMITED ? 6,578  

2000/2001 UNLIMITED ? 6,739  

BAFFIN 
 

UNLIMITED ? 30,465  
 


		Harvest Year

(July 1-June 30)

		TAH

		Female Proportion of TAH

		Estimated Harvest

		Actual Harvest



		1997/1998

		Unlimited

		?

		8,669

		



		1998/1999

		Unlimited

		?

		8,479

		



		1999/2000

		Unlimited

		?

		6,578

		



		2000/2001

		Unlimited

		?

		6,739

		



		Baffin Totals

		Unlimited

		?

		30,465
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2024-2025 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
2024-2025 Baffin Island Survey Area







2014 Baffin Island Survey Area
2014 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ



2024-2025 Baffin Island Survey Area
2024-2025 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ



Survey 
Type 

Date (2024) 

M
ar-06 

M
ar-07 

M
ar-08 

M
ar-09 

M
ar-10 

M
ar-11 

M
ar-12 

M
ar-13 

M
ar-14 

M
ar-15 

M
ar-16 

M
ar-17 

M
ar-18 

M
ar-19 

M
ar-20 

M
ar-21 

M
ar-22 

M
ar-23 

M
ar-24  

Fixed 
Wing X X X X X X P

R X X X X X X X       

Rotary 
Wing    W

C X X X X X W
C X X         

Survey 
Type 

Date (2025) 

M
ar-06 

M
ar-07 

M
ar-08 

M
ar-09 

M
ar -10 

M
ar-11 

M
ar-12 

M
ar -13 

M
ar-14 

M
ar-15 

M
ar-16 

M
ar-17 

M
ar-18 

M
ar-19 

M
ar-20 

M
ar-21 

M
ar-22 

M
ar-23 

M
ar-24  

Fixed 
Wing X X X W

C X W
C X W

C X X X W
C 

W
C 

W
C X X X X X  
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C X W
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W
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W
C 

W
C 

W
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Survey 
Type

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ (2024)

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ (2025)

ᖁᓕᒥᒎᖅ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ

ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅ

ᖁᓕᒥᒎᖅ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ

ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅ



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᒫᔾᔨᒥ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ (ᑭᓛᒥᑕ/ᐅᓪᓗᖅ)

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ (ᑭᓛᒥᑕ/ᐅᓪᓗᖅ)

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᓛᒥᑕ/ᐅᓪᓗᖅ)





2024
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2025

Distance bins   ᐅᖓᓯᒌᒃᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐴᖅᑲᐃᕝᕖᑦ
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ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᓯᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 2014

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ



ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ − ᒫᔾᔨ
2025

ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ − ᒫᔾᔨ
2024

ᒫᔾᔨ 2024 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2025 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ





ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 2024 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2025 



ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 2024 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2025 

11,694

8,110

3,589

769



ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 2024 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2025 

22,677

24

164

1,163

539

51

408



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 2024 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2025 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 2014

4,645

48,681
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Yearly Change λ   ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ



Recommendations ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
• Based on the current population estimate, all available scientific 

information, and Inuit qaujimajatuqangit, the Government of Nunavut 
(GN) recommends the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board modify 
the existing Baffin Island Total Allowable Harvest to a non sex-selective 
harvest of 6,000 caribou annually, representing approximately 12.3% 
of the population, with an annual increase of 125 caribou. 

• ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦᓯᐊᖅ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦᓴᐃᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (GN) ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔨᓇᔭᖅᐳᖅ, 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᒌᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓂᕈᐊᕆᔭᖃᙱᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 6,000−ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 12.3%−ᐸᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ 125−ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 



ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ 2024-2025−ᒧ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᕕᐅᓪᓗᐊᓕ 2026 

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᐊᕐᓂᐅᑉ 

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖅᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᕈᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᕕᐅᓪᓗᐊᓕ 6, 2026−ᒥ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 9:00-ᒥ ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ 5:00-ᒧᓄ ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᖅᑲᖓᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒻᒥᑕᕐᓇᒧᑦ 11:30-ᒥ 

ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ 1:00-ᒧᓄ ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ. ᑐᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐳᕋᐃᐊᓐ ᑯᓄᒃ 

ᑐᙵᓱᒃᑎᑦᓯᓪᓗᓂ. ᓂᐅᓪ ᑭᒍᑦᑕᖅ (ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ) ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᑯᕆᔅᑕ ᓲᕝᔅᑕᓪ 

(ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ) ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑐᙵᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᖃᖅᓱᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓕᒫᖅ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ. 

 

ᐅᐸᑦᓯᒪᔪᑦ    

  
ᐊᑎᖓ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐊᑎᕈᓯᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖓ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᓯᔨ  ᓃᐅᓪ ᑭᒍᑦᑕᖅ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎ ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ 
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑯᕆᔅᑕ ᓲᕝᔅᑕᓪ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎ ᔮᓇᑕᓐ ᐱᑦᓯᐅᓛᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᑐᕋᐃᑲᔅ ᒋᓯᖕ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᐳᕋᐃᔭᓐ ᑯᓄ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎ ᑐᓄᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᑐᕋᐃᓯ ᕗᐅᑦ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄ ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᓇᐃᔫᒥ ᐸᓪᓗᖅ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᓪᓕᐊ, 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᑯᓪᓗᓛ ᐱᑦᓯᐅᓛᖅ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᖅ  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᒪᐃᒃ ᕘᒍᓴᓐ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᔨ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ 



ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᔨᐊᕝ ᒪᒃᑖᓄᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᓴᐃᒪᓐ ᒑᓐ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᒥᑭ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᐊᓕᒃᓵᓐᑐ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎ 
ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᓲᔪᖅ  ᐃᓄᑐᖃᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᓴᑭᐊᓯ ᖃᐅᓐᓇᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᒫᑎᐅ ᐊᑭᑯᓗᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᑖᓐ ᑕᖅᑐ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᕌᔾᔪ ᐃᑦᑐᐊᖓᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᓯᑏᕙᓐ ᐊᐃᑉᐱᓕ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᔭᐃᓯ ᑎᒍᓪᓚᒐᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᓗᐊᐃᑦ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᓇᑕᓕᓅ ᐱᐅᒑᑦᑐᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᓰᒥ ᖃᒪᓂᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ ᒫᑎᐅᓯ ᒥᖏᕆᐊᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ ᔮᓕ ᐋᑲᕙᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᑭᙵᐃᑦ ᐃᔨᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐃᔨᑦᓯᐊᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᑭᙵᐃᑦ ᐋᑕᒥ ᐊᓕᖅᑯ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᑭᙵᐃᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᐊᓗᒃ ᓄᓇ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᒫᓇᓯ ᒪᓐᓂᐊᐱᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᔭᐃᑯ ᐃᓱᓪᓗᑕᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 



ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᓖᒻ ᓇᑲᓱᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᔫᓇ ᑯᓐᓇᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ 
ᔭᓗᒃ 

 ᑰᓂᓘᓯ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ 
ᔪᐊᑕᓐ 

 
ᐊᐅᓚᕿᐊᖅ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ 
ᔩᓚ 

 ᕿᔪᖅᑕᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᙱᑦᑐᑦ: 

ᓵᓕ ᐃᓄᐊᕋᖅ (ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ), ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᐱᑦᓯᐅᓛᖅ (ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔮᓕ ᒥᖏᕆᐊᖅ (ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ) 

ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (ENV) ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

(HTOs) ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (QWB) ᐃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒫᓐᓇᒫᕐᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 

ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᑭᒃᑰᒻᒪᖔᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑯᕆᔅᑕ ᓲᕝᔅᑕᓪ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ 2024-2025−ᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 2000 

ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕋᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 2012-ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2014-ᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 4,600-ᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᑕᖅᑭᓄᑦ 8−ᓄ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᓯᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓕᖅᓱᓂᓗ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ (TAH), ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ 250−ᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ (5%−ᐸᓗᒻᒥ 2014−ᒥ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ), ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᕌᕐᔪᒃᐸᑦᓱᑎᒃ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ 2024-2025−ᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ, 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒻᒪᖃ 48,681 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᙱᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐅᑎᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 2014−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ (GN) 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᓗ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᒃ, 

5%−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 20%−ᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᓱᑎᒃ 100−ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 



ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ 

ᐱᕙᒌᔭᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB). 

ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑕ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ, ᐃᓄᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ, 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔭᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ, 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓕᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ, ᓴᓇᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓂᕕᙵᑖᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ (IQ) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑕ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᓂᑦ, ᐃᓄᑐᖃᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑕ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 5%−ᒥ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ (2,434 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ). 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ: 

• ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᓕᒫᒥ. 

• ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (1980−ᖏᓐᓂ–1990−ᖏᓐᓂ) ᖁᑦᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ. 

• ᒫᓐᓇ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦᓱᑎᓪᓗ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᑦᓯᐊᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᓗ. 

• ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᖁᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

• ᓄᓇᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᒃᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᓕᖅᑕᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᓂᒃ. 

ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 10%−ᒧ 15%−ᒧᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 20%−ᒥ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᖅᓱᑎᒃ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑕ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 15%−ᒥ (7,302 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ) ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 20%−ᒥ 40%−ᒧᓄ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ: 

• ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ 

ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ (TAH) ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑕ 

ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᓱᓕᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 



ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ. ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᔪᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᐊᖏᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᓯᐊᖏᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥ 

ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 

• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᕋᐃᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

• ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᑉ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ. 

• ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

• ᓈᒻᒪᑦᓴᙱᓐᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᙵᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ (ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐆᑦᑐᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ). 

ᐃᓄᑐᖃᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ (IQ), ᐅᖃᖅᓱᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓅᑉᐸᑦᓱᑎᓪᓗ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓱᓂᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᑕᑎᖃᓗᐊᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓂᕕᙵᑖᓂᒃ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᙳᕌᖓᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑉᐸᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᑉ 

ᓄᙳᐊᓂ). 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᖓᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓱᐃᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ: 

• 6,000 ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕕᙵᑖᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ (12% ᐅᖓᑖᓃᕌᕐᔪᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ). 

• 40% ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ 125−ᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ. 

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 



• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ. 

• ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓅᑎᑦᓯᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᙵᑖᓂᒃ 

(ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ). 

ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐱᔪᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 15%−ᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ 

(7,302 ᑐᒃᑐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᓗᑎᒃ 

(250 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᖓᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ, ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ. 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓱᓕ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ (GN) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᒋᔭᐅᔪᐃᓪᓗ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕗᖓᑲᓪᓚᓪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ: 

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ: ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᐸᑦᓱᑎᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᓯᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ, ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

• ᐅᐱᕐᖓᑦᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ: ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᕋᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᒃ. 

• ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ: ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ, 

ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂᓪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ: 

1. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ. 

2. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔾᔪᑕᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᕕᓐᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

3. ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

4. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐸᕝᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᐅᔪᑦ. 

5. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ 

ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 



6. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᑦᓯᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 

• ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ: 5–7 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᑕ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐅᓄᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᓕᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᖃᖓᙳᕌᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᑦᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᐃᑦ, ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᐸᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᐸᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᓯᕗᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦᓴᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕙᑉᐳᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᐸᑦᓱᓂᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐱᐅᓛᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

 



 

 

ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᑳᑎᒪᓂᕇᓐᓇᓲᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᖕᒥ 002-2026 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ: ☐    ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ: ☒ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ:  ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᑉ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᒻᒥ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓇᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᑯᑕᖏᑦ/ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 2026−ᒥ 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

(ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᖁᓗᒋᒃ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᓪᓗᑐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 2026-ᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᓇᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑕᓂᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᓄᓇᑕᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ: 

5.1.1 ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ “ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ” ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑎᒋᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

5.6.19−ᖏᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ ᑎᑭᓗᒍ 5.6.25 

5.1.2(e)  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ “ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ”, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ (ᓱᕐᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ) ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ 5-ᖓᓂᑐᑦ 

5.3.3 ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓᐃᓐᓇᓗᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᕆᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑎᐊᕈᑎᒃ 

ᒃᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

5.7.3  ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑎᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ (ᓱᕐᓗ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᕕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃ’ᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᑕᑯᖓᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
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5.7.8. ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐊᓂᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᒡᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐱᕆᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᒧᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᐊᓗ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑲᓂᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᑭᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ.  

 

ᑕᒪᓂ 2000−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ, ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ 35−ᓂᒃ 41−ᓄᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᓂᑕᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ. 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂᓱᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᐅᓂᑲᖃᑕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑦᑐᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᕙᑕᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ. 

 

ᑕᒪᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐱᕆ 2010−ᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓐ 2011−ᒧᑦ, ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᓕᑕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

‘ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ” ᐊᑕᒍᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

“ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ”.   

 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐱᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᖓᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᒪᓕᒃᓱᒋᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᕙᕇᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓐᓇᓴᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖁᔨᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᒻᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕙᕇᑦᑐᓂ. ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 2011-ᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ, 

ᓱᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑕᓂᑦᑐᑦ 5.12(e)−ᖓᓂᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑕᕈᑎᓂ. ᑕᒪᓂ 2011-ᒥ, 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖓᕕᓕᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑦᑐᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᐃᑦᑕᐅᕙᓂ, ᑐᖓᕕᒃᓴᑦᑎᕙᓪᓚᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ”. 

 

ᑕᒪᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2012−ᒥ, ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᖃᒌᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᓂᑯᓪᓗ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓄᑦ ᖃᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ.  

 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᒃᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓂᖓᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓂ 2022-

ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᒪᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2022-ᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᓯᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 24-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᑦᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᓕᒐᐃᑦ (74% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ), 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᖓᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ (ᑕᒪᓂᑦᑐᑦ 26% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ). 

ᐊᔾᔨᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᖅᑐᑦ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐᐲᑉ ᐱᖓᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᒥᒃ  ᕿᓚᓗᒑᕐᓂᒃ (ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ). 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᓂ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᒪᓈᓪᓗᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᑦᓴᓂᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 

ᑕᐅᕙᖓᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐᐱᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂᒃ.  

ᖁᓚᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑲᓴᒃ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ 

ᒪᕐᕉᖕᒪᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᒻᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑐᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᓂᖏ, ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ 
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ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᒋᕙᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᓂᒻᒪᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᒃ 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔪᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᕋᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒻᒪᑕ 

ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᑐᐊᓄᐊᖃᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᐊᐃᑉᐸᒍᓪᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, “ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ” ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᑦ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᐳᑦ 

ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᑉ, ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓱᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ 

ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐᐱᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐱᖓᓐᓴᖓᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᓱᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ,  ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ  ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓗ, 

ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᒪᓇᓴᖅ.  

ᔪᓐ 2023−ᒥ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑯᑕᖃᖏᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᑉᐱᑉ ᐱᖓᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ 

ᐅᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑯᑕᖃᖁᔨᓂᖅ 41-ᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᖑᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑯᑕᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᓗᐊᒻᒥᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖓᑦ 

ᓇᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᖏᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᓂᓕᖅᑐᓂ 25−ᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ.   

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑯᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒥᖓᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᒥ 

ᓱᕋᐃᓯᒪᔪᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ 5.3.3−ᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ. ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 41−ᓂᒃ 

ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐅᕙᓂᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᑉ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᒍᒻᒪᖓᑕ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᓱᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᐃᓇᕐᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ.  

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ ᒪᔾᔨ 

2024−ᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕙᓐᓂᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᑕᓂᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᖅᑐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 5.1.2(e)−ᖓᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 5.3.3−ᖓᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ.   

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: 

ᑕᒪᓂ 2026−ᒥ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑯᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 2000−ᒥ. ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖏᓚᑦ 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑯᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 35−ᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕿᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ.. 

ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ  ᒪᑦᓯ 2024-

ᒥᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑭᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᑉᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ−ᑐᖓᕕᐅᒧᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓗᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᑐᐊᖁᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᒪᐃ 2026−ᒥ ᒪᐃᒃ ᕗᒐᓴᓐ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ (ᑭᒡᒐᑐᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯ. ᕗᕇᓴᓐᒥᒃ −C. Friesen− ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᒃ 
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ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᑦ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᖏᓐᓂ. ᓯᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ: 1) ᐱᔮᖁᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅᕐᒥᒃᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 41-ᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓱᓕ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂ 

(ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ) ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 2) ᓇᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒡᓗ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, 3) ᖃᖓᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ 

ᒥᑭᔫᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᓗ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4) ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓪᓚᕆᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐅᕕᐅᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: 1) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᔭᖏᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐱᔭᖁᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑐᖃᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᖁᓚᓂ ᐊᑖᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 41-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐅᑎᖅᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑉ ᐊᑐᓕᕈᒪᕐᓂᕕᖓᓂᒃ,  2) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3) 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᖓᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖓᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ  ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᕆᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓂᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᒍᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᒪᕐᕈᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᐃᑦᓱᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑕᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4) ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᓐᓇᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᑦᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᖓᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᔭᐅᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕿᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒐᓗᐊᑦ.  

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᑦ: 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᖅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐊᑐᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ. 

• ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑯᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑕᒪᓂᑦᑐᑦ 41−ᓂ “ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑯᑕᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ” 

(ᒪᓕᒡᓗᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ i−ᖓᓂ). ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓂᑐᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 17, 

2000−ᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᖓᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ. 

• ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑯᑕᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑕᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᖅ ᐊᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ, ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔭᖁᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ ᖁᓚᒍᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 41−ᓂᒃ 

ᐅᑎᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᖑᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ;  

• ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑯᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑕᒪᓂᑦᑐᑦ 41−ᓂ 

“ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑯᑕᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ” (ᒪᓕᒡᓗᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ 

i−ᖓᓂ). ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓂᑐᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 17, 2000−ᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ) 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖏᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 

ᒥᑭᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᖏᓐᓂ 

• ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᖏᑦ. 
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• ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓂᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᕈᒪᓂᖅ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑕᕈᒪᓂᖅ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒑᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐅᒧᖓ: ᒪᐃᑯᓪ ᕗᒐᓴᓐ (ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ) 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ: ᒪᐃ 15, 2026 

 



ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ) 

 

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ. ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 14, 2024,  

ᓄᑕᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑕᒪᓂ ᒪᐃ 11, 2026 (ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ 2.1.2) 

 

1. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

1.1. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕆᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕈᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᐳᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 5−ᖓᓂᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ, 

ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓂᒃ 5.1.2 – ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ 5.1.5 – ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 5.3.3 –ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 5.7.3 – ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᑦ 

ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 

ᑕᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᓴᖏᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕐᓂᒃ, 

ᐱᖁᔭᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓪᓗᑐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑐᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ, 

ᑕᐃᑲᖓᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ.   

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ ᐃᓱᖃᕈᑕᐅᒐᑎᒃ:  

5.1.2 ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ: 

(e) ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

ᓂᕐᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖑᓐᓇᕐᒥᕐᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᑲᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 

5.1.5 ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ: 



(c) ᐋᕿᐅᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ, 

ᐅᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᖃᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ1 ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ; 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  

5.3.3 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 6 (ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ) 

ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖑᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᖓᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ;  

(a) ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ; … 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

(c) ᐊᓐᓂᐊᓕᕇᑯᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᖏᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑕᓂ 5.1.2(e) ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ, “ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᕈᓯᕆᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ” ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᑕᐃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕙᓐᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᓱᕐᓗ ᐅᒃᑐᑎᒋᓗᒍ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ) ᐃᖕᒥᒍᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ 5−ᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕆᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒻᒥᔪᓂᒃ. 

1.2 ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ 

ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᐸᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᒪᕐᕈᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ:  

(a)̀ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᕋᓚᖅᑕᓱᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅᒥ (ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᓕᐊᑦ ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑕᓂ 1.−ᒥ) 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ, ᖁᐃᓂᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᖓᑕ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᑯᐊᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓯᓚᑕᓂᖓᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᑉ ᑕᒪᓂ 

ᐃᓱᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᔪᓂᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᔪᓚᐃᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᒥᖏᑦ ᖁᖅᓱᖅᓯᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᓴᕋᖓᒥᒃ. ᐅᖅᓱᓕᐊᓗᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖁᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᐳᑦᑕᓚᓱᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔭᕋᖓᒥᒃ.2 ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᑕᐃᔭᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ “ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ”, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  

 
1 ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ 5 ᖃᓄᖅᑐᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᓂᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕿᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 5.6.26 ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ. 
2 ᕿᓚᕝᕙᖅ, ᐱ. .1998. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᑕ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ,. ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ: ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂ 1 ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 

53. 



(b) ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓕᑕᕐᓇᑲᐅᑎᒋᕙᒻᒥᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ/ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᒻᒪᑕ 

ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᖅᓱᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᖕᒪᑕ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᓱᖑᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓱᑲᓕᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ, 

ᐊᓯᖏᓄᐊᖃᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ (ᑕᑯᓇᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

“ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ”): 

(i) ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᒥ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓯᓇᓂ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᓂ ᐃᐳᒥᒃ−ᔪᓐᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᔭᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓱᑦ; ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᒻᒥᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 

ᐃᓱᐃᑐᑉ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ;3 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ   

(ii) ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᒻᒥᒧᑦ ᔪᓚᐃᒥ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᖑᓪᓗ ᑕᕿᓂᒃ 

ᕿᕿᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᓱᓕ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᑉ, 

ᒪᔭᖓ ᐃᔾᔪᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᐱᓕᒃ,4 

1.3  ᐊᕿᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᕆᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ, 

ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓪᓗ 

(a) ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᖏᓪᓗ, 

ᒪᓕᒐᐃᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐲᔭᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖓᕈᑎᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓄᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂ.  

(b) ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖓᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᓪᓗ 

ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒪᒃᑯᕕᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥᒡᓗᓐᓂᑦ. 

 
3 ᕿᓚᕝᕙᖅ, ᐱ.  1998. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᑕ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ,. ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ: ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂ 2 ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 

53. 
4  ᕿᓚᕝᕙᖅ, ᐱ. 1998. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᑕ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ,. ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ: ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂ 3 ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 

53. 



 

 ᑕᑯᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᕈᑦ 1. ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᖏᑦ 

2. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

2.1 ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ 

2.1.1 ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᖓᓂ  

ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ (ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᖅ 1). 

 

 

2.1.2  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

(a) ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ 2.1.2(c)−ᒥᑦᑐᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᓂᑦᑐᑦ 

41−ᒥ, ᑕᐃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓯᓚᑕᓂᑐᓐᓇᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᖓᓂᒃ. 



ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᓱᖅ ᑕᒪᓂ ᐃᐳ  1 

ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐸᒃᓱᓂᓗ ᑕᒪᓂ ᒪᑦᓯ 31−ᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓄᑦ.  

(b) ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 1 ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑯᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ.  

(c)` ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ, ᐱᔮᖁᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖏᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᔪᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᓚᓂ ᐊᑕᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ 41−ᓂᒃ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᑉ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᔪᒪᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ; 

2.1.3 ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᖓᓂ 

(a) ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᕗᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕆᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᖓᓂ (ᑕᑯᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᕈᑦ1): 

• ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᒐᑦᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᔪᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ 

• ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᓐᓂᐊᒐᑦᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᒐᓴᓕᑦᓴᔭᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᒧ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᓇᔪᒪᓕᕐᓂᖅ 

• ᖃᖅᑕᔪᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ 

• ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᑐᓴᖅᓴᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒍᑎᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ 

• ᑕᕆᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᐊᒃᑕᑯᖃᑕᕐᓂᖅ/ᑯᕕᓯᕙᖕᓂᖅ 

• ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ/ᖃᓂᒻᒪᒍᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑐᑎᓂᖅ 

• ᓯᐅᕋᖅᑕᕐᕕᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ/ᑐᐊᐸᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ 

• ᐃᒪᖅᑐᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒻᒪᖁᓯᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᖅ 

ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

• ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᑯᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓯᐊᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᐳᓚᕋᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

• ᓱᕋᑦᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᖅ 

• ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᓈᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᓪᓗ 

ᒥᑭᔪᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᖓᐃᓪᓗᓂᑦ 



(b) ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᓯᐊᑲᓂᖁᓗᒋᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᔾᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ 

ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓯᐅᔪᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓇᓴᐅᑎᓕᓐᓂ 

2.1.3(a). 

(c) ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᕐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓂᓐᓂᖏᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᖓᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 

2.2 ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ 

2.2.1 ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᓂᔾᔪᑎᒃ 

ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᑕᐃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦ 

ᐅᕙᓂ 1.2). 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᒪᓐᓇᓴᖅ ᓇᐃᓇᖅᓱᓂᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᐊᒍᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕈᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ. ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᒋᒃᑐᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ  

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᕼᐊᑕᓐᐱᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᕙᒻᒪᑕ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᑎᒋᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖁᓂᐅᑎᒋᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖓᑕᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ.  

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓯᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑯᑕᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᓯᒪᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ 

ᒪᕐᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖃᖓᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐᐱᑉ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕈᑕᐅᖏᑦᓱᑎᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑯᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐅᕙᓂᓐᓂᓱᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᕙᒍᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᑯᑕᓂᒃ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ. ᐱᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ / ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓯᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖏᓐᓇᓚᔪᑦ ᑕᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ.  



2.2.2 ᐊᑐᕈᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑯᑕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᑎᐅᓂᓴᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᒥᑭᔪᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᑯᑕᓂᒃ..   

2.2.3 ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᓯᕙᓐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖓᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ 

ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓂᑦᑐᑦ 3.5−ᒥ ᐊᑕᓂᑦᑐᓂ,ᐊ ᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᑲᐃᖃᑕᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖓᕐᒥᓂᒃ. 

3. ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᓪᓗ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᓪᓗ 

3.1 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(a) ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᒪᔨᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 5.7.3−ᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ. 

(b) ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑲᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᖏᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᓱᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖏᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ. 

(c) ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓂᖏᑦ.  

(d) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐃᑎᑦᓯᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐊᑕᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ:   

(i) ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᖏᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

(ii) ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᒪᑦᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᔪᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᔪᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

(iii) ᐱᖁᔨᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᑐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖏᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᑉ.  

(e) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᕋᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᖅᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᓯᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑉ   



ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᓐᓇᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓱᕋᐃᓯᒪᓂᖁᓂ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ  

ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᖏᓐᓂ, 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ, , ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ, 

ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖓᕈᒻᒥᒃ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ: ᐃᓕᕋᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᓂ, 

ᐊᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ: 

(i) ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓗᓂ, 

(ii) ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᒃᑲᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᖅ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᒍᓂ 

ᓱᕋᐃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ  ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓚᖏᓐᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ  

(iii) ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒑᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑕᒥᓂᒃ. 

(f) ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖓᕈᒻᒥᒃ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᑐᕐᒥ 

ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᓯᑲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕝᕙᐃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑯᑕᑯᖓᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, 

ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓗᑐᕐᓂᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ, 

ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

3.2  ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᑭᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᖏᑦ 

3.2.1 ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᐱᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᖁᑭᐅᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᕐᒧᑦ, ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓᑐᖏᒥᔪᖓᓗᐊᕐᓗ.  

(a) ᐅᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑕᕐᒥᒃ 

(b) ᖁᑭᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ 243−ᒥᒃ ᓴᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

(c) ᑲᓕᒍᑎᒥᒃ (ᐊᒧᖃᐅᒻᒥᒃ) ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ (ᓴᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᕕᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ) 

(d) ᐳᑦᑕᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

(e) ᓂᒃᓯᖕᒥᒃ ᓇᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᐱᐅᑕᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᓇᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᑭᓂᓕᖕᒥᒃ 

(f) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᖅᓯᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᖏᑦ (ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ) 

  



 

3.3  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᖏᑦ 

(a)  ᑭᓇᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᕈᔾᔨᕙᑦᑎᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᔾᔭᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᕿᓇᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᕗᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓗᐊᕋᔭᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᓗᕐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ.  

(b) ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓯᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᓯᒪᕙᒌᖃᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐊᖅᑐᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᓗ 

ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᕙᒌᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᒃ ᕿᒪᐃᑲᓪᓚᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓯᒪᔭᒥᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᓯᓚ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓗ.   

(c) ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᓕᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓚᒃᑐᐃᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓯᒪᔭᒥᓂᒃ.  

(d) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ 

ᒪᕋᓚᖃᓕᕆᖅᑐᒥᒃ. 

(e) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᒪᓚᖓᔭᒥᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᓕᒪᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᑦᑎᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᓕᒃ 

ᓄᓇᖅᓯᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᒥᒃ.  

(f) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕕᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᒥᒃ.  

(g) ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓗᓂ ᖁᑭᒃᓯᔪᖅ (ᐅᓇᖅᓯᔪᕐᓗᓐᓂᑦ)  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ. 

(h) ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᓯᒪᓐᖏᑐᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᖁᑭᐅᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᓂᖓᓂᒃ. 

(i) ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᖁᑎᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ 

ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒡᓗᓂᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓇᓱᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᓱᓂᐅᒃ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ ᐋᓂᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑲᓂᕈᓐᓇᖏᓪᓗᓂ.  

(j) ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒪᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᒪᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕿᓕᒪᖓ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᑉ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᒥᒃ. ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ.   

(k) ᖃᓄᐃᑐᑐᓇᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕿᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ.  



(l) ᐊᔪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓯᑯᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑯᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᓐᓂᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑉ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᑉ 

ᒥᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒧᖓ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

(ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 3.4−ᒥ ᐊᑕᓂ.) 

3.4 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑉ ᒥᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᖅᓯᕝᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

(a)  ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖃᑕᕆᐊᓕᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ, ᐸᐃᐹᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᖓᒍ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑐᖃᕋᖓᑦ.   

(b) ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑕᕆᐊᓕᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ 

ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᐅᑎᖅᓯᒪᓕᑐᐊᕈᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᓄᑦ.   

(c) ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ5 ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᑎᑕᖓᓄᑦ/ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᐃᔨᖓᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕕᖓᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕆᕗᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: 

(i) ᐊᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖕᒋᕐᕋᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᑉ ᐅᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᐅᑉ 

(ii) ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

(ii) ᓇᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖅ: ᐊᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓂᓐᓂᖓᑕ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᑦ 

(iv) ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᖓ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᑉ: ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅᒥᒃ, ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᒍ) 

(v) ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖅ, ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ (ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᑦᓯᐊᕐᓗᒍ) 

(vi) ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖅ ᒪᕋᓚᓕᒃ, ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᕋᓚᖃᓐᖏᑐᖅ, 

ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᖅ ᓱᓕ, ᒪᕋᓚᖅ, ᐊᓯᖓ.   

(vii) ᑎᒥᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

(ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ) 

 
5 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᓱᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᑎᕋᓚᓂ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ, ᖃᓗᓇᑎᑐᑦ, ᐅᐃᕕᖅᑎᑐᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᑕᑕᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᑯᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᕿᕕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓱᑦ Google Play Store−ᒥᒃ Apple iOS 

Play store-ᒥᓗᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᖓᓗᓐᓂᑦ siku.org. ᓯᑯ ᐃᓚᒃᓴᖅ ᓇᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᒥᑎᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  



(vii) ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕈᓐᓇᐅᑕᐅᑉ ᑯᑕᖓᑕ ᓇᓴᐅᑎᖓ (ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕈᓂ) 

 

4. ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᑐᖁᓂᖓ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ 

4.1 ᕿᒪᒃᑕᐅᓂᑯ ᒪᕋᓚᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑐᖃᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᖅ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᕿᒪᒐᐅᓂᑯ ᒪᕋᓚᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ 

ᑐᖁᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᓯᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ ᑯᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

4.2 ᓯᑯᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᓗᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂᒃ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᖁᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᔭᖁᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒐᓗᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᓗᓂᑦ, ᓇᒃᑎᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᕐᓄᑦ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗᓂᑦ 

ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒡᓕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᐊᖁᖏᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᒃ ᑐᖁᓂᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᑉ 

ᐊᔪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᓗᓂ ᓇᒡᓕᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᓐᓂᐊᖁᔨᖏᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑦᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᕕᐅᓇᔭᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ 

ᑯᑕᑕᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᔭᖏᒪᑦ ᕿᓇᓗᒐᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
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1. The core argument — last four seasons under consistent 
management, effort and market conditions with varying 
outcomes due to weather patterns: 
The last four consecutive fishing seasons (2023–2026) have had consistent management, 
effort, fleet, and operational approach during the January–April fishing window. This four-year 
period removes confounding variables that affect longer-term comparisons (changes in 
management, effort, market conditions, or regulatory framework) and isolates the environmental 
signal and variable ice conditions as the most likely factor resulting in significantly variable 
outcomes from the fishery. 

Fishing 
Year 

(Jan–Apr) 

Winter ENSO 
Conditions 

Catch (t) % of 
TAC 

Outcome 

2023 2022–23 Weak La Niña 550.17 110% Full Jan–Apr season; exceeded 
TAC via carryover 

2024 2023–24 Strong El Niño 290.00 58% Stopped by ice — short 
season 

2025 2024–25 Cool-neutral 
(post-El Niño) 

219.00 44% Stopped by ice — short 
season 

2026 2025–26 Weak La Niña 574.50 115% Full Jan–Apr season; record 
catch 

 
Four-year average: 408.4 t / 81.7% of TAC 

Key observations 
• Effort, fleet, and management held constant across all four years. 
• Catches ranged from 219 t to 574.5 t — a swing of 355 tonnes (64%). 
• Both strong years occurred under La Niña / cool conditions with reliable ice across the 

full Jan–Apr window. 
• Both weak years occurred during or immediately after the Strong 2023–24 El Niño, when 

ice conditions prevented a full operating season — both early-season ice formation in 



November–December and late-season ice deterioration in March–April affect the 
harvest. 

• The variation is attributable to ice formation, not to capacity, market, or operational 
factors. 

2. The mechanism — why El Niño disrupts Cumberland 
Sound ice 
In the eastern Canadian Arctic, El Niño and La Niña pull the winter weather system in opposite 
directions with very different consequences for sea ice. During El Niño, the Pacific jet stream 
strengthens and reorganizes, routing more low-pressure storms up the US. East Coast and into 
Atlantic Canada, Davis Strait, and Baffin Island, while warm, moist air is pushed further north 
than usual. For Cumberland Sound this means a delayed and disrupted freeze-up in November 
and December, more frequent winter storms, and — most importantly — heavier early-season 
snowfall on top of thin new ice. Because snow is roughly seven times more thermally insulating 
than sea ice, a thick early snowpack effectively stops the ice from thickening, leaving fishers 
without a safe, stable platform for the January–April turbot season. The same pattern also 
shortens the season at the other end: warm air intrusions and earlier spring melt under El 
Niño conditions can cause unsafe ice to develop weeks earlier in March and April than in normal 
years, cutting the operating window from both sides. During La Niña, the opposite occurs: the 
storm track shifts south and weakens, the warm tongue along the Labrador coast and Davis 
Strait fails to set up, and cold Arctic air settles more reliably over Baffin Island. Ice forms earlier 
in the autumn, thickens steadily through December and January, and persists safely through 
March and April — producing the full four-month operating window the fishery depends on. 
In short: El Niño brings warm air, storms, and insulating snow that prevent the ice from 
thickening and accelerate spring breakup; La Niña brings clear, cold, stable conditions 
that let the ice grow into a working platform and hold it through April. 
The senior meteorologist with the Canadian Ice Service has confirmed this pattern publicly for 
our exact geography, noting that under strong El Niño conditions the warm setup along the 
Labrador coast and Davis Strait fails to develop normally, disrupting expected ice patterns off 
Baffin Island. 

3. Forecast for the 2026–27 winter — a strong El Niño is now 
likely 
Multiple international climate authorities, as of April–May 2026, are aligned on a strong El Niño 
developing through summer–fall 2026 and intensifying into the 2026–27 winter: 

• NOAA Climate Prediction Center (April 9, 2026 update): ENSO Alert System status is 
“Final La Niña Advisory / El Niño Watch.” ENSO-neutral conditions are favoured through 
April–June 2026 (80% chance), but in May–July 2026 El Niño is likely to emerge (61% 
chance) and persist through at least the end of 2026. 

• NOAA / OpenSnow analysis: Latest forecast indicates an 80% chance of El Niño 
conditions developing this summer, with high confidence in the transition, “eventually 
strengthening into a ‘strong’ El Niño phase” — defined as Niño 3.4 sea-surface 
temperature anomalies of +1.5°C or greater. 



• NOAA strength probability (April 2026): Approximately 50% chance the developing El 
Niño reaches “strong” intensity (≥ +1.5°C), and a 25% chance it reaches “very strong” / 
“Super El Niño” intensity (≥ +2.0°C) — the highest such probability in years. 

• World Meteorological Organization (May 2026): Climate models are now strongly 
aligned, with high confidence in El Niño onset and further intensification. WMO’s Chief of 
Climate Prediction stated: “Models indicate that this may be a strong event.” 

• ECMWF (Europe), BOM (Australia), and NOAA CFSv2 forecast plumes all agree on 
a strong event for 2026–27, with successive monthly forecasts showing increasing 
intensity — the current 2026 trajectory is outpacing the development curves of the 
1997–98 and 2015–16 Super El Niño events at the same point in the calendar. 

 
Operational implication for Cumberland Sound: Following the timing pattern observed in 
2009→2010, 2015→2016, and 2023→2024, an El Niño developing in summer–fall 2026 and 
peaking in winter 2026–27 would disrupt ice formation in November–January 2026–27 and 
impair the January–April 2027 fishing season at both ends — through delayed freeze-up and 
heavy early snow loading on the front end, and through accelerated spring breakup on the back 
end. Based on the three precedents in the dataset, a moderate-or-stronger El Niño produces an 
average catch of 229.9 t (46% of TAC) — roughly half of normal harvest. If the 2026–27 event 
reaches the “strong” or “super” intensity that current forecasts suggest, the impact could be at 
least as severe as 2024. 
This is not a prediction that the 2027 ice fishery will fail. It is a documented, multi-source 
forecast that the risk of failure is substantially elevated, and the request for a 10t open-water 
pilot quota is calibrated to that risk. 

4. Local ice-thickness verification — SmartICE 
The SmartICE program has been actively monitoring ice and snow thickness in Cumberland 
Sound from Pangnirtung since early 2020, with named local Community Operators (Patrick 
Kilabuk and Mosesie Akulujuk) deploying SmartBUOY thermistor sensors and SmartQAMUTIK 
trail-towed sensors. The system measures both snow depth and ice thickness simultaneously 
along community travel routes, with data published weekly via SIKU.org. Five winters of 
Cumberland Sound–specific data are available, including the Strong El Niño winter of 2023–24 
and the cool-neutral winter of 2025–26. 
If the NWMB would like to review it, the SmartICE record for Cumberland Sound trails, by week, 
for winters 2020–2026, could be requested from: 

• Tyler Spurrell, Technical Operations Manager — tspurrell@smartice.org 
This data — Inuit-operated, locally measured, season-by-season — would most likely directly 
demonstrate the snow-on-ice mechanism described in Section 2 using community-based 
monitoring rather than outside science.  

5. The full 18-year fishing and catch record (for reference and 
supporting context) 
The eighteen-year average (2009–2026, 2022 included as 0t — COVID closure) catch is 
325.2t/ year or 65.0% of TAC. 



This conservative long-term average (with 2022 included as zero rather than excluded) avoids 
any appearance of cherry-picking and supports the claim that the fishery routinely operates well 
below TAC due to environmental constraints as illustrate by the table below which shows the 
fishery performs poorly in neutral or moderate/stronger El Nino years. 
Catch by ENSO phase (18-year record): 

ENSO Phase Years Avg Catch (t) % of TAC 

Moderate-or-stronger El Niño 3 229.9 46.0% 

Neutral 3 301.7 60.3% 

La Niña (any strength) 9 341.0 68.2% 

Weak El Niño 3 396.8 79.4% 
 
The Moderate+ El Niño group (2010, 2016, 2024) is the clear outlier — a 154-tonne / 22-
percentage-point gap below La Niña years. 

6. The request 
The Pangnirtung HTO is requesting a 10-tonne open-water turbot quota for Cumberland 
Sound, to be fished in fall 2026 as a pilot season ahead of the forecast 2026–27 El Niño winter. 

Key features of the request 
• 10t represents 2% of the 500t TAC — a small fraction of total stock allocation. 
• 10t is well within historical precedent — open-water catches of 32.55t (2010), 27.70t 

(2009), and 19.45t (2021) have all been recorded in past years. 
• The request is for pilot-scale operational readiness — testing gear, methods, and 

bycatch profile before the community needs to rely on open-water fishing as a backup. 
See Section 7 for detail. 

• The 2025 fishery left 281 tonnes of TAC uncaught due to ice limitations — this fish 
remains in the water, and a 10t open-water harvest is a small fraction of what the ice 
fishery couldn’t reach in 2025. 

7. Why fall 2026 specifically — the 10t is a pilot, not an 
emergency response. 
The 10-tonne open-water quota is requested for fall 2026 as a controlled pilot season, not 
as an emergency response to a winter that has already failed. This timing is deliberate and 
important. 
Open-water turbot fishing from small boats in Cumberland Sound has not been operationally 
tested at scale by the current fleet and management. Several practical questions need to be 
answered before the community has to rely on this method as a backup: 

• Greenland shark bycatch risk. Greenland sharks are present in Cumberland Sound 
and are a known bycatch concern in open-water turbot longlining elsewhere in the 
eastern Arctic. The fall 2026 pilot would let the HTO quantify the actual bycatch rate 



under local conditions, develop mitigation practices, and determine whether the fishery 
requires gear modifications, time-of-day restrictions, or specific area avoidance — before 
committing to it as a primary harvest method in a bad ice year. 

• Operational readiness. Gear configuration, set times, depths, soak durations, weather 
windows, and small-boat logistics in Cumberland Sound’s specific conditions all need to 
be worked out through real fishing, not theory. 

• Catch-per-unit-effort baseline. Establishing a baseline for what a small boat can 
realistically harvest in a day, a week, and a season provides the data the HTO need to 
size any future open-water quota appropriately including the purchase of vessels and 
gear. 
 

The strategic logic: if NOAA’s forecast of a strong-to-very-strong El Niño in winter 2026–27 
plays out as expected, the January–April 2027 ice fishery will likely be impaired, as it was in 
2010, 2016, and 2024. If the community waits until that point to start figuring out how to 
fish open water, an entire year of the remaining harvest is lost — first to the ice failure 
itself, and then to the learning curve of trying open-water fishing under pressure with no prior 
experience and no bycatch data. The lost catch is when significant amounts of quota are left in 
the water is a large economic loss to the community through lost revenue to fish harvesters and 
plant workers but also to the fish plant operations that has to manage shipping costs on a 
smaller output as a direct example. By piloting in fall 2026 under no pressure, the community 
arrives at the 2027 ice season with a tested method, known bycatch profile, and an operational 
fleet ready to deploy if needed if the winter ice fishery is limited in success. 

8. Caveats to be aware of: 
• ENSO is a Pacific-equatorial signal; the link to Cumberland Sound ice is teleconnected 

(via jet-stream and Arctic Oscillation effects), not direct. The foregoing assessment 
shows and data supports a clear correlation observed in the local catch record, but not 
causation. 

• The strongest statistical signal is at the threshold — Moderate-or-stronger El Niño 
events. Weak El Niño years do not show the same impact in the catch record. The 
trends may not illustrate the same indication across all ENSO states. 

• Three Moderate+ El Niño data points (2010, 2016, 2024) is a clear pattern but not a 
large sample. The pattern is a risk indication if 2027 is a moderate+ El Niño  year but not 
a deterministic prediction. 

 

Sources 
• Cumberland Sound Turbot Management Area annual catch data (HTA records, 2009–

2026). 
• NOAA Climate Prediction Center, Oceanic Niño Index (ONI v5), DJF values, via Golden 

Gate Weather Services. 
• NOAA CPC ENSO Diagnostic Discussion, April 9, 2026 (next update May 14, 2026). 
• World Meteorological Organization, El Niño / La Niña Update, May 2026. 



• Canadian Ice Service public commentary (April 2026). 
• SmartICE Monitoring & Information Inc., smartice.org. 
• Peer-reviewed literature on snow thermal conductivity and sea-ice growth (MOSAiC 

expedition findings; Sturm and Massom, 2017). 



Fishing Year 
(Jan–Apr) Winter Total Catch (t) TAC (t) % of TAC DJF ONI ENSO State

2009 2008–09 183.95 500 36.8% -0.85 Weak La Niña
2010 2009–10 65.43 500 13.1% +1.50 Moderate El Niño
2011 2010–11 53.96 500 10.8% -1.31 Strong La Niña
2012 2011–12 287.00 500 57.4% -0.72 Moderate La Niña
2013 2012–13 315.66 500 63.1% -0.29 Neutral
2014 2013–14 370.55 500 74.1% -0.28 Neutral
2015 2014–15 295.03 500 59.0% +0.69 Weak El Niño
2016 2015–16 334.26 500 66.9% +2.63 Very Strong El Niño
2017 2016–17 459.02 500 91.8% -0.19 Weak La Niña
2018 2017–18 503.73 500 100.7% -0.77 Weak La Niña
2019 2018–19 390.60 500 78.1% +0.89 Weak El Niño
2020 2019–20 504.63 500 100.9% +0.64 Weak El Niño
2021 2020–21 456.25 500 91.3% -0.91 Moderate La Niña

2022 2021–22 0.00 500 0.0% -0.82 Moderate La Niña (closed 
— COVID-19¹)

2023 2022–23 550.17 500 110.0% -0.54 Weak La Niña
2024 2023–24 290.00 500 58.0% +1.92 Strong El Niño
2025 2024–25 219.00 500 43.8% -0.45 Neutral (cool)
2026 2025–26 574.50 500 114.9% -0.55 Weak La Niña / cool²

Cumberland Sound Turbot Management Area — Annual Catch & ENSO Record
TAC: 500 t/year • 15% (75 t) carryover permitted from prior-year unused quota • Fishing season: January–April

Summary Statistics (2022 included as 0 — COVID closure¹)
18-yr Avg Annual Catch (t) 325.2
Avg TAC Utilization 65.0%



ENSO Phase Years Count Avg 
Catch (t)

Avg % of 
TAC

Moderate-or-
stronger El 
Niño

2010, 2016, 
2024 3

Weak El Niño 2015, 2019, 
2020 3

Neutral 2013, 2014, 
2025 3

La Niña (any 
strength)

2009, 2011, 
2012, 2017, 
2018, 2021, 
2022, 2023, 
2026

9

Maximum Annual Catch (t) — record 574.50
Minimum Annual Catch (t) 0.00
Years Reaching ≥90% of TAC 6
Years Below 50% of TAC 5

Average Catch by ENSO Phase (2022 included as 0)

271.5 54.3%

396.8 79.4%

301.7 60.3%

341.0 68.2%

¹ The Cumberland Sound turbot fishery did not operate in 2022 due to a COVID-19-related closure. The catch is recorded 
as 0 t and included in averages — this conservative treatment lowers the long-term average and avoids overstating the 
fishery's typical performance.

² 2025–26 winter ONI: NOAA reports SON +0.5°C, OND −0.55°C, indicating an ENSO-neutral / cool-neutral state 
transitioning toward weak La Niña conditions during the freeze-up and fishing window. Confirmed weak La Niña / cool-
neutral.



Color key: Strong/Very Strong El Niño = dark orange • Weak/Mod El Niño = peach • Neutral = grey • Weak/Mod La Niña = 
light blue • Strong La Niña = darker blue • Closed year = yellow • New record = green.

Carryover note: Catches exceeding 500 t (2018, 2020, 2023, 2026) reflect the 15% (75 t) carryover provision: when prior-
year catch falls short of TAC, up to 75 t of unused quota carries forward. Each over-100% year follows a year that left 
substantial quota uncaught — and 2026 follows 2025's 219 t catch (281 t left uncaught), authorizing the maximum 75 t 

ENSO data source: NOAA Climate Prediction Center, Oceanic Niño Index (ONI v5), DJF (Dec–Jan–Feb) values, via 
Golden Gate Weather Services compilation.
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ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ  

ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ  

ᐆᒧᖓ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ:                      ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐆᕈᑎᒧᑦ: X

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᖅ: ᕿᓂᖅᖢᑕ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ (NWMB) ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕆᔭᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᐸᕐᓈᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᑕᐅᖐᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA. 

ᓇᑭᙶᓐᓂᖓ: 

(ᐃ) ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ: 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔪᑦ-ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕆᔭᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ (NMCA), ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐊᓂᒃ (IMP) ᐊᒃᑐᐋᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᓐ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐊᑕ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ (5.2.34 (ᐊ)) ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑰᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ (5.6.48) (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐅᐃᒍᖓ I). ᐅᓇ IMP, 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᑐᐊᕈᓂ, ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐋᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ, ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᑭᖑᕝᕕᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐆᑎᓕᐋᖑᔪᒧᑦ. 

(ᐅ) ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐋᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᐸ: 

ᐅᓇ IMP ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ NWMB ᐊᖏᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᔪᑦ: 
 

• ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐊ, ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓛᖅ 5.2.34 (ᐊ):“ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓪᓗᐊᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖅ 5.2.33, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ NWMB ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᓐᓇᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᓐ: (ᐊ) ᐊᖏᖅᓯᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᓐ ᓇᔪᕝᕕᒋᓲᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓃᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕝᕕᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓂ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᕋᓛᖏᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᖏᒍᑦ”; 

• ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐊ, ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓛᖅ 5.6.48: “ᑐᙵᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓛᑉ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
NWMB ᐃᓄᑑᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᖃᑯᑎᒃᑰᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓪᓗ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐋᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᒃ, ᑰᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᖓᑕ”; 
ᐊᒻᒪ;  

• ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ IIBA, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖅ 7.3.8: “ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐋᒥᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖅ 5.8 ᑖᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐋᒥᒃ, ᐅᒃᑑᑎᖓ [ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ] ᐊᐅᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑖ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᒃᑑᑕᐅᔫᑉ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑖᑕ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᓗᓂ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᓛᖅ 5 ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐊᑕ.” 

 
ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᓐ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪ8ᓴᐅᑖᓄᑦ-ᑐᙵᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐊᓂ ᐅᒃᑑᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ IMP. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᒐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑉ 
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ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ) 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᓐ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᕝᕕᖏᓂᓪᓗ. 
 

(ᐊ) ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐋᕆᔭᒃᓴᒧᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᒐᖅ ᐃᓂᖓ ᐃᓂᓪᓚᖓᔪᖅ ᐅᐊᖕᓈᒍᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐅᒐᓪᓗ ᑐᖔᓃᑦᑐᑦ 400 ha). ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕝᕕᖅᑕᕝᕕᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᕝᕕᒃᓴᖏᓂᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᐸᓗᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐳᐄᔨᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᑲᓴᒃᖢᑎᒃ.  

ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᓄᑦ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᑦ, 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ). ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᐅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 2019, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᕆᔮ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕆᔭᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᑕ ᓱᓕ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓇᓂ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᔪᖅ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᓴᓇᔭᕆᐋᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ IMP. 

ᑖᓐᓇ IMP ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔫᑉ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑖ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ NMCA. ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓ 
ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᑦᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ IMP ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐆᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᓪᓗ, 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 2018 – 2025. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ (Grise 
Fiord), ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ (Resolute), ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ (Arctic Bay), ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ (Pond Inlet), ᐊᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ (Clyde River). 

ᑖᓐᓇ IMP ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᙳᐊᕆᔭᒥᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᕌᒐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑉ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᖃᓐᓂᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᓖᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᕕᓂᖏᑕ 
ᕿᒻᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖃᕋᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ. ᑕᐅᑐᖑᐊᒐᖓ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 15-20 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕ ᐊᖏᔫᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓇᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ IMP, ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑎᒃᑯᐋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᒃᓴᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᓯᕗᒧᓕᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᖏᓄᑦ. ᓵᙵᔭᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔭᐅᓲᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔭᖃᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ; 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔫᒥᓴᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᓄᐄᙱᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖃᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᓪᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᔾᔭᐃᑯᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐋᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓈᖓ ᓴᖅᑮᔪᖅ ᑐᕌᒐᖓᑕ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᒋᔭᖓᑕ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA. ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑕᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᕆᔭᑦ 
ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔫᑉ, ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏ, ᐊᑖᒍᓪᓗ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᒐᐃᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ, ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔭᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑖ ᓴᖅᑮᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒋᔭᖏᒍᓪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐋᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᖓᓂᒃ, ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑐᒑᓖᑦ, ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᓐ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ. 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ-ᑐᙵᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᕐᕌᑎᑕᐅᓇᑎᒃ IMP ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓄᑦ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᑦ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐋᖃᓐᓃᓪᓗ ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ 
ᑕᖅᑭᖏᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ. ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᖓ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᒋᓪᓗᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑖᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐄᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᖅᑮᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ. 

(ᐱ) ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐋᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᒃᓴᖅ (ᐃᓚᐅᓇᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᓐ/ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ).  

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᖏᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᖅᑐᓐ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 45 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 60 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᙵᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ (ᐅᐃᒍᓯᒪᔪᖅ) ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᑯᓘᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ 
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ᐸᕐᓈᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᐅᑐᙳᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒥᐅᑉ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᒥᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑕᐅᑦᑐᒐᕗᑦ, 
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᕗᑦ, ᓄᓇᖓᑕᓗ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ), ᑭᓱᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᒃᑕᑦᑎᒍᑦ. 

ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ: 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᕕᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᑕ 2018 ᑎᑭᖢᒍ 2025 ᓴᖅᑮᔾᔪᑎᕗᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᑉ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA. ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕗᑦ (ᐅᐃᒍᔭᖅ) 
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᑕ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ, 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓕᓴᐅᑎᓐ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᖃᓐᓂᑰᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᖕᓂᖃᖅᖢᑕ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᓱᓕᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

• 2018 - 2019 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ: ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᕝᕗᖅᖢᑕ ᑭᓱᒥᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓ IMP. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᕼᐋᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᓐ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 158 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕋᓲᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ. ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂᔾᔪᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ IMP ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑕ.  

• 2018 - 2019 ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ: ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᒍᑦ, ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑏᓐ, ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᓪᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓪᓗ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕝᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓕᓴᐅᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ. 68 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ 16-ᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ. ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᓐ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ IMP. 

• ᒫᔾᔨ 2024 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ: ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᓄᑦ IMP ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐋᖏᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕼᐋᒻᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒡᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓂᒃ, 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓂᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᓐ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔨᖏᑦ) ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐅᓐᓄᖓᒍᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᖃᖅᖢᑕ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓅᖓᔪᑦ. ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ 103 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ. ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖄᒃᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᖁᔭᐅᒻᒥᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓐ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑦ, ᓂᕐᔪᑏᓐ) ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᐅᑎᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑐᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐄᓕᐅᕐᓂᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔭᖏᓄᓪᓗ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᒋᐊᒃᓴᖅ 
ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᐅᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᑎᒧᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᕈᐃᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᓂᒃ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑦ IMP. 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᙳᐊᒐᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

 
• ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2024 - ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2025 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ: ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᓱᓕᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᑖᕈᖅᑕᕕᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᑕ 
ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑎᐅᑉ IMP ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᑕ ᒫᔾᔨ 2024 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᓐᓂᕕᓂᖏᓄᑦ, 
ᑲᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᕼᐋᒻᒪᓚᖏᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑎᖏᑦ. 51 ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᓪᓗ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᑯᔭᐃᓐᓇᕆᓪᓗᒍ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑦ IMP ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᐱᕕᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᓅᒋᐊᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕋᓲᑎᓄᑦ.  

 
• 2025 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ: ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᔫᓂ 23-ᒥ ᔪᓚᐃ 21-ᒧᑦ. ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑦ 

IMP ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ, ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐄᕕᑎᑦ ᐅᕘᓇ parks.canada.ca. ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᒋᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 
ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᕙᐃᔅᐳᒃᑎᒍᑦ (@ParksCanadaNunavut, @ParksCanada, @QikiqtaniInuit @GovofNunavut), X-ᑯᑦ 
(@ParksCanNunavut), ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐋᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ. ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑦ IMP ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᖓ 
ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 258-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 25-ᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ. ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖑᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᐅᑉ 
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ᑎᑎᕋᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᓂ. ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᑕ 
ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ.  

 
• 2025 ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ: ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐋᑕ ᒪᐃ 22 ᐋᒡᒐᓯ 1-ᒧᑦ, 86 ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᓖᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔨᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓕᖅᑲᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑦ IMP. ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑏᓐ, ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᓐ, ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᔩᓐ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑏᓐ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔨᔩᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᔾᔨᔨᒋᓲᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ. ᒐᕙᒪᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐋᖅᓯᒪᔾᔪᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᑐᙵᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ 125 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᒃ. 
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᒐᓛᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ IMP. 

 
• 2025 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ: ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ IMP, ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ 
NMCA-ᖓᓄᑦ. ᕼᐋᒻᒪᓚᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑮᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᒪᑐᐃᖅᓯᕕᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᒍᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑑᑉ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓄᑦ ᓵᖓᔭᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓂᑦ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒃᑑᑎᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐅᐃᒍᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 

 
ᑭᓇᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐱᑕ: 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ (ᐅᐃᒍᓯᒪᔪᖅ) ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕕᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᒃ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔨᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᕆᔭᓄᒃ 
ᖃᑎᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓕᓴᐅᑎᓐ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᒍᑦ, ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕝᕕᖏᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓂᖃᓐᓂᑰᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᖕᓂᖃᖅᖢᑕ, 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᓱᓕᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᐃᕆᓕ 24-ᒥ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᒻᒥ ᐊᓂᒍᐃᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᑉ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ IMP-ᒥᒃ. ᐃᓚᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔭᖓᑕ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ ᐃᒪᖅ, ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒋᔭᖏᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ TINMCA ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓂᑦ.  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᐅᑉ ᐸᕐᓈᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ NWMB.  

ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᖅ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA IMP ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
ᓗᐊᕋᓐᑦ ᔪᓇᐆᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᑦ) 867-222-1102 laurent.jonart@pc.gc.ca  
ᒥᓯᐅᓪ ᓕᑉᓛᓐᒃ-ᕼᐊᕙᐅᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓂᑦ 867-975-7700 mleblanc-havard1@gov.nu.ca  
ᔪᕙᓐ ᓯᒥᒃ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ jsimic@qia.ca  
ᔭᔅᑎᓐ ᐳᓪᓗ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ jfbuller@dryasconsulting.ca  
 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐊᐃᕆᓕ 28, 2026 
 
 
ᐃᓚᔭᒐᖅ 
ᐅᐃᒍᖓ I: ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓗᕈᑎᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᖓ 
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ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ: 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ 

 
ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2026 
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1.0 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᒪᐃ 2018 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2025 ᓴᕿᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ, ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᓴᕿᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑑᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᖃᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 

ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖓᒍᑦ, ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ (5) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ 9 (1).  

ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ). ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᐊᑯᓂ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ. ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓪᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔭᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ, 

ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗ, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ (ᑖᑯᒍᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1), ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓕᒫᑦ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  

2.0 ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᒋᓯᒪᔭᖓᑦ 

ᑕᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᑭᒡᓕᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖓ ᑕᑭᓂᓕᒫᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓃᓪᖢᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᕕᐊᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ. 

ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 108,000 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ2, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 2% ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓂᒃ. ᐅᓇ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂᓗ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦᑎᐊᐸᓗᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᐳᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕆᔭᖏᓪᓗ. ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ 

ᖃᓄᕆᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖅᐸᐅᕗᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ, 
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ᓇᑦᑎᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ, ᓱᖅᑲᓕᓅᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑯᖅᑕᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᑑᒑᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᑎᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᔾᔪᑎᑐᐊᖓᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᓐᓇᕐᕕᑐᐊᖓᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖁᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖅᐸᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᕕᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᑕᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᖃᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ.  

 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ, ᐅᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ) ᐊᑕᔪᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2019 ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᑲᑎᖐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ, 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ), ᐅᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ: ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ. 

 
ᐅᓇ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᓲᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ (5) ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 1: Mittimatalik (ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ), 

Ikpiarjuk (ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ), Kangiqtugaapik (ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ), Qausuittuq (ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

Aujuittuq (ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ) ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2018, 2019, 2024, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2025.  
 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 1:   ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
 
Qausuittuq  

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 

Aujuittuq  

ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 

Mittimatalik  

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 

Ikpiarjuk  

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 

Kangiqtugaapik 

 ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 

the place with no 
dawn 

the place that 
never thaws 

the place where 
the landing place 

is 

the pocket nice little inlet 

ᑕᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᖅ 

ᒪᕐᕈᓕᕿ. ᐃᓚᖓᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓐᓂᖅᐹᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒃ 

ᑕᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ, ᐅᓇ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒃ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓃᓐᓂᖅᐹᖅ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᑕᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ, ᓯᒡᔭᖏᓐᓂ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅ. 

ᑕᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ, ᓯᒡᔭᖏᓐᓂ 

Admiralty Inlet. 

ᑕᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᖅ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᖃᖃᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᓕᒫᖓᓂ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 
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ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ (2021 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ) 

183 144 1,555 994 1,181 

91.7% ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
67.7% ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓲᑦ 

93.1% ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
85.7% ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓲᑦ 

93.2% ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
92.9% ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓲᑦ 

96.5% ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
97.5% ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓲᑦ 

97.5% ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
97% ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓲᑦ 
ᖃᓂᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 

31.8 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᑦ 30.8 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᑦ 26.6 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᑦ 24.8 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᑦ 26.3 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᑦ 

 

3.0 ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. ᒪᑐᐃᖓᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᔮᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒡᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᑕ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓪᓗᑕ, ᐊᑐᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑕ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᕗᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓕᖃᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ. ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂ ᓴᕿᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 

ᓴᖕᖏᔫᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᑦᑎᐊᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐳᖅᑐᓕᕇᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ, 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ. ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ (2002). 

 

3.1 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ I: ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ (2018-ᒥᑦ 2019-ᒧᑦ) 

3.1.1 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ   
3.1.1.1 ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᒪᐃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓚᐃ 2018, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ  ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᕌᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᓴᕿᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. ᐅᐸᒃᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᒃ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᒃ, ᑭᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥᒃ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ. ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ.  ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᑐᓵᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ 181 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ.  
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ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐃᕆᓕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᐃ 2019, ᐱᖃᑖᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓪᓗᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒡᖢᑕ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᓯᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ, 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ 

ᑭᐅᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᕆᔭᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᑦ. ᑕᐃᒫᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᐊᓂᒃ 2018 ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖃᖅᖢᑕ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᐳᓛᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒧᑦ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒧᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᑦ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ. ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 158 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ. 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2018-ᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2019-ᒥ ᓇᓂᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A. 

3.1.1.2 ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒡᖢᑕ ᐱᕙᓕᓗᐊᓂᖓ l ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖕᖏᔪᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ. ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᑖᓂ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᖑᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ:  

3.1.1.2.1 ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ/ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅᖢᑕ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑕ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ, 

ᖁᖅᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᓇᓪᓗᐊᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑦᖑᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᖕᒪᑕ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒋᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒑᓕᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ; ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓚᓗᒃᑭᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑖᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓗᖅᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᓯᖑᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᖁᓕᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ.   

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑎᒃᓯᓯᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ/ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ; ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᑦ ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓱᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓯᕐᓂᒃ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᒻ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓅᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 
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ᐅᑏᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖑᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᑐᐊᕆᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᖕᒪᑕ. 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᐱᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᐃᖃᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᕐᓂᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᒪᕕᖕᓂ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ, ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓱᒃᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ. ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᐱᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ.  

ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᖃᖓᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓇᑎᒃ ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᓄᖅ 

ᐊᓯᖑᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ.    

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓚᐅᑲᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ / ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᕙᖕᒥᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᒃᑲᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᔭᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓂᕐᓕᖏᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

3.1.1.2.2 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ/ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᐸᒍᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᕐ, ᓯᑯᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ 

ᓯᑯᐃᔭᐃᓗᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 

ᓄᖃᖅᑎᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋ ᐱᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓯᖃᖅᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᖁᕕᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓴᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒃᑕᖁᑎ 

ᖁᕕᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᖅ ᑯᕕᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑦᖑᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᒡᕕᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐅᑕᕿᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓚᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑦᖑᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᓴᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ. 
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ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒡᔭᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 2-ᒥ ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᒥᑭᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᓄᑦ 

(ᑎᖏᕋᐅᑕᓕᑦ, ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓪᓚᓖᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔭᓐᓂᖓ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᓂᐱᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓪᓕᖑᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᕆᑑᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᑲᖏᖅᖢᕈᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᐊᓯᖑᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓐᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᒋᒐᔪᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒥᓲᓐᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᑦ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓱᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ. ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓᒍᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ. 

3.1.1.2.3 ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ/ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᒍᒃ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᑦ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖓ ᓯᑯ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᖁᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ, ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓲᑦ 

ᐊᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ/ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᔭᖓ 

ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ (ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᖑᓕᕐᒪᑦ ᓯᑯᐊ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕕᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓯᑯ. 

ᓇᓪᓗᐊᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᓂᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔭᐅᕗᖅ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕘᓇᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓇᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᓄᓇᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᑖᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᓈᖓ. 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᓈᖓ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᐊᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐅᕙᓃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓯᓈᖓᓂ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᖓᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᒦᓐᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᐃᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᒪᐃᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓂᒥ.  

3.1.1.2.4 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᑎᐊᒃ ᐳᓪᓚᓕᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓂᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑏᑦ 

ᒪᓕᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᓵᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒫᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᒡᕕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᒡᕕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  
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ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅ. 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᓕᒫᖅ ᑕᕿᖏᓐᓂ. ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᕙᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ, ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᒪᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᕙᔪᓄᑦ 

(ᐊᒃᐸᒃ). Cape Hay ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Croker Bay ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ. 

ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐊᖅᐸᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᖁᓵᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᒥᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᔾᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ. ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ. 

ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

3.1.1.2.5 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᓇᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᑯᕕᒃᐸᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᕐᖓᖅᑐᖃᖅᐸᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐳᑐᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐅᖅᓴᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᒃᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑭᐅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᖃᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᒻᒪᑕ. ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕙᒌᖅᓯᒪᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓗᓂ 

ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᐅᓯᓂᖅ. 

3.1.1.2.6 ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᑦ/ᑎᖏᕐᕋᐅᑕᓕᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᒌᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑎᑭᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᓯᓱᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕌᖓᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔭᕌᖓᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕌᖓᑕ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᑕ. ᐅᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖑᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑏᑦ 

ᐅᐸᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐅᐸᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ. 

ᐅᓇ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓇ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ. 

3.1.1.2.7 ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ/ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᔭᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐳᔪᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᖃᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑕᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᖏᑉᐸᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ). ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓇᓪᓗᐊᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ/ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓ. ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᓇᔪᒍᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖅ ᖃᓄᕆᑑᓂᖓ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ/ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ). 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕈᓐᓇᓲᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᕿᓂᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖅᓴᐃᔩᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᖂᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ) 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ. 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᖃᖅᐸᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐃᑦᑕᖁᑖ ᖁᕕᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᑎᒍᑦ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᓄᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓴᓂᖁᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ. ᐊᑭᐊᓂᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖏᕋᐅᑎᓕᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ 

(ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ) ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᖓ ᓴᕿᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 

ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖅᑕᖃᕋᓂ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᕕᖃᕋᑎᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕋᑎᒃ. ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᑭᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᐃᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᖁᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐸᓴᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕋᔭᖕᒪᖔᑕ. ᓴᖕᖏᔫᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐸᕿᔨᐅᓂᖅ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖕᖏᓂᖅᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

3.1.2 ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᑯᓃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 2018 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ l, ᓴᕿᑎᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. 

3.1.2.1 ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ 2018 ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒍ 2020, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ, ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ. ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓖᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. 

19 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ l ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ 81 ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ. 14 ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ 64 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᕐᓂᖕᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᐃᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
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ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 443+ 

ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ I ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒍᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᒌᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ l ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ B. 

3.1.2.2 ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ 
ᑲᒻᐸᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ: 

• ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᕋᓱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ ᖄᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ, 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᓗᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ, ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᔭᕐᓂᓐᖏᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
• ᐱᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᓴᕐᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᖏᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 
• ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ 
• ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖑᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᐊ, 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ. 
• ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᓇᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
• ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᓲᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 
• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓂ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ. 

 
ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑐᑭᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ: 

• ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
• ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑕᕿᕕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓄᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, 

ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. 
• ᐃᒃᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᓂ, 

ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 
• ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
• ᐃᖃᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ 

3.1.3 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 
ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ I ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ 19 

ᐊᐃᑦᑐᕐᓗᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕈᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎ 2023 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᓱᓕ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ. 
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ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ I 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒡᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑉ ᓴᓇᔭᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓇ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ. ᐅᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ. 

3.2 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II: ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

(2024-ᒥᑦ 2025-ᒧᑦ) 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ. ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ. 

3.2.1 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ 
3.2.1.1 ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 2024, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ: Mittimatalik (ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ), Ikpiarjuk (ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ), Kangiqtugaapik (ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ), 

Qausuittuq (ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Aujuittuq (ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ).  

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ. ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 2-ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᐸᓗ ᓂᓪᓕᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓱᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔭᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓲᕙᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᓲᓂ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 103 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂ. ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓯᔪᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖑᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ. 

ᐅᓇ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ 

ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2024/ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2025. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 2024 ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᒃ,ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ, ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ 51 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑏᑦ 
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ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ. ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II 

ᓇᓂᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ C. 

3.2.1.2 ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ 
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 2024 ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ: 

3.2.1.2.1 ᐊᓯᖑᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ 15-20 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖓᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐅᓇ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑑᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐳᓛᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒧᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑑᖕᒪᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᒃᑕᐅᖅ. 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᓯᖑᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔭᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐳᓛᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂ-ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦ, ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖓᑦ 

ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᖁᔭᖏᑦ. ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᒐᒥᒃ 

ᑭᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ, ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᑉᐸᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᓐᖒᒪᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᓛᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᒡᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᓂᕿᓕᕆᕕᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ d ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓯᒪᕙᒌᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓴᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᑯᐊ  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᐃᓚᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑎᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᑎᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᓂᓪᓕᐅᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᓂᒃᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐳᓛᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ. ᑕᐃᒫᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᑯᐊ  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᐃᓚᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ.  
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3.2.1.2.2 ᓯᑯᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᖃᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃᓴᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᓂᖓ ᐊᕙᑎ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓄᓇᖓ ᓯᑯᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦᑎᐊᐸᓘᕗᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᒃ - ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 2024-ᒥ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕐᓂᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᓇᓱᒋᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᓛᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᐃᓛᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᐸᓗᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᓵᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 16 - ᔪᓚᐃ 20 ᓯᑯ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓚᐃ 21 - ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 15 ᓯᑯᖃᓐᖏᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᓄᓇᒥ 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᖑᐃᓪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓐᖏᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ. 

3.2.1.2.3 ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓄᑦ 

ᓯᑯᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥ ᓱᓕ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓂ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᖕᒪᑦ ᓯᑯᐊ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ ᒪᑦᓯ 

2024-ᒥ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓯᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓯᓈᖓᓂᒃ. 

ᐅᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑯᑐᖃᖃᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᔪᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓗᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᔪᖏᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᖅ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᓂᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ.  

3.2.1.2.4 ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕝᕕᖓᑦ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕿᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ. ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᑭᓗᒍ ᓯᒡᔭᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ Buchan Gulf ᑕᐃᑲᓂᓗ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ. ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ Buchan Gulf ᓯᓂᓕᒫᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᓕᒫᖓ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᕿᖁᐊᖏᓪᓗ ᓯᕕᖓᔪᓂ ᖃᖃᓂ, ᒪᓕᒃᑐᖅ ᐅᓇ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᑐᓴᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒃᑕᖁᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 

ᓂᕿᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᒃᑕᖁᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂ 

ᐃᓯᓚᐅᓂᓐᖏᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ. ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖓᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 100 ᒦᑕ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ Cape 

Liddon. 

3.2.1.2.5 ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓇᔪᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ 
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ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᑦ. ᑭᐅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓗᐊᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ‘ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ’ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

‘ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ’ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓂᕆᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃᑕᐅᖅ 

ᐊᔾᔨᐊᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᐃᕖᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖕᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ 13 ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂ. 

3.2.1.2.6 ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᖃᑯᖅᑕᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᖃᑯᖅᑕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕋᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐃᓕᐅᖃᐃᕕᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓇᑉᐸᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ, 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᖏᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᒎᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᑯᖅᑕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕕᒋᓲᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ. ᓱᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐸᒡᕕᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ 

ᖃᖁᖅᑕᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᒃᑲᑦᑐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ. ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᐅᓇ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᒥᒃ 1 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ ᓄᖃᖓᔪᓐᓇᕐᕕᒃ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ. ᖃᖓᑕᓲᓂᑦ ᒥᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ, 

ᓂᐱᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᒃ.  

3.2.1.2.7 ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᓂᓪᓕᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 2024 ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᑑᒑᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᑑᒑᓂᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᒐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ 

ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 9 ᓈᑦᔅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᑦ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑏᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑦᖑᐊᓄᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅ. ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᐃᓂᑖᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 

1 ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓂᐱᖃᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. 

3.2.1.2.8 ᐃᓚᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ I ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑕ, ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓲᖅ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐅᓇ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᓂ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᖁᑎᖏᑦ, 
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ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᖃᑎᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᕆᔭᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ‘ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ’. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓐᖑᐊᓂ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ. ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᓗᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᑦ, ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕕᑦ). ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ.  

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 2024, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  Croker Bay ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Dundas Harbour 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 1, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖓ ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᖁᓇᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒐᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓂᒃ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑖᓂᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦᑕ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ, 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᓖᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐅᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 

2024 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2025 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ, ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ Dundas Harbour ᓄᓇᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐳᓚᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᔪᑦ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖓᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᓗᒍ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ. 

3.2.2 ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ 
3.2.2.1 ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᐃ 22 ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒍ ᐋᒍᓯ 1, 

2025. ᐅᓇ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᓂᑦ, 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐳᓚᕋᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓲᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᖓ 1 ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ. ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑐᓐᓂᖁᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 78 

ᖃᓕᖓ 1 ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ. 
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ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖃᓕᖓ 1 ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᓕᒫᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ, ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᖢᓂ ᐅᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᐃᓗᓂᖏᑦ (ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ, ᑐᑭᑖᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ). 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐲᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ. ᐅᓇ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᑯᐊᓗ 38 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ. ᖃᓕᖓ 2 ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑦᑎᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ. 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ. 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓲᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ, ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓐᖏᑕᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. 

3.2.2.2 ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 15 ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ 8-ᓂᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐅᓇ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ, 125 ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ: 

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
• ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ TI, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓂ, ᕿᓂᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖅᓴᐃᔨᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
• ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ TI 
• ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
• ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᒻ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓂᐹᕿᔪᑦ 
• ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ  
• ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᖃᓅᑎᒋᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 
• ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  
• ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ (ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ, ᐃᒫᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᖅᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖁᑎᒥᖕᓄᑦ) 
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• ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ ll ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ B. 

 

3.2.3 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ 
3.2.3.1 ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 
ᐅᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᑭᐊᕿᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᔫᓐ 23 ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒍ ᔪᓚᐃ 21, 2025. 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕘᓇ parks.canada.ca ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, ᐅᐃᕖᖅᑎᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ. ᐅᓇ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᖃᕐᕕᖓ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 258-ᖏᖅᓱᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 173 

ᑕᑯᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ‘ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ’ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ 10 ᓴᑭᓐᔅ. ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 25-ᖏᖅᓱᖅᖢᓂ. 

ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑎᒃ/ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᑎᒃ. ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᖃᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓱ ᕕᔅᐳᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ‘X’ 

(ᑕᐃᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᕕᑐ) ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ 

@ParksCanadaNunavut ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓴᑭᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ @ParksCanada @QikiqtaniInuit @GovofNunavut 

ᑎᑭᐅᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᕝᕘᓇ @ParksCanadaNunavut 

ᕕᔅᐳᒃ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 13,589 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ, 31 ᐊᓯᒥᖕᓄᑦ 

ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 43 ᓇᕿᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᖃᕐᕕᒃ. 

3.2.3.2 ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᖑᕈᑎᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. 

 “ᐊᑏ ᓄᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᓇ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑑᓗᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ.” 

3.2.4 ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᖑᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 8 ᐊᓯᖑᕈᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ: 
• ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᖓ “ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ” ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ” ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᑦ 
• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐃᓂᖓᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ  
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• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎ ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑎᖓ #3 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ. 
• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦᐱᔭᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 2.1 
• ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒫᒃᑕᐅᖅ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ.  
• ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒍ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ Radstock Bay ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3 ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᑦ ᓇᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. 
• ᐊᓯᖑᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓈᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᓛᒍᑦ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓯᑯᖃᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 5,000 ᕕᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 2,000 ᕕᑦ ᖁᓚᐅᓐᓂᖓ 
• ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᒍ 9-ᓈᑦᔅ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕐᓂᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᑲᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕕᖏᓐᓂ 

3.2.5 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖄᖅᖢᑕ 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓂᓐᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖄᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐅᓇ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖅ 

2025 ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ.  

3.2.5.1 ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᑎᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ 

ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ, ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ 

ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 

ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖑᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐊᓯᖑᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ.  ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖑᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  
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4.0 ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ / ᐃᓱᐊ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ - ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓ, ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑕᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 3, 2025, 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖕᒥᓗᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ. ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

(ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ). 

ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᔫᓐ 24, 2026. ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ 

ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ. ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓕᕐᒥᓗᓂ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖓᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 10-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ. ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ 

ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐃᓂᖓ 1 ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ. 
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5.0 ᐅᐃᒍᐃᑦ 

ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A – ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ: ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ I ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ 
 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 1. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᐃᒥᑦ ᔪᓚᐃᒧᑦ 2018 

ᓇᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚ

ᐅᖅᐸᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2018-07-04 ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 4 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2018-07-04 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 13 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2018-07-05 ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᓴᓇᔨᖓᑦ  

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 7 (11-4 

ᑕᐃᑲᖔᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ

ᓂᑦ) 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2018-07-05 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 41 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2018-05-25 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᓴᓇᔨᖓᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᓯᕐᒥᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ/ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 9 (11-2 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ) 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2018-05-25 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 6 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2018-05-25 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 33 

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2018-06-05 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 7 (12-5 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ) 

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2018-06-05 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 8 
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ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2018-05-23 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ, 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᓇᔨᖓᑦ, ᓯᕐᒥᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ/ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 11 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2018-05-24 ᐊᓱᖓᓱᖓᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 12 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2018-05-24 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 13 

ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2018-06-06 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᖅᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 5 (10-5 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ) 

ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2018-06-06 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 12 

ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ 181 

*ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 2. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐃᕆᓕᒥᑦ ᒪᐃᒧᑦ 2019 

ᓇᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚ

ᐅᖅᐸᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2019-04-15 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 11 (13-2 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ) 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2019-04-16 ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᓇᔨᖓᑦ, 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 7 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2019-04 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2019-04-26 ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ, ᓯᕐᒥᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ/ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 19 (21-2 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᓄᑦ) 
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ᓴᓇᔨᖓᑦ, ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2019-04-25 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 15 (16-1 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯ

ᓄᑦ) 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2019-04-25 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 8 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2019-04-26 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 20 

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2019-05-02 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖓ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ/ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᓇᔨᖓᑦ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 11 (14-3 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ) 

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2019-05-02 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 17 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2019-04-24 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓯᕐᒥᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ/ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 8 (9-1 ᐃᓄᒃ 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᓄᑦ) 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2019-04-24 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 5 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2019-04-24 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 20-25 

ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2019-04-30 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᓇᔨᖓᑦ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 9 

ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2019-04 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 8 

ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ 158 

*ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ. 
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ᐅᐃᒍᖅ B – ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ: ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ I ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ 
 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 2. ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ 2018-

ᒥᑦ 2023-ᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ 

ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᑲᒻᐸᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ # ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ 

 
(#ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ/ 
ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-04-23 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦ

ᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ 

ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 1 
(3 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-05-28 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

(ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦ

ᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒥ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

2  
(5 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-07-13 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 1 
(2 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-08-30, 31 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᑖᓪᕼᐅᓯ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ, 

ᕼᐋᓕᕚᒃᔅ, ᓅᕙ 

ᓯᑯᓯᐊ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑦ ᑖᓪᕼᐆᓯ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖓᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ 

ENGO 

ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ 
 

(50+ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2019-09-04 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

1 

2018-09-04 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

(ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ) 
 ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᐊᑦᕕᓐᓱ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ (ᑎᓐᒫᒃ) 

ᐅᐊᓐ ᐆᑕᓐ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᓪᓕᓲᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓲᑦ 

ᑯᓕᔅᑐ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

(ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ) 

ᐋᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᕕᓐᓱᔅ 

5 
(9 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-09-05 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ 1 
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(ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ) (3 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-09-12 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ  
(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑦᑎᓄ, 

ᑯᐸᐃᒃ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᑦ 

ᐊᐳᐊᑕ (ᑖᓪᕼᐆᓯ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖓᓂ) 
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐳᑐᓈᕝ 

ᑎᑲᓂᐄ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᑦ ᕕᑐᕆᓴᓐ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ 

ᒍᑦᒍᐊᑦ 

ᒫᑎᒃ ᐸᓪᓗ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

 

9 
(12 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-09-17 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

(ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ 

ᐸᕙᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

4 
(9 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-10-17 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯ

ᒪᔪᑦ 
(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅᑐᑦ: 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

10 
(40+ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-10-17 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯ

ᒪᔪᑦ 
(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᑐᓛᕗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 

ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

10 
(25+ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2018-10-18 ᑎᑎᕋᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᓱᖓᓱᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

(ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ) 

1 

2018-10-18 ᑎᑎᕋᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ (ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᖓ/ᑯᖅᕕᒃ) 

1 

2018-10-30 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 
(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᒪᓐᑐᕆᐊ, ᑯᐸᐃᒃ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑲᓂᐄ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᑦ ᕕᑐᕆᓴᓐ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᐱᑐᓗ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

16 
(18 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 
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ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ 

ᐅᒥᐊᖅ  
ᕼᐅᑎᑯᓗᑎᓐ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ 

ᖁᓕᔅᑐ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᑕᒃᑎᑯ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

ᐋᑎᒃ ᑭᖕᑕᒻ 
ᐅᐊᓐ ᐅᓴᓐᔅ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓲᑦ 

ᐊᑦᕕᓐᓱ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᒍᑦᒍᐊᑦᔅ 

2019-02-15 ᑎᑎᕋᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓱᓗᒃᕙᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ 

(ᐊᒃᐸᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓ) 
 

1 

2019-03-07 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

1 
 

2019-04-14 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 
(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎ 

ᑯᐊᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓲᑦ 

ᐊᑦᕕᓐᓱ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᓯᐱᐅᓚᑦ ᐋᑎᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᓴᒥᑦ: 
ᐅᐊᓐ ᐅᓴᓐ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓲᑦ 

ᓯᐅᕗᓰ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᓰᐳᐊᓐ 
ᕼᐋᓚᓐᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲ 

ᐊᐳᑯᓚᒻᐱ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓐᑦ 

ᐃᔪᔅ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓲᑦ 

ᕼᐅᑎᑯᓗᑎᓐ 

ᓕᓐᐸᓚᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓲᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓛᕗ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ 

 

13 
(20 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2019-04-16 ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖃᑦ (ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ) 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ HTOs 

6 
(8 ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) 
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2019-05-15, 16 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯ

ᒪᔪᑦ 
(ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

ᒪᓐᑐᕆᐊ, ᑯᐸᐃᒃ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ: ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓯᔪᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᑕᓐ, 

ᐊᖁᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ 

(80+ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ)  

2019-05-17 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

(ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ) 
ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ 1 

(3 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2019-06-11 ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖃᑦ 
(ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ) 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓚᐃᕝ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ 

ᐸᕙᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐄᔫᔅ (ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᒻᐸᓂ) 
ᐋᑎᒃ ᒍᐊᑦᔅ 

ᐋᑎᒃ ᑭᖕᑕᒻ (ᐳᓚᖃᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑐᓚᕗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑦᔅ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᐅᑦᓯᖅᑐᖅᑏᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 

14 
 

2019-06-11 ᑎᑎᕋᖅ 

(ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ) 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 1 

2019-06-18 ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖃᑦ 
(ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ) 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 1 

2019-08-02 ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖃᑦ 

(ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ) 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓛᕗ ᑲᒻᐸᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

ᐋᑎᒃ ᑭᖕᑕᒻ 
ᐋᑎᒃ ᒍᐊᑦᔅ/ᒍᐃᐳ ᐋᑎᒃ 
ᐸᓚᒃ ᕕᑐ 

ᐳᓗ ᓰ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑯᐃᔅ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ 

ᑲᒻᐱᓕᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐄᔫᔅ –ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕ ᓄᐊᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

33 
(60+ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) 
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ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐅᐊᓐ ᐅᓴᓐ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑦᕕᓐᓱ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᐆᓴᓐᔅ ᓄᐊᑦ 
ᕼᐅᑎᑯᓗᑎᓐ 

ᑯᓕᔅᑐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᑯᐊᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑎᑯ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
ᐸᕕᓐᓛᓐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐸᕕᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᑐᓚᐃᓇᕝ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑎᑲᓂᐄ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᒍᑦᒍᐊᑦᔅ 
ᐳᑐᓗ ᓈᕝ ᑎᒥᖓ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ 

ᐅᒥᐊᖅ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᐋᑐᕚ 

ᖁᓪᓗᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 

2019-12-04 ᑎᑎᕋᖅ 

(ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ) 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᑦ 
1 

2020-03-11 ᑎᑎᕋᖅ 

(ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ) 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᑦ 
1 

2020-03-18 ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

(ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ 

ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ 

ᐊᖕᓂᒍ ᐃᒍ ᐅᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 

3 
(7 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2020-11-03 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯ

ᒪᔪᑦ  

(ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ)  

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ: ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓯᔪᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᑕᓐ, 

ᐊᖁᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ 

(80+ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2021-01-28 – 
2021-04-26 

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖃᑦ (ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ) 
ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦ

ᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ 

ᐆᓴᓐᔅ ᓄᐊᑦ 1 
(3 ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) 

2021-04-29 ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᒍᐃᐳ ᐋᑎᒃ 1 
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ᑎᑎᖃᑦ 
(ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ) 

2022-01-19 ᑎᑎᕋᖅ 
(ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ) 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓ 1 

2022-03-22 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯ

ᒪᔪᑦ  

(ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖅ: 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐆᓴᓐᔅ ᓄᐊᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ 

3 
(4 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 

2023-03-31 ᑎᑎᕋᖅ 
(ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ) 

ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦ

ᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ 

ᐆᓴᓐᔅ ᓄᐊᑦ  
(ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᓕᒃᑯᑦ) 

1 

 ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ  145  
(443+ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ) 
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ᐅᐃᒍᖅ C – ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ: ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ 
 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 1. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᒫᑦᓯ 2024 

ᓇᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚ

ᐅᖅᐸᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2024-03-18 

2024-03-19 

ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 10 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2024-03-18 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 12 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2024-03-27 

2024-03-28 

ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 12 (14-2 ᐃᓅᒃ 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒧᑦ) 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2024-03-27 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 20 

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2024-03-30 

2024-03-21 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ. ** 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 8 

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2024-03-20 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 7 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2024-03-26 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 5 (7-2 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒧᑦ) 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2024-03-26 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 10 

ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2024-03-22 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 9 (10-1 ᐃᓄᒃ 

ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒧᑦ) 

ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2024-03-22 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ* ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 10 
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ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ 103 

*ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ. 

**ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐃᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ. 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 2. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒡᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2014, ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2024, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2025 

ᓇᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓚ

ᐅᖅᐸᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᖃᑦᓯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 2024-11-26 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 10 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 2024-12-02 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ** 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 9 

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2024-12-04 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 8 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 2025-01-13 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 14 

ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 2025-01-16 ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 10 

ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ 51 

**ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐃᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐃᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ. 
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ᐅᐃᒍᖅ D – ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ: ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 1. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᑲᒻᐸᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓕᖓ 1 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ 3 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ 29 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 4* 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 19 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 13 

ᖃᓕᖓ 2 

ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ 9 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ/ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑦ 6 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 3 

ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ 86 

*ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᐃᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 2. ᐅᓄᕐᓕᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᖓ 1 ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᑲᒻᐸᓂ 

ᑭᓱᓕᕆᓂᖓ 

ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ 

2025-05-27 ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 

2 

2025-05-27 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᑲᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

3 
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2025-06-03 ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᕕᓐᓱ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᓗᕋ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐄᔫᔅ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
FK ᒍᐊᓚᓐ ᑎᒥᖓ.  
ᕼᐸᖅ-ᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᕼᐋᓚᓪᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲ 

ᕼᐅᑎᒍᑎᓐ 

ᕼᐅᑎᒍᑎᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᒥᔅᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 

ᐳᓇᓐᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 

ᑯᐊᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓗᔪ ᑯᓕᐱᐊᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ 

ᓰᐳᐊᓐ 
ᓯᑯᓚᑦ ᐊᑦᓚᔅ 

ᕙᐃᑭᖕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 
 

16 

2025-06-04 ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᒍᐃᐳ ᐋᑎᒃ 1 

2025-06-04 ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᕕᑦ ᓈᕝ 

ᐱᑐᓗ ᓇᐃᕝ - ᑎᑲᓂᐄ 

2 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 3. ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ II ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ, ᒪᐃ 22 ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒍ ᐋᒍᓯ 1, 2025. 

ᑲᒻᐸᓂ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᓂᖓ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓕᖓ 1 
ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ 31 

ᐅᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 7 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ 9 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ 1 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ 
11 
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ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐸᓚᒃ ᕕᑐ 1 

ᑐᓛᕗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 8 

ᒍᐃᐳ ᐋᑎᒃ 4 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕕᑦ ᓈᕝ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ 1 

ᖄᓕᖓ 2 
ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᒫᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
10 

ᐆᓴᓐᔅ ᓄᐊᑦ 20 

ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ 4 

ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ 14 

 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑦ 

ᐊᒧᑦᓯᓐ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ 1 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᑳᓪᑕᓐ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ 3 
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ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᒐᖅ ᐃᓂᖓ - ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᐊᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᕆᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᒪᐃ 2018 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2025 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐋᔭᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ (IMP) ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᒐᖅ ᐃᓂᖓ (NMCA), ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓂ. ᑖᓐᓇ IMP ᐱᖁᔭᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᒐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᒐᖅ 

ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ NMCA. ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᐊᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 

ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᕕᒡᔪᐋᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᐊᕙᓗᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 108,000 km² ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑎ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑖᓃᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓂᒃ, 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᑲᓴᒃᑐᒥᒃ 2% ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ. ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐆᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐳᐃᔨᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑕᓗ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᒐᓪᓚᕆᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕋᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐅᖅᑯᖓᓅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᕿᑎᕋᓪᓕᕆᒃᑭᕗᖅ ᐃᓄᖁᑖᑕ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓄᑦ, ᒪᑭᒪᐅᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᓂᕿᑦᑎᐋᕙᖃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 

ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔪᓯᖏᑕ ᐃᓄᓪᓚᕇᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ IMP ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᑯ ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᐅᖅᖢᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

(QIA), ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ NMCA ᑐᑭᒧᐋᕆᔭᖅ ᐆᒧᖓ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᓂᒃ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᐅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑖᑕ (IIBA), ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯ 

2019, ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔪᑦ-ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ. 

ᑐᓴᕆᐋᒐᒃᓴᐅᑉ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖓ 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᕐᕈᐄᓕᖓᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔫᒃ:  

• ᐃᓚᖓ I (2018–2019): ᓵᙵᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐄᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ IMP.  

• ᐃᓚᖓ II (2024–2025): ᓵᖓᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓕᖅ ᐸᕐᓈᖑᔪᒥᒃ. 

ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐋᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ (ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ), ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖏᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐋᖅᓯᒪᕐᔪᐋᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᐊᐅᓚᑕᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᒥ ᑮᓇᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ, ᐃᓕᓴᐅᑎᓐ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ, ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᓃᑦ, ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓐ, ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᓄᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔫᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᐋᓗᐃᑦ ᕼᐊᓐᓇᓚᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖏᒍᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ IMP ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒃᑕᑦᑎᒍᑦ - ᐊᑑᑎᓛᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐋᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓲᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᑦᑎᒍᑦ 

1. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖃᓐᓂᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᖏᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒑᓕᓐᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᓐ, ᓇᑦᑏᓐ, ᐊᐃᕖᓐ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐋᖏᑦ. ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐊᖓᔪᑦ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓂ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᖑᓃᑦ, ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔪᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᖅᑮᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᒍᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓃᑦ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᒍᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᐅᓰᑦ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓄᕐᕋᖃᕝᕖᑦ 

ᓯᑯᓱᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗ).   



2. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐄᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᓪᓗ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑲᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᖅ ᓂᐱᐋᓗᖏᓄᑦ, 

ᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᒡᕕᐋᕈᑎᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦᑕᓗ ᐊᑐᓲᖏᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭ.ᖃᐅᓯᓂᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᑦᑐᖓᖁᔨᓃᑦ, ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐆᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ. 

3. ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑕᓐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᓯᑯ ᐊᓯᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᕈᕝᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᕙᒃᖢᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒃᓱᕈᑎᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ. ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᓐ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᓕᕌᖓᑕ ᓯᑯᒥᒃ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᕕᐊᕈᑎᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓲᑎᒋᔭᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᓯᐆᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᓲᓂᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᓯᑯᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᑕᖅᑭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᓯᓈᖓ ᓱᕐᕌᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒍ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᓪᓗ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓄᓪᓗ.  

4. ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐅᓲᑦ 

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᒃᑯᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᓂᖃᓐᓂᐊᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᕆᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᒋᐊᖃᐅᓯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᕙᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐄᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᙱᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ 

ᐱᐋᕋᖃᕝᕕᖏᒍᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᖃᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓛᖑᔭᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑏᓐ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐋᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᖁᙱᐊᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᒍᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ.  

5. ᑐᐋᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖅᓴᐄᔭᖃᓐᓃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᑰᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓈᕆᔭᕆᐋᓖᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᑦ ᑐᐋᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃ ᐱᕐᕈᓗᐋᕿᓂᕐᑯᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᐅᖅᓱᐋᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᖃᓐᓂᕈᓂ. ᓴᙱᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕆᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᐋᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓈᖑᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ.  

6. ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓃᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ  

ᑐᙵᐅᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᑐᐊᕕᐋᕆᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᑦ ᓇᕈᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓈᕿᔪᑦ 

ᑭᓇᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑑᒃ. ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᐊᑕ 

ᓴᙱᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐸᓖᓯᑎᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᒥᑭᓕᕇᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᓴᓇᐅᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᕚᓪᓕᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᐃᔪᓄᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐃᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ. 

7. ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐆᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᓯᕆᔭᖏᑕᓗ 

ᐃᓚᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᑰᓂᐊᑕ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᑕᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᓯᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᐋᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᓯᖏᓂᒃ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᓇᓪᓕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᓯᖃᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᕈᓲᓯᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓄᓪᓗ. 

IMP ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᓱᓕᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᓂᖅ - ᐊᑑᑎᓛᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᐸᕐᓈᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ II ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᒍᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 

ᐸᕐᓈᒧᑦ IMP, ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ: 

• ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᐅᑐᙳᐊᕈᑎᐊ ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐋᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐃᒥᒃᑯᑦ-ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐆᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓂᖃᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᖏᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐄᙱᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᓂᒡᓗ. 

• ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖃᑦᑕᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  

• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᒥᒃ, ᐃᕙᕝᕕᓂᒃ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ ᑑᒐᓕᓪᓗ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᓂᒃ. 



• ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓂᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐆᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᓂᒃ (ASIs) ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᑦ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᒐᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᐆᓯᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ. 

• ᓴᖏᓕᕆᐊᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐋᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐋᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᓄᑦ.  

• ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐋᕆᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᐅᓯᓕᐊᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᐊᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓱᒋᔭᖏᑦ, 

ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓐ ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᓛᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᒍᑦ.  

ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓄᑖᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑕ, ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐋᖑᓲᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᐅᑎᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᖃᖓᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᖏᑦ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᓛᑦ, ᐃᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᓐᓂᖏᑦ). 

ᐃᓱᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᑦ  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐄᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᐅᓯᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᒐᓂᓪᓗ ᓴᙱᑦᑎᕆᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᖃᑎᒌᒍᓯᖏᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖁᑎᖏᑕ, ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᖑᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ IMP ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᓇᓖᕌᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕈᑎᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓕᐆᕆᔭᖏᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ.  

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐋᕇᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᓂᒃ, ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᑦᑎᐋᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐆᔪᓂᒡᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᑦᑎᐋᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᓛᒥᒃ 

ᐸᖅᑭᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ NMCA. 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ IMP ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᙱᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᙵᕕᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓵᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕆᔭᖃᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ, 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐆᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑕ ᐃᓄᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐄᖕᒥᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐄᙱᑦᑎᐋᕈᓯᖏᑕᓗ. 

 

 

 



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᒐᖅ ᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐊ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᐊᓄᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓇᓱᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕋᓱᒃᖢᒋᓪᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᐅᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᔾᔮᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᓕᒫᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐋᒥᓪᓗ. 

ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᓲᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᓲᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖃᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓄᑦ, ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑦᑎᐋᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓄᑦ, 

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᐅᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ.  

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᓂᖓ (NMCA) ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᐸᕐᓈᖅ (IMP) 

ᓴᖅᑮᔭᓕᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑎᐊᑕ ᐊᕙᓗᒃᓴᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᑕᓗ ᐃᓚᖓᑕ ᐊᑑᑎᓚᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᓂ. ᐃᓂᓪᓚᖓᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ 

NMCA ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 108,000 km² ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᖃᐅᓱᐄᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐱᖓᓐᓈᒍᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 

ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓈᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᕕᐊᑕ ᐃᓱᒋᔭᖓᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓂᖓ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑕᒃᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᖏᓂ, ᑕᐃᒪᙶᓗᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓲᓂᒃ, ᐊᑑᑎᓕᓪᓚᕆᒃ ᓂᕿᒥᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐄᙱᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐋᓕᒫᒧᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ, ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᑦ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᐋᓗᒃ 1970 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓱᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᖏᓛᖑᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓇᓱᒍᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐳᓪᓚᐅᔭᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᓇ IMP ᓴᖅᑮᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᕈᒥᒐᔭᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑖ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓕᓵᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᑖᓐᓇ NMCA. ᐊᑯᓐᐋᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐆᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑮᕗᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᙳᐊᒐᒥᒃ, ᑐᑭᒧᐋᕆᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᓴᖏᑦ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓪᓗ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᑦ ᐃᓚᓖᑦ 

ᓄᓇᙳᐋᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᓪᓗ-ᑐᙵᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐆᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑕᕝᕗᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ-ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ.  

ᐸᕐᓈᖑᕗᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᑯ ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᔾᓗᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᓄᑦ 

(ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ). 

ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᒍᑦ 2018 ᑎᑭᖢᒍ 2025 ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔭᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ - ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, 

ᐊᐅᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ - ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓂᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓃᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᒃᑎᕆᓂᖃᓐᓂᐋᓗ  

ᐅᓇ IMP ᑐᕌᒐᓕᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA-ᖓᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐋᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ. ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑖ 

ᑐᑭᒧᐋᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ, ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓐ ᐊᑐᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᐄᓗᓂᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑰᖓᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᑦ, ᐸᖅᑭᑦᑎᐋᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ. 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐆᕆᔭᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ: 

• ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓛᕆᔭᖏᑕᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

• ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔮᓂᒃ 

• ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓲᓯᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

• ᐅᐃᒍᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐆᕆᔾᔪᓯᕆᓲᖏᓂᒃ 

• ᐃᑲᔪᐄᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐋᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐋᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᖏᓂᒃ 

• ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᕆᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖏᓂᒃ  



ᐆᒪᔪᕆᔭᓄᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA-ᖓ ᐱᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᑎᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᑯᑖᓐᓂᖓᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖏᑕ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓵᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᓴᖏᓃᑐᒐᓚᐃᑦ. 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ NMCA ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᐄᓐᓇᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓲᓯᓄᑦ 

ᓇᕈᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ. ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐋᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ NMCA ᓱᓕ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑕᒃᓴᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᐃᓄᖏᓄᑦ 

ᓂᕿᖃᑦᑎᐋᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐄᙱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ. 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᓇᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᖏᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓪᓚᕆᒃᑕᖅ ᓇᔪᒐᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑕᖃᓪᖢᓂᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᐄᕝᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖁᑖᓄᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ ᐃᓂᖃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᐋᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐳᐃᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖃᓗᐊᕋᓂ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖅ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ, ᓇᑦᑎᒐᓴᓄᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᓄᑦ, ᑐᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓄᑦ, ᑎᑭᑦᑕᓲᓪᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐋᖏᓄᑦ.  

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ-ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᑐᙵᓂᓕᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᒧᐋᕆᔭᖅ ᐆᒧᖓ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᐅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑖᑕ (IIBA) ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯ 2019, ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᓕᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᕿᑎᐋᓃᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ NMCA.  

ᐊᑐᓛᖑᖃᑎᖓ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔮ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᑎᒥᓕᐋᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔭᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ-ᑲᓇᑕᒧᓪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᓂᒃ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓲᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ NMCA.  

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᕆᕗᖅ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᓐᓈᒍᑦ ᖃᖦᓯᒐᓚᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᑕ, ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔪᓐᓃᕐᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑏᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ. 

ᑕᐅᑐᙳᐊᒐᑦ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᓐ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒥᓗ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᐅᓂᖓ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᙳᐊᕆᔭᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA-ᒥ ᐆᒪᔾᔭᕆᒃᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐋᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᖃᑕᐅᓛᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᐅᑉ 

ᓇᔪᒐᖓ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᕐᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑐᙵᓴᐃᔪᕐᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᖁᕕᐋᓲᑎᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐋᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᖓ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ. ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐊᒍᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐋᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖃᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᒐᓂᒡᓗ, ᑖᓐᓇ 

NMCA ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᔾᔪᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᑏᓐ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐋᕈᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑐᖃᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ IMP  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᒃᓴᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᓪᓗ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ. ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᓵᙵᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ; 

ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᒦᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐃᓗᑎᓪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᓂᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᐅᑎᓂᒡᓗ; ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑕᐄᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᑦᑎᐋᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓵᖓᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐋᕈᑎᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ NMCA-ᒥᒃ. ᖄᒃᑲᓂᐊᒍᑦ, 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒍ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐃᓂᓪᓚᐃᔪᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᓯᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ NMCA ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᙵᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕ, ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᖏᑕ, ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ. 

ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᕆᔭᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ: ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖅ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᓂᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓇᑎᒃ, ᕿᓂᖅᓴᕐᓂᖅ  



ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐋᕐᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᒋᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓴᓇᐅᒪᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᖅᑐᒦᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑉᐱᐋᓇᖅᑐᒦᖁᓇᒋᑦ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐋᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ NMCA ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔭᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔭᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᓯᖅ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA-ᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᑐᓗᕈᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑕᐅᒍᓂ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᓯᖓ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᓇᓂ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᑉᐱᐋᓇᖅᑐᒨᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᓐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐅᓇᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᓄᑦ, 

ᐱᖁᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᖅᑯᓵᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓂᐅᕋᐃᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᑕ. 

ᑐᑭᒧᐋᕆᔾᔪᑎᓐ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑎᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᓕᐊᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ IMP: 

• ᐅᐃᒍᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖓ: ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᓯᖏ, ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ) 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖑᔪᓄᑦ, ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓵᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐆᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 

• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᓯᖏᑦ: ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐄᙱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᒍᑦᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒍᑦ ᑕᕐᓂᖏᒍᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐄᙱᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐄᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓵᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔨᑦᑎᐋᕙᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ. 

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᓯᖅ: ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᓯᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᓄᑖᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔪᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ. 

• ᓯᕘᕋᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᒃᑯᕕᒻᒧ ᑐᙵᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᓐᓂᖅ: ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑕᓗ ᖃᓄᐄᙱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᓯᕘᕋᔭᖃᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓈᕿᔪᖃᕈᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖓᑕ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ.  

• ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᖢᒍ ᒐᕙᒪᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ: ᑐᑭᒧᐋᒃᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᔾᓗᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐋᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA-ᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐆᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᒍᑦ, ᓄᖑᓴᐃᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᒻᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᑦᑎᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ. 

• ᓇᓪᓕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ: ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑏᓐ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᖏᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐋᑕ 

ᑐᕌᒐᖏᓂᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ Canada ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓕ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᑕᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕆᔭᑦᑕ. 

ᐃᓱᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᑦ  

ᑖᓐᓇ IMP ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA-ᒧᑦ ᑐᙵᕗᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑕ, ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᓄᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐆᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓚᕆᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑕᒃᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖓᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᒐᕆᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᐊᓐᓂᕈᓲᓯᖏᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᐅᑎᓲᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓐᓂᕈᓲᓯᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ IMP ᓇᓖᕌᕆᔪᖅ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓲᓪᓗ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᓯᖓ ᕿᑎᐊᓃᖢᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᑭᒧᐋᕇᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᓂᒃ, ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᑦᑎᐋᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐆᔪᓂᒡᓗ 

ᑲᒪᒋᑦᑎᐋᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᓛᒥᒃ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ.  



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
2026

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ
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© ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖓ ᑮᖕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᐊᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑐᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
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ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
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ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᒐᖅ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ:

Tallurutiup Imanga National Marine Conservation Area – Interim Management Plan

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᒐᖅ ᐅᐃᕖᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ:

Aire Marine Nationale de Conservation Tallurutiup Imanga - Plan Directeur Provisoire

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ.
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ᐅᓇ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᑯ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ.
ᐅᓇ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᑯ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᐃᕖᑎᑐᑦ. 
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ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ / ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

100-5302 ᖁᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᕙᓗᖓ,  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0A 2H0.

ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᑦ: tallurutiupimanga@pc.gc.ca

https://parks.canada.ca/amnc-nmca/cnamnc-cnnmca/tallurutiup-imanga

ᓵᖓᑕ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐅᑉ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᓂᓯᔪᒧᑦ:   
Hugues Michaud, Nicole McFadden, Nicole McFadden
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐅᑉ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᒧᑦ: Niore Iqalukjuak



iiiᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐆᕈᓯᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᓛᖅᑕᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᓂᐆᑉ.

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ

ᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ



iv

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐆᕈᓯᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᓛᖅᑕᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᓂᐆᑉ.

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑎ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖓᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᑦᑳᖓ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ



vᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖓ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐄᔾᔪᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐆᕈᓯᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᓛᖅᑕᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᓂᐆᑉ

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
[ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ]

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
[ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᑦᑳᖓ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ]
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ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
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ixᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ : ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᖅ, 
ᐊᑕᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ.

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ : ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑎᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᑕᓪᓄᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓄᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ 8.4.11 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓐᓂ.

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ: ᐅᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖅ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᑦ 
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓂᐊᕋᒥᐅᒃ. ᐅᓇ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ, ᓵᑕᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᒧᖓᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ, ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᑐᔪᕐᒥᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ.

ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᖅ : ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᓲᑦ, ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᑎᐊᕙᐃᑦ, 
ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ-ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᓲᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ.

ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᑦ : ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᒍᔭᐅᒃᓴᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᑐᖃᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑦ, 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᖅ, ᓴᓇᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᑦ.

ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ : ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᐅᒐᖏᑦ, ᐱᖁᑎᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᕕᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒍᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᒍᔭᒃᓴᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ, ᑎᒍᔭᒃᓴᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ, 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᐊᖏᑦ, ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᕕᓂᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᖅ, ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓂᖅ, 
ᓂᓪᓕᐅᑎᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᑦ. 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓇᖏᑦ :  ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂ-ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐱᓕᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᖅ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᓕᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᕕᓕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ.

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ : ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᓅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᓱᕋᑦᑎᓐᖏᓪᓗᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ.

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ : ᖃᓄᕆᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑑᑎᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 
ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐊᕐᔪᐃᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

Glossary of Terms 
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ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ : ᑐᑭᓯᓗᒍ ᑐᑭᖓ “ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂ” ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑐᑭᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕋᖕᓂ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ, 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᓗᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᕕᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᐃᑦ.

ᐊᑭᖅᑲᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ: ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓂᑦ 
ᐱᖃᔭᒍᑕᐅᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓇᑕᕈᑕᐅᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ, ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐅᐊᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ; ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ ᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᑲᓕᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᑳᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕋᕕᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ 18 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 19 ᔪᓇᐃᑎᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᓐᔅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ : ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 7(1)(d) ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ.

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ : ᐅᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᐱᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᑦ, ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ 8 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ.

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑦ : ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖓᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓛᐸᑐᐊ, ᑯᐸᐃᒃ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᑳᓐ.

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ : ᐱᖁᓯᑐᖃᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᓕᒫᖑᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖏᑦ, ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ, ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕙᑎᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇ, 
ᐃᒪᖅ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖓᑕ ᑐᑭᖓ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ 
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᓯᖅ, ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᓯᒥᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥ.

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᑦ :  ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᐅᓪᓗᒥ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ, ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ.

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ : ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 11(1) ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᔨᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᓴᕿᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓄᓇᐃᓪᓗ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᓕᑦ. 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ : ᐅᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓄᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᑦ 8.4.13 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 9 ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ .

ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᖅ : ᐅᓇ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖓᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᒫᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑕᔪᖅ (ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᖅ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᔫᓂᐊᓐ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ 
ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ). ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ, “ᑕᕆᐅᑦ” ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᒪᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᓂᒃ ᑕᓯᕐᓂᒃ.



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

xi

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ : ᐅᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ 1 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ .

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ : ᐅᓇ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑕᓂᐋᓗᒃ ᑯᐃᖕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃ ᐅᓇ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᕐᒃᖁᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, S.C. 1993 c.29.

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ : ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᑎᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᑦᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑎᒥᖁᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ.

ᐱᑦᑎᐊᓕᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ : ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ 
ᓱᕋᐃᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓐᖏᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐅᓇ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᕗᑦ). 

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᕿᐊᖑᐃᔭᕐᓂᖅ (ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐲᔭᐃᓂᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ): 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐲᔭᐃᔪᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᕿᓚᓗᒃᑭᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, 
ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑯᐊᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕗᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ). ᐃᕿᐊᖑᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᓂᖅ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ 
ᑕᑯᓐᓈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ, ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓂ, ᓯᑭᑑᑲᑕᒡᓗᓂ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖃᐅᒪᔭᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᑐᑭᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᓪᓗ : ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᖃᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᓯᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᓐᓂᖅᐸᑕ 
ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᓂᖅᐸᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ

ᒥᑭᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ : ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᑭᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖏᑦ  
(https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/sor-2010-91).

ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᑦ : ᓄᓇᖓ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖓ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅᐹᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᓂᖅᐹᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓄᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ.

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎ : ᐃᓄᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓂᐊᓐ, 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ).
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ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

1

ᑕᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖓ 
ᑕᑭᓂᓕᒫᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ, 
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ (ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 1). 
ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᖃᓂᒋᔮ 108,000 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ2, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 2% 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒍ ᐃᒪᖓ. ᓇᔪᖅᕕᐅᔪᓕᒫᖅ ᓯᓚᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔫᖕᒪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦᑎᐊᐸᓗᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᒫᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᔾᔩᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖅᐸᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ, ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ, ᑑᒑᓕᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐆᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖁᑎᑐᐊᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖅᐹᓂ. ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᑎᒥᒧᑦ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᖅ.

1.0  
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ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ2

ᐊᑎᑐᖃᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ. 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ 
[Devon Island] ᐊᔾᔨᑎᐊᕆᖕᒪᒍ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ ᑲᒃᑭᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᑉ ᐊᒡᓕᕈᐊᑕ 
ᓇᓕᐊᒍᑦ. ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑎᖓ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦᑐᑦ Devon Island-ᖑᔪᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᐊᕙᓗᓕᒫᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ.

ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐅᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦᑕ, ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑲᔾᔮᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᓄᓇ. ᐅᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 
ᑐᕌᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᔾᔪᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
2019 ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ. ᐅᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒥᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᑯᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᑕᖃᖏᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ, ᕿᓂᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ.

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᑕ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑖᑯᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᔪᖓᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑕ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐅᓇᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓ ᐃᒪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ, 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᑕ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ 
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ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓄᑦ 
(ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ). ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ, 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ, 
ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᕿᓚᒥ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓚᐅᑲᒡᓗᒍ, ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ, ᐅᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᑦ.

1.1 ᐱᔾᔪᑖ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖓᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒃᓴᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑑᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᑭᓱᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑭᓱᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᖁᑎᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᕿᔨᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ.      

ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ (ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ). ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 



ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 1.1  ᓄᓇᓐᖑᐊᑦ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒍ ᓄᓇᖓ.



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

5

ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ (ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᑦᑐᒑᐱᒃ) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐅᓚᕋᑎᑦ, ᐅᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2018 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
2019. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2024 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2025, ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒡᕕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᒥᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ.

ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ.  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐅᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓯᖏᑦ, ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ, ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ. ᐅᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐃᓇᖐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᒍ ᖁᓕᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ. ᐊᑖᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓄᖃᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᒍ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᕈᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑐᕌᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᑦᑎᐊᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑦ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᔫᓐ. ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ  ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. 

1.2  ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐃᒪᖓ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑖ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒍ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᖅ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᓱᒡᕕᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᖅ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. 
4(1)). ᐅᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ. 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ 
ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒍᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ: “…ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓐᖒᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᓅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᓱᕋᐃᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ...
ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᑕᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ” (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ . 4(3))
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ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᑐᖃᕐᒥᖕᓄᑦ - ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᑦ - ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓂᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐸᕿᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᓕᒫᖏᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᒥᒃ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ.   

ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ 2009 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017, 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᓄᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓗᕋᐅᔭᖑᐊᖅ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᓂ ᐸᐅᖅ ᓱᕈᖅ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᒍᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᑯᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᓄᓇᓕᒫᖓ, ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ. 
ᐅᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᕈᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᕕᒋᓪᓗᑕ 2017 ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑖᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᒧᑦ - ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᑕ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ ᐅᓇᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᖓ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖓᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 109,000 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ2 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦᑎᐊᐸᓗᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᒃ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ (ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᒍᓯ 2017-ᒥ. ᐅᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ ᐱᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖓ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓪᓗᒍ   ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ, ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ. ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᒐᓛᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 108,000 
ᕿᓚᒦᑕᔅ2, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ 2019 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ 
(ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 1.1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1.2). 



ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 1.2 ᓄᓇᓐᖑᐊᑦ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ. ᖁᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ; ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂ.
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1.3 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎ: ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ   

ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 4,100 ᐃᓄᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ, 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᓕᑎᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕᓗ ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᓂᑐᖃᖅ ᐃᓅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᖓ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑕᕕᒋᔭᖓᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᒻᒪᖃᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᐅᓇ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ, 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᓕᑎᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᒍ ᐊᕙᑎᑎᒃᓂ ᓇᓕᖃᕇᓕᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᒍ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᒻᒪᕆᐋᓗᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᑕᐅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓐᓄᕌᖃᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᖃᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᑎᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᖕᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᖃᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᖁᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖓ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᖕᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᔪᒍᖕᓂᕗᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.

1.4 ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒍ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑑᑎᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᐊᖏᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ-ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ, 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖓ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐊᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᓄᐊᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ, ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᕕᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᐅᖓᓪᓗᓂ ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓄᑦ. ᐅᓇ 
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 46 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ.

“ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᒋᐊᖃᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑑᒑᓕᑦ - ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᑐᐊᕆᒐᑦᑎᒍᑦ.” 

ᔭᐃᒻᔅ ᓯᒧᓂ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ

ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᑎᒍᑦ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒍ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᔾᔪᑖᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ 29 ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ. ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᓕᒫᖓ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 6-ᖓᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐊᑕᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂᑦ.
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ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᔫᓂᐊᓐ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ-
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒡᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖅ 2011 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ‘ᓈᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᐋᓗᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ’ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ. ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓ 8-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓛᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓯᕐᒥᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖓ, ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖓ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖁᑎᕐᑐᕐᒥᐅᓐᓗ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒋᐊᓕᒻᒪᕆᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᖏᔫᔪᒥ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᕙᕕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓲᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 75% ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᑑᒑᓕᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᖅ ‘ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ’ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᖅᑲᓕᑦ,  ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᐊᐃᕕᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᓂᕿᖃᓲᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᓯᒡᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓂ, ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᕕᒋᓲᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓇᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᓄᑦ; 
ᐊᖏᕐᕋᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᒻᒪᕆᐋᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᑦᑎᐊᕙᑦ, ᐃᔅᓴᒃᓯᓲᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.

ᐊᖏᔪᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑖᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᖏᔫᖕᒪᑕ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᖅᖢᓂᓗ ᐊᐅᒃᑲᕐᓃᑦ, ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᕙᓗᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕕᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓄᕆ, ᐊᖏᔪᖅ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ  ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᓴᕐᕚ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᕆᔭᖓ. 

ᓯᑯᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᓵᓕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᓪᓕ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓄᕇᑦ. ᐅᐱᕐᖓᖅᓵᓕᓲᖅ 
ᐊᕙᓗᓕᒫᖓ ᓯᑯᑉ ᓯᓈᖓᓂ, ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖄᖓᓄᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕿᓂᖅ ᐊᖕᒪᖅᑐᐃᕙᖕᒪᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᕕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᖢᓂ. ᐅᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖓ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑑᒑᓕᑦ, ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓯᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᐃᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ, ᐃᑳᕐᕕᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᓕᓲᖅ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒥᒃ.

1.5 ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᓄᓂᕙᖕᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖏᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
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ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊ (ᐱᖁᑎᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᒡᔭᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᐸᕙᓐᓚᓐᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ ᐊᖏᔪᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᕿᖑᐊᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᑦ (ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ, ᖃᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᓯᓈᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᓂᕐᔪᙱᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ, ᕿᒧᒃᓯᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᒧᑕᐅᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ). 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᒪᑭᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓲᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᒻᒪᕆᐋᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ, 
ᐅᓇᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᕕᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ 
ᐅᓇᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᖁᑎᖏᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓂᑦ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ.

1.6 ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖓ

1. 	ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  

ᐃᓅᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.

2. 	ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒌᒍᓯᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᕆᑑᓂᖓᓂᒃ

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓄᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᐊ ᑭᓱᖏᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓘᓯᑦᑎᐊᕙᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖓᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓯᖏᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕐᒪᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐸᕿᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖁᓇᒍ. 

3. �	ᐃᑲᔫᖅᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔮᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐅᔨᒪᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖅᓯᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑎᓕᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᑯᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᑖᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᓚ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᒍᑎᔪᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᑦ 



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
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ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᑐᐊᖅᐸᑕ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᕆᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ 
ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᐅᐃᒍᖅ D) ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕿᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ.

4. 	ᐱᑦᑎᐊᓕᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ  ᐊᑕᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᑦᑎᐊᓕᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 12 ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑑᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᕋᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ. (https://www.cbd.int/ecosystem/principles.shtml). 

5.	 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓂᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓂᐊᑦᑕᖓᑦ

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᓂᖓᑦ, 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑎᑎᕋᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓐᖏᓂᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ.

6.	 ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ

ᐅᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ, ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑭᐊᓂᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ.



2.0  

ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ

ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ12

2.1 ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ

ᐅᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ 
ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᑎᒃ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
2.1). ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓄᑦ.  ᐅᓇ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊ (ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 2026-ᒥ).
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ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᑭᖃᕐᕕᓕᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ, 
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐅᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒧᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓲᑦ 
(ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ C).

ᐅᓇ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᖃᖁᓇᒍ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᕆᔭᐅᓄᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᖃᓕᖁᓇᒍ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᖃᓕᖁᓇᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᓂᒃ.

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖏᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ  ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᒃ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ,  

ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖏᑦ

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ • �ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ (ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᖅ, ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ)

• ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᕆᓐᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ
• ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒋᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ 

• �ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᒃ

ᑲᓇᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ • �ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖅᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ, ᓯᑯᓯᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᐅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ • ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ
• ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄ 
ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) 

• �ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒃᐸᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ.

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 2.1  ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖏᑦ
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ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᓲᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᕿᓂᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖅᓴᐃᔨᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᒦᕕᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᖁᓛᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᑕ 
ᐊᓯᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.

ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᓇᖐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ, ᐅᕝᔭᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ, 
ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓲᑦ ᐃᓇᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒃᓴᓄᑦ. ᐅᓇ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

ᐊ
ᔾᔨ

ᓕ
ᐅ

ᕆ
ᔪᕕ

ᓂ
ᖅ

 N
ic

ol
e 

M
cF

ad
de

n



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

15

2.2 ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᕗᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ.  

ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ 
ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᑐᖃᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᖕᖏᒃᑎᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᖃᑭᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓚᐃᓴᓯᑖᕐᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ.

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐅᖅᓴᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ s. 10.4.1) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ s. 16.1.4).

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ, 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒡᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓄᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓇᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ s. 11(1) ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. 
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ᒐᕙᒪ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓ

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᕐᓂᒃ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂ.

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑖᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᕐᒥᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᐸᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᐊ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖑᒥᐊᓄᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕖᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ). ᐅᓇ ᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᐅᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓ 
ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ.



3.0  

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒧᑦ

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
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ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᓱᓕ ᓴᖕᖏᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᓇ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖓᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᓗ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᕿᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᒃ. ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᓕᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᖃᖁᓇᒋ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔨᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᓯᓚᔪᐊᒥ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖕᖏᓂᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᓱᒃᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐳᓛᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, ᖁᔭᓕᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᕐᒥᒃ. 
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18 ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒧᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓄᑎᒃ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦ, ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᓂ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᕗᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥᖕᓄᑦ, ᖁᕕᐊᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᓯᖏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐸᕿᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ, ᑲᔪᓯᕗᖅ ᓄᐊᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖕᖏᔫᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᑎᖓᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᒥᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥᐅᓄᑦ. ᓇᔪᒐᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᓛᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᓛᖅᑐᓄᑦ.
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ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 2017 ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖏᕕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2018, 2019, 2024 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2025. 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ (5) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᔭᕇᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᑕ. ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᓪᓚᑖᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐆᒃᑐᕋᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑎᒍᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒃᓴᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ (5) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓇᓱᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖄᖓᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ.

4.0  

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
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ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ 1: ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ.

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᓂ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ, ᐆᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑑᑎᓂᑦ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓅᓴᓗᐊᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ.  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ, 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᓂᕿᖃᓲᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᕈᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᑕ 
ᐊᓯᖑᕐᓂᖓ.  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᖁᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ, ᑕᒫᖓᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᑎᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ ᖄᖓᓂ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ, ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ. 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓯᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑕᓕᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ 
ᑭᕕᓂᑯ ᐳᓕᑕᐸᐃᓐ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐸᕿᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᑦ. ᐊᑐᓲᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ, ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑑᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᔭᕐᓂᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑦᑎᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᓗᑎᒃ. 
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ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ:

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 1.  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᓇ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᓯᖑᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕈᓂ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ) ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 5.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 2. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᖏᓂᖓᓂᖓᓂ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ 3.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 3. ᐱᓕᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, 
ᓚᐃᓴᓯᑦ) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 2. ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕ. ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑦ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕐᓄᑦ.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 4. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᑎᒍᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᒋᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᑕᐃᓕᑎᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 5.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 5. ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ 12.2), ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2.  

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 6. ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 3. 
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ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 2: ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ. 

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᑦ 25 ᐅᑭᐅᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᓇ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᑎᑦᙱᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᓂᒃ.

ᓇᔪᒐᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓂᒡᓗ, ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᒍᑎᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑐᓐᖓᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᑕᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑖᓂ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᒡᓕᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.

ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ: 

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 1. ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ 
(ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ1, ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 3), ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖁᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 2 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 2. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ), ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐳᓛᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᑎᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 2 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ. 
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ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 3. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖓ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ (ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ), 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 2 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ. ᐱᔭᕇᖅᐸᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 4. ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 5 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ. 

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 5. ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᖅᓯᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᒐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ. ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᐃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕋᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 5 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ. 

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 6. ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᓇᑉᐸᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 2 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓇᑉᐸᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᑦ, ᐳᓛᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᖅ(ᐃᑦ)). ᐅᓇ ᓇᕐᐸᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 
ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ 2019 ᓇᑉᐸᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ (ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᒃᓴᕐᕕᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ, 
ᒥᑭᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓄᑦ ᑭᓴᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᑲᓄᕆᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ 
ᐊᑕᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᐅᖅᓴᕕᒃ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᑦᑯᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᒌᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ.
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ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ3: ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓱᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓇᒍ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐱᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒫᓐᓇᓕᓴᕐᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᐅᓇ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐅᑎ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓰ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᒍᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᖕᓂᒃ. 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᕐᒥ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᖁᔭᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ (ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ) ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ. 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᓱᓕ, ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᔪᐊᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓕᒑᖕᒪᑕ. ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐳᓛᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ, ᐸᕿᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᖏᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ. 

 



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
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ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ: 

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 1. ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓛᖓ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒡᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 5 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 2. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓯ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖓ 13 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ. ᐅᓇ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖓᑦᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊ 1.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 3. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐃᓚᖓ 13 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ 2019 ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 4 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ . 

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 4.  ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ 2, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓂᑭᑖᕐᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ, ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ. ᐅᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖃᑎᒌᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 5. ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 4 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ. 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 12 ᑕᕿᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.
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ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ4: ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓄᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ. 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒃᐸᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᖁᕕᓇᔭᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᖑᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᑕ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕿᓂᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐱᓕᔨᒃᓴᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᑭᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᒥᑭᔫᕗᖅ.  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᐅᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐊᕙᒧᐊ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᕿᓂᖅᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ, 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕ ᐅᓇᓕᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ. 

ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᓯᖑᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᐳᑦ, ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ 
ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᕐᓂᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᑐᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖏᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᑉᐸᕆᐊᓕᑦ, ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᐅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᐸᓖᓯᖑᐊᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖅ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᑕᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᒪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᕙᑎᕗᑦ. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᔾᔪᑕᒃᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐸᖅᓴᕆᐊᖃᓕᓲᑦ. ᓱᓕ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓂ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ.

ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᒍ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ:

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ 
ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 3 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒥᓲᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᓯᔨᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᓂᖅᑎᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖅᓴᐃᔨᑦ.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 2. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᖃᖁᓇᒍ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
2 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ.
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ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 3. ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖕᖏᒃᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 3 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ.

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 4. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᓴᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑐᑦ, ᓯᓚᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᔪᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᑦᑐᑦ, ᑕᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐊᑖᓂ 1 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ. 

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 5. ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐳᑦᑕᐅᑎᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, 
ᑭᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓴᕐᕕᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ) 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 4 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ.
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5.1 ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ

ᐅᓇ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᑦ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᓕᕇᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖓᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖓᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓅᑎᒋᔪᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓ, 
ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑎᒍᑦ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᑕᖕᒪᑕ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᓪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑭᓱᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐱᖃᑖᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᑕ 
ᑐᑭᑖᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂ. ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᐃᓐᓇᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᐊᖓᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᑦ ᓴᖕᖏᓂᖃᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ (ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᐃᒍᖅ D).
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ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ - 
ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᑦᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ. 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑐᑭᑳᕈᑲᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑑᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᑖᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ.

ᐅᓇ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ (ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A). ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓪᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒃᑯᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.1. 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂ: 

•	� ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᕕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑖ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ  (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ s. 12);

•	� ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᔭᑦᑎᓂᑦ  (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ s. 13); ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

•	� ᐊᒃᑕᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ s. 14) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ.

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ, ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖏᑦ, 
ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓄᓪᓗ-ᐃᓂᖓᓄᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖓᑦ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓲᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᔫᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.1. ᐱᔾᔪᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ: 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ).
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ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓪᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓄᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᖅᓴᓄ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᑲᓕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑑᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓇᔪᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᔪᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᓚᐃᓴᓯᑦ), ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓕ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᕕᖓᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕆᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕆᕕᐅᔭᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᓯᒪ.ᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᓂᖅ, ᐅᓇᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖅ, ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᑦᐸᑕ ᓯᓚᑎᑦᑎᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕈᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖏᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᖅ 
ᓱᕈᖅᓴᔭᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᕈᓗᐊᕿᔪᓂᒃ ᐸᖅᓴᐃᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᓯᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᕆᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖅᓴᐃᓂᖅ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆ. ᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕕᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᐊᓲᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓂᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᓂᑦ 
ᑲᒻᐸᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓱᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖕᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᐃᑳᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐃᑳᖅᓯᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓈᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᑕ, ᓄᖃᕐᓂᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᑳᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ.

5.2 ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᖏᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᓛᒥᒃ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᑦ.

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᑕᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖄᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᕕᒃᑎᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ: ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
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ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.2. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ .   

ᓄᓇᖓ ᓯᑯᓯᒪᓕᕋᖓᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖓ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐃᒪᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᓯᑯᖃᓐᖐᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᕗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᓄᕆᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᑯᖃᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 
ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᖕᒪᑕ 6-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᐸᒐᑎᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ (ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.2) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑕᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ.

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᔭᖅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓗᓂᖃᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᑦ 1, 3 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4 ᓄᓇᐃ (ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.3, ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4). ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 2 ᓄᓇᖓ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.  



ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.3. ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. 



ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4. ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ. 
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5.2.1 ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1: ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒥᔾᔪᑖ

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᑭᓱᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᐸᑕ. ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐲᔭᐃᕕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᐅᑎᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ,  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᖕᒪᑦ. ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ A2 ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔪᑦ.

ᑭᒡᓕᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ: 

• �ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓱᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᑭᓱᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓱᕋᒃᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

• �ᐅᑎᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᕆᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ.

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ.

• ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓴᓂᖅᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ 1:

i. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕕᓃᑦ ᐳᕆᑐᐸᐃᓐ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᓂᖓ (A ᓴᑭᔮᖅᑐᑦ 5.3 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.4):   
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕕᓃᑦ ᐳᕆᑐᐸᐃᓐ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᓂᖓ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᓗ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ 
ᐃᓗᕕᐊᓗᒃᑕᓕᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅ 74° 40’ 51” ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 91° 48’ 57” ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓ 
ᓄᓇᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕕᓃᑦ ᐳᕆᑐᓪᐸᐃᓐ (Breadalbane), 1900-ᓂ, 500-
ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑎᖏᕐᕋᐅᑕᓕᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᒥᐊᓗᐊ, ᑭᓱᒐᓛᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑭᕕᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᐊᖅ. ᐅᓇ ᓴᓂᖅᕙᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᑦᑕᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓕᖅᖢᓂ 1983-ᒥ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᐊᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐸᖅᓴᐃᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᐱᑕᓐ ᔮᓐ ᕗᓚᒃᓕ ᐊᓯᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕋᒃᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᖓᑐᖄᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᕿᑎᐊᓂᑦ 1900 ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᔭᖅᑐᐃᓲᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᖅ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᐃᓂᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᖅ 
ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᓂᖓ. ᐅᓇ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ 1 ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᖕᒪᓗᒃᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ 250 ᒪᐃᓕ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑭᑎᐊᓂᑦ 
ᑎᒥᐊᑕ.  

ii. ᐊᐃᕕᑦ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ (B ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.3 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.4):  ᐊᐃᕕᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᓯᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᐸᓗᒃ, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕌᖓᑕ, ᐊᐃᕕᑦ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐋᓘᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᐃᒪᖅ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᕕᒋᔭᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒫᕕᖓᑦ 
ᓂᕿᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ. ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖕᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓂᖃᓲᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᕿᒪᖕᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᓯᓲᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕈᒪᐃᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓲᑦ ᐃᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᒫᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ (ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᑐᖁᕋᓕᓲᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ), 
ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕆᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓲᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐋᓘᓱᑦ, 
ᐳᔫᖅᑐᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᓪᖢᑎᒃ. 13-ᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᑦ 
ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ‘ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ’ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ:
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• �ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᑦ (ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᕆᖁᐊᓂ ᐊᑭᐊᑕ) 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1 ᓄᓇᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐊᕙᓗᓕᒫᖓ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ.

• �ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᒥᑕᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖃᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᓄᓇᒥ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᒡᓖᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᔪᓂ, ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᓂᐊ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ 1 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1-ᒥᑦ.

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ, ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᓯᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ.

iii. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ (E ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᑦ 5.3 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.4):  T6-ᖑᕗᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖑᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ

a. �ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ (ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎ):  
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 4% ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐃᑦ. 

b. �Hobhouse Inlet ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ (ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎ):  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᔪᖅ 
ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 11% ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐃᑦ.

c. �ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᔪ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ (ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᐊᕐᔪᑉ ᓯᓈᓯᐅᕐᕕᒃ):  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᔪᖅ 
ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 13% ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐃᑦ.

d. �ᓄᕗᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐊᑭᐊ):  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 83,000 
ᒪᕐᕉᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 12,000 ᒪᕐᕉᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᕋᑎᕌᖅ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 4% ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5% 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᕙᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓄᕗᐊᕐᔪᒃ.
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e. ᓂᐊᖁᖒᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ (ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᐊ):  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 
52,000 ᒪᕐᕉᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3 000 ᒪᕐᕉᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᕋᑎᕌᖅ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ 2.3% ᐊᒻᒪᓗ1.1% 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,  ᐊᑐᓂ, ᐃᕙᔪᑦ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 7 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ ᐅᐊᖕᓚᖓᓕ ᓂᐊᖁᖒᑦ.

f. �ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᓯᒡᔭ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᒥᑦᑎᒪ ᑕᓕᒃ:  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 4% ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐃᑦ.

ᐱᖓᓱᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᑦ ᓯᕕᑐᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ 
ᐃᕙᓲᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ: ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ (ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ), Hobhouse Inlet ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ (ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪ (ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ) (ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 1.2).

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᐊᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑰᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓲᑦ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒋ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ 
(ᐱᒋᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᐊᐃᕆᓕ 15) ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓲᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᖅ (ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᐅᒃᑑᐸ 1) 
ᐃᕙᔭᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓄᖅᑑᑎᒻᒪᕆᐋᓘᓲᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᓂᖃᓲᑦ, ᑲᑎᖓᔪᖅ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᒋᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐊᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᑯᕕᒍᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔾᔪᑎᐋᓗᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᓂᐊᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ. ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔮᖁᒻᒥᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ, ᐃᕙᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᓈᕈᓂ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᒍ 100-ᒦᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᑕᕿᕕᖏᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓈᕈᓂᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓄᑦ, ᓴᓂᖅᕙᐃᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1. ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓲᑦ ᓴᖕᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᕙᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᕙᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᑕ. 

ᐊ
ᔾᔨ

ᓕ
ᐅ

ᕆ
ᔪᕕ

ᓂ
ᖅ

: N
ic

ol
e 

M
cF

ad
de

n



ᐊ
ᔾᔨ

ᓕ
ᐅ

ᕆ
ᔪᕕ

ᓂ
ᖅ

 N
ic

ol
e 

M
cF

ad
de

n

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

37

iv. ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᐊᕐᔪᒃ (D ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):  ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᐊᒥᓲᖕᒪᑕ ᓱᖅᑲᓖᑦ, ᑑᒑᓕᑦ, ᐊᐃᕕᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ. ᐅᓇ ᓄᓇᖓ 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1 ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ (ᔪᓚᐃ 21-ᒥᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 15-ᒧᑦ) ᐃᓂᖃᓲᑦ 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᒃᕕᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᑦ.   

v. ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖅ (K ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):  ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑑᒑᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐋᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᕐᕕᒋᔭᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᖕᓄᑦ. ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ, 
ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᑭᖑᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖅ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᕋᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒥ. ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖃᒐᔪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓲᑦ 
ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ. ᐅᓇᓗ ᑭᖑᐊ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᓐ 
ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᐃᒃᓴᕐᕕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑯᖑᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᖔᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ. ᐅᓇ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖅ ᓂᐱᖃᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑑᒑᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1 - ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ (ᔪᓚᐃ 
21-ᒥᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 15-ᒧᑦ). ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖅᐸᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᑑᒑᓂᖕᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  

5.2.2 ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 2: ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 2 ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐲᔭᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ A2 ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔪᑦ.
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ᑭᒡᓕᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ:  

•  �ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓱᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓗᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑑᑎᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

•  �ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᖅ ᑭᓱᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ 
ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ.

•  �ᐅᑎᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ.

•  ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ.

•  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᖅᓯᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

•  �ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᓱᒍᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᔾᔮᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.

ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 2 ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᖓ 16 ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᓄᖒᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦᑕ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᐸᓗᖕᒪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐲᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᔫᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 2 ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖓ 
16 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑭᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖒᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 2 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.

ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖓ 16 ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᐊᒎᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ. ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᑕᖏᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐋᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 2-ᒥ, 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅᑕᐃᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓇᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᖃᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ. 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 2 ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᖏᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᑕ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
(ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ S.16.4.2).    

 
5.2.3 ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 3: ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 3 ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓂᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ.



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
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ᑭᒡᓕᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ: 

•  �ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑦ, ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᑐᖃᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ.

•  �ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᕆᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ 
ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᒋᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ(ᓂᑦ) ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ.

•  �ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔾᔭᐅᓴᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᑕ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ.

ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᐸᓗᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᖏᐊᖃᖅᑐᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ (‘C’) ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ 3 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ (ᐊᐃᒍᐊᓂ A). ᐊᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑐᐊᓄᑦ 
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᑦ 5.1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.2. ᓄᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ, 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓕ 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3. ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᕕᖃᓲᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂ ᐊᓯᖑᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑖᓂ ᓯᑯ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᒌᒍᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ   ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ (ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.2).    

1. �ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 16-ᒥᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 20-ᒧᑦ)

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 - ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ: 

i. ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᓲᑦ (L ᐊᒻᒪᓗ M ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᑦ 5.3):  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓱᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ). 
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓯᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
(ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 16-ᒥᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 20-ᒧᑦ), ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ:  

�1)  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ 5.1; 

2)  �ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᐅᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᐊᓂ1; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

3)  �ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂᓕᒫᖅ (ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐊᓂᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ). 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᕕᖏᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 21 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

1. �ᓲᕐᓗ ᐸᕙᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑯᐊᕈᕆᓴᓐ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑖ 185
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ  5.1. ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓄᓇᐃᑦ. ᓄᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ, 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A ᐊᑑᑎᔪᖅ. ᑎᑎᖃᖏᑦ ᓴᓂᓕᕇᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᑦ 5.3.

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ

ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓄᓇᖓ

ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ

ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᑉ 
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖅ 
ᓯᑯᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᑳᓲᑦ 
(L)

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖅ 
ᓯᑯᐊᓂᒃ 
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᓖᑦ 
(M)  

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G)

ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖓᑦ ✓ ✓ ✓ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ

✓ ✓ ✓ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
(ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐲᔭᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ) ✓ ✓ ✓ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ (ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 
ᐲᔭᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ)

✓ ✓ ✓

ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᓲᑦ (L ᐊᒻᒪᓗ M)
• �ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
(ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ) ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

• �ᓯᑯᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂ 
ᓇᐸᔪᑦ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᓲᑦ (L ᐊᒻᒪᓗ M)
• �ᓇᐸᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ/ᓯᑯᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G)
• ᐃᖃᖓᓂ-ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 7 7 ✓ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ✓ ✓ ✓ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G)

ᐃᖃᖓᓂ-ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᓲᑦ (L ᐊᒻᒪᓗ M)
• �ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓯᑯᒥᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᑯᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ/
ᓯᑯᓚᐅᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ.

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G)
• ᐃᖃᖓᓂ-ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᑮᔭᖃᑏᔪᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
(ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖕᒥᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ)

✓ ✓ ✓ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᐃᓕᐅᖃᐃᓂᖅ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᒃᑲᕈᐃᒃ 
ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ

7 7 7 ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᖃᓗᕋᖅ 7 7 7 ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒑᓯ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐲᔭᐃᔪᑦ

7 7 7 ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ



 2. ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ ᑭᓚᒥ ᑭᓱᖑᕇᓲᖅ (ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ) ᐸᔨᕕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᓚ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑰᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᓄᒃᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓐᖏᑉᐸᑕ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᔪᖅ ᓇᕗᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᖁᑦᑐᒃᑑᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᖓᒥ.

* www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry/recovery-strategies/peary-caribou-2022.html

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
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ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 16 ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᒡᓖᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔭᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ:

•  �ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑕᔪ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ;

•  �ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ;

•  �ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ; ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ

•  �ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᓴᓗᐊᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ2.

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᓛᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ:  

a) �ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᑳᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖓᑦ (L ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.3):  
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓅᓴᓗᐊᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ. ᐅᓇ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᓲᑎᖓᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ  
ᖁᑦᑎᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᕕᐅᓲᖅ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒥ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᑐᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅ 
ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᑑᖃᑎᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ.ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ, ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓱᕋᑦᑎᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ; ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᖃᖅᑐᖃᓕᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᐅᓇ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᓯᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᒃᐸᑕ, ᓱᕋᑦᑎᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕ. ᐅᓇ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦᒪ ᓱᖃᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᕐᖐᓐᓇᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᐊᑯᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᑳᓇ ᐃᑳᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᑎᑦᑎᒃᐸᑕ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᑲᕐᕕᖓ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᒃᑕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ. ᐅᓇ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯ 
ᓱᕋᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᑯᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᒃᐸᑕ. 

b) �ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑐ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ (M ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.3):  ᕿᒥᕐᓗᐋ, ᓇᓗᐋᑕ 
ᐃᒪᖓ, ᑕᓯᐅᔭ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ 
ᓯᑯᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  

    •  �ᕿᒥᕐᓗᐋ : ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᖕᓂᒃ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᑦᑎᕋᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᑲᖑᕋᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᖃᓪᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒃ.

    •  �ᓇᓗᐋᑕ ᐃᒪᖓ: ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑑᑎᑦ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᓯᒡᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕐᒥᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖓ ᐊᕙᑖᓂ, ᐅᓇ ᑐᐊᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᖏᖅᓱ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ.

    •  �ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖑᐊᑦ: ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓯᓈᖓ. ᑕᑯᔪᒥᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓯᓈᖓᓂ ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓲᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᒃ, 
ᐳᓛᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ. ᓯᑯᐊ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ, ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓵᓕᒃᐸᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᔭᐅᒃᐸᒃ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᖁᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ.

    •  �ᑲᖏᖅᓱᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᖏᑦᑐᒑᐱᒃ: ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᒋᔭᖓᑦ.
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ii.  ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ (G ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.3):  7-ᖑᔪᑦ ‘ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ 
ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ’ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᔭᐃᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᓐᓇᖅᑐᓖᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᔭᖑᐊᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᓲᑦ 
ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᓂᑦ, ᐊᓯᕈᐃᓲᑦ ᑯᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂ 
ᕿᒥᕐᓗᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᓇᑎᐊᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖅᐹᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᐅᖕᒪᑕ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᖃᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐱᖁᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐊᕐᔪᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᐅᖂᔨᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᔅᓴᒃᑎᕈᑎᖏᑦ. 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᖏᐅᖓᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᑖᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᑎᔪᓂ, ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᓂ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᓂ. ᐊᑯᓂᒻᒪᕆᐋᓗᒃ 
ᐊᕿᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᐅᖂᔨᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᔅᓴᒃᑎᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
100-ᓄ ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᓗᕋᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓲᑎᓄᑦ. 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ, ᓄᒃᑕᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᒍᑦ ᖃᓗᓯᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒍᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ.

2. ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ (ᔪᓚᐃ 21 –ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 15): 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 2 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ:

i. ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᖔᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᕕᒋᔭᑦ (C ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):   ᐅᓇ 
ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ 4 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓱᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᑕ 
1 ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᓐᓇᒥᒃ 
ᓯᑯᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ. ᑭᐱᓐᖒᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3-ᒥ, 
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.5):

• � �ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᖓᐃᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑲᑕᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.

• � �ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 100 ᕕᑦ ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᒡᓕᖅᑕᐃᓕᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᒍ 2 
ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ ᐅᒡᓕᓂᑦ (1 ᑭᓚᒦᑕ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᑦ ᐊᑖ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1).

• � �ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 100-ᒥᒃ ᕕᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓯᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑳᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3;

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓈᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖓᑕ 5 000 
ᕕᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ. 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ:

•  �ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ

•  �ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  > 100 ᕕᑦ ᐃᓯᕋᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑖᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑉ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃᓗ. 
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ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.

   o �ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃ. ᐅᓇ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐅᕘᓈᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᐊᕐᕕᖓ ᐃᓯᕆᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃ. ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1 ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐊᔪᕋᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᒋᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖓ.

   o �Graham Harbour, Parry Channel, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Blanley Bay. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᕿᒫᕕᑦ ᓯᓚᓗᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᕿᒫᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1 ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᓂ.

ii. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓂ ᓴᐳᒥᔭᑦ (F ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4): ᐅᓇ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 
ᐊᕙᑖ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓪᓗᓂ 1.5 ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᑯᖃᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖅᑕᖃᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᒧᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 
ᑲᑎᖓᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᑕᖏᓐᓂ, ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᑎᒃ. ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᓂ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ (ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.6):

• �ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᖓᐃᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.

• ��ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 500 ᒦᑕ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ. 

ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.5 ᐊᕙᓗᐊ ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᒥᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᐅᒡᓕᓂ. ᐊᐅᑉᐸᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1, ᖁᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3. ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ.
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ᐅᓇ 500-ᒦᑕ ᖃᒡᓕᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᕕᒋᓐᖏᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖅᑕᖃᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓈᓐᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅ ᐊᑖᓄ 1 100 ᒦᑕ (3, 500 ᕕᑦ) ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕕᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᖅ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑎᑭᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᕿᒪᒍᑎᓚᐅᑲᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

iii. ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):  ᐅᑯᐊ 7-ᖑᔪᑦ ‘ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᑦ’ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐃᒪᖅ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ, ᓄᒃᑕᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᒍᑦ ᖃᓗᓯᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒍᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.

iv. ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ (H1, H2, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ H3 ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):  ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ-ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
(~ᔪᓚᐃ-ᒥᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ-ᒧᑦ) ᑲᖏᖅᓱᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓂ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ 
ᓄᒃᑕᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᒡᕚᕐᔪᐊᖅ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖅ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᑲᓛᑦᖠ ᓄᓇᖓ 
ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ (~ᓄᕕᐱᕆ-ᒥᑦ ᐊᐃᕆᓕ-ᒧᑦ). ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2020). ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᔪᑦ ᓂᐹᕆᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᒡᕕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ, ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᖄᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ, ᐊᑦᑎᓈᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ). ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᓂᐱᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖁᖁᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᐅᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑑᔪᑦ ᐃᒃᑲᑦᑐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᒃᑐᓂ, ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐃᒃᑲᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.6 ᖃᒡᓕᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᑉᐸᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1, ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3. 
ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕈᑎᒃ. 
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ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᖅᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ: 
ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᖅ, ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒃ ᑎᓱᐊᔪᓕᒃ, ᓇᐅᔮᕈᓗᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑲᓗᐊᓗᐃᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖃᑯᖅᑕᓄᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᐅᖅᑎᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᑲᐅᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᔪᒃ 
ᐊᒦᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᐅᓇ 1 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓂᓕᒫᖓ ᑕᐅᓄᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᓕᒫᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᑕ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ ᓴᓂᖅᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ:

• �ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒃ ᑎᓱᐊᔪᓕᒃ (H3 ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):  ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᑭᔪᓃᑦᑐᑦ, ᐃᒃᑲᑦᑐᓂ, ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ. 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑎᑦ ᖁᓚᒎᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓛᖓ 2 000 ᕕᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᒍᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ. ᐃᓕᐅᖃᐃᓂᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ.

• �ᓇᐅᔮᕈᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑲᓗᐊᓗᐃᑦ (H1 ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):  ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᔮᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑎᑦ ᖁᓚᒎᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓛᖓ 2 000 ᕕᑦ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᒍᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ. ᐃᓕᐅᖃᐃᓂᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ.

• �ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ (H2 ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):  ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᖃᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ 
ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂᑦ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑎᑦ ᖁᓚᒎᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
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ᐊᑦᑎᓛᖓ 2 000 ᕕᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᒍᒥ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ. 
ᒥᑭᔪᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖏ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᑉᐸᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒍᑎᒃ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᒃ 
ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

v. ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ (H2 ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):  ᐅᓇ ᐃᓚᖓ 
ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖓ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ; ᐅᓄᓛᑦᑎᐊᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ. ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ 

ᓄᒃᑕᕆᐊᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᖅᑕᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓛᖠ ᓄᓇᖓ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑦ, 
ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ( ᕿᒥᕐᓗᐋ, ᑕᓯᐅᔭ, ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᔭᕐᒥᔪᑦ (Jones Sound ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Smith 
Sound) ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐸᒃᑐ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᓂ, ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᓈᓚᐅᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᖅᓯᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᖓᓱᓄ ᕿᒥᕐᓗᐋ ᐊᐅᔭᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3:  

1) ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᐋᑕ ᐃᒪᖓ (I1) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖑᐊᑦ (I2); 

2) ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᓂ (I3); 

3)  ᕿᒥᕐᓗᐋ I1); ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

4) ᐃᓚᖓ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ (ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᑦᑐᒑᐱᒃ (I1). 

ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᐹᖓ 9 ᓇᑦᔅ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 300 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3. ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᐅᓇᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖓ ᑕᓯᐅᔭ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1-ᒧᑦ (ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 5.2 ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 1). ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᐅ. (I3) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖑᐊᑦ (I2) ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑐ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᓄᖓᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ ᐃᓯᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑲᖏᑦᓱᐃᑦ.   

vi. ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.4):  ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᒋᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓗᕕᐊᓗᒃᑕᓕᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅ. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᒐᔭᖅᐸᑕ ᓇᑎᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖃᐅᒪᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᖓᓄᐊᖅᓯᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ).
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47

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5.2. ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3. ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ. ᑎᑎᖃᖏᑦ ᓴᓂᓕᕇᖕᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᖅ 5.

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓄᓇᖓ

ᐊᐃᕖᑦ 
ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕ (C)

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ (F)

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ 
(G)

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ
(H1, H2, H3)

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ 
(I1, I2, I3)

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ 
ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J)

ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖓᑦ

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ  
(ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐲᔭᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ)

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: 
ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᔪᑦ (C)
• �ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 100 ᕕᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
• �ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 50-ᒥᑦ 100-ᒧᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓖᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒦᑦᑕᕆᐊᓕᑦ 1 ᑭᓚᒦᑕ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᑕ 1 ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᒡᓕᑦ.
• �ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3
• �ᐊᑎᓈᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ 5 000 ᕕᑦ (1 500 ᒦᑕ) ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒥᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ (F)
• �ᓴᓂᐊᒎᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
• �ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑭᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓈᕆᐊᖃᑦᑐᑦ 500 ᒦᑕ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᑦ.
• �ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑲᑕᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.
• �ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓈᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖓᑕ 3 500 ᕕᑦ (1 100 ᒦᑕ) ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ.

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ (H1, H2, H3)
• �ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓈᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖓᑕ 2 000 ᕕᑦ (610 ᒦᑕ) ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ H1, H2, H3, 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ.

• �ᐅᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ H2 ᒥᑭᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᒃ
• �ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ H3 (ᑭᑉᐸᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒃ ᑎᓱᐊᔪᓕᒃ).

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ (I1, I2, I3)
• �ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕈᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 9 ᓈᑦᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᑦ 300 ᑖᓐᔅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ.

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J)
• �ᐊᖃᐅᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᖓᓄᐊᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ  
(ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐲᔭᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ)

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: 

ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ (C)
• �ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 100 ᕕᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
• �ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 50-ᒥᑦ 100-ᒧᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓖᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒦᑦᑕᕆᐊᓕᑦ 1 ᑭᓚᒦᑕ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᑕ 1 ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᒡᓕᑦ.
• �ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ 50 ᕕᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.
• �ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓈᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖓᑕ 5 000 ᕕᑦ (1 500 ᒦᑕ) ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ.
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓄᓇᖓ

ᐊᐃᕖᑦ 
ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕ (C)

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ (F)

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ 
(G)

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ
(H1, H2, H3)

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ 
(I1, I2, I3)

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ 
ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J)

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ (F)
• �ᓴᓂᐊᒎᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
• �ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑭᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓈᕆᐊᖃᑦᑐᑦ 500 ᒦᑕ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᑦ.
• �ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑲᑕᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3
• �ᐊᑎᓈᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ 3 500 ᕕᑦ (1 100 ᒦᑕ) ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒥᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ.

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ (H1, H2, H3)
• �ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓈᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖓᑕ 2 000 ᕕᑦ (610 ᒦᑕ) ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ H1, H2, H3, 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ.

• �ᐅᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ H2 ᒥᑭᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᒃ
• �ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ H3 (ᑭᑉᐸᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒃ ᑎᓱᐊᔪᓕᒃ).

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ (I1, I2, I3)
• �ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕈᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 9 ᓈᑦᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᑦ 300 ᑖᓐᔅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ.
• �ᐳᓚᖃᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᖃᖏᖅᓱᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭ (I3) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖑᐊ (I2).

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J)
• ᐊᖃᐅᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᖓᓄᐊᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓇᐸᔪᑦ 7 7 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ (H1, H2, H3)
• �ᐃᓕᐅᖃᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑎᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖓ H1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ H3 ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ; 

ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᓇᑉᐸᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᕕᐅᓲᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ H2.

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G)
• �ᐃᖃᖓᓂ-ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J)
• �ᐃᖃᖓᓂ-ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

7 7 ✓ 7 ✓ ✓

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: 
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G)
• �ᓄᒃᑕᓲᓂ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ (I1, I2, I3)
• �ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕈᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 9 ᓈᑦᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᑦ 300 ᑖᓐᔅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ.

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓕᑦ(G)
• �ᓄᒃᑕᓲᓂ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓄᓇᖓ

ᐊᐃᕖᑦ 
ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕ (C)

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ (F)

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ 
(G)

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ
(H1, H2, H3)

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ 
(I1, I2, I3)

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ 
ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J)

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ (F)
• �ᓴᓂᐊᒎᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
• �ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑭᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓈᕆᐊᖃᑦᑐᑦ 500 ᒦᑕ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᑦ.
• �ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑲᑕᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3
• �ᐊᑎᓈᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ 3 500 ᕕᑦ (1 100 ᒦᑕ) ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒥᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ.

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ (H1, H2, H3)
• �ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓈᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖓᑕ 2 000 ᕕᑦ (610 ᒦᑕ) ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ H1, H2, H3, 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ.

• �ᐅᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ H2 ᒥᑭᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᒃ
• �ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ H3 (ᑭᑉᐸᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒃ ᑎᓱᐊᔪᓕᒃ).

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ (I1, I2, I3)
• �ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕈᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 9 ᓈᑦᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᑦ 300 ᑖᓐᔅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ.
• �ᐳᓚᖃᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᖃᖏᖅᓱᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭ (I3) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖑᐊ (I2).

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J)
• ᐊᖃᐅᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᖓᓄᐊᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓇᐸᔪᑦ 7 7 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ (H1, H2, H3)
• �ᐃᓕᐅᖃᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑎᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖓ H1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ H3 ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ; 

ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᓇᑉᐸᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᕕᐅᓲᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ H2.

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G)
• �ᐃᖃᖓᓂ-ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J)
• �ᐃᖃᖓᓂ-ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

7 7 ✓ 7 ✓ ✓

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: 
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G)
• �ᓄᒃᑕᓲᓂ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ (I1, I2, I3)
• �ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕈᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 9 ᓈᑦᔅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᑦ 300 ᑖᓐᔅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ.

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓕᑦ(G)
• �ᓄᒃᑕᓲᓂ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓄᓇᖓ

ᐊᐃᕖᑦ 
ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕ (C)

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ (F)

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ 
(G)

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ
(H1, H2, H3)

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ 
(I1, I2, I3)

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ 
ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ (J)

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

7 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ (F)
• �ᓴᓂᐊᒎᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
• �ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑭᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓈᕆᐊᖃᑦᑐᑦ 500 ᒦᑕ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᑦ.
• �ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 50 ᕕᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑲᑕᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ (G)
• �ᓄᒃᑕᓲᓂ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ  (H1, H2 H3)
• �ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ H3.
• �ᐅᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ H2 ᒥᑭᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᒃ.

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓕᑦ (J)
• �ᓄᒃᑕᓲᓂ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᑮᔭᖃᑏᔪᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
(ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖕᒥᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ)

7 7 ✓ 7 ✓ ✓

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᐃᓕᐅᖃᐃᓂᖅ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᒃᑲᕈᐃᒃ 
ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ

7 7 7 7 7 7

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᖃᓗᕋᖅ 7 7 7 7 7 7 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒑᓯ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐲᔭᐃᔪᑦ

7 7 7 7 7 7 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ: ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ
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5.2.4 ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 4: ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 4 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᓐᖏᑐᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ, 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

ᑭᒡᓕᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ: 

  • �ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑦᑎᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂ, ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.

  • �ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᕆᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.

  • �ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ.

  • �ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᔾᔮᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐃᑦ.

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑭᓕᐊ 4 ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓂᖓ 
ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᒪᓂᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ 1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3 ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃ. 
ᖃᓅᑎᒋᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐅᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᕕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᕗᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᑕ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ, 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦ, ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ, 
ᐃᓂᖓᓂ-ᖃᓄᕆᑑᓂᖓ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᖓ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ. 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ.  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 4. 

5.3  ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ

ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒎᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᒋᓲᖏᑦ 
ᓂᕿᖃᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕕᒋᓲᖏᑦ (ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ). ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐃᓅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᐅᓐᓇ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐅᖅᓴᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ 
ᑕᐃᒫᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᐊᓂ. ᐸᒡᕕᓂᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕕᑐᖃᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑕᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓗᑎᓗᑦ 
ᐸᒡᕕᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᕗᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖑᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.
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ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 5.3. 
ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᕆᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ, ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐳᓛᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓛᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᖑᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᒪᓂᒃᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ.

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 1 (ᑲᖏᖅᓱᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ): ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᓂᑦ, 
ᐅᓇ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᖅ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᓯᒪᕕᖓ ᐃᓂᖓ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ.  

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 2 (ᓂᒋᐊᓂ  ᕿᒥᕐᓗᐋ): ᐅᓇ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ. 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓲᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ, 
ᓇᑦᑎᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ, ᑲᖑᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓲᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ. ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ 
ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.     

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 3 (ᑭᒡᓕᓕᒫᖓ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ ᑲᖏᖅ ᐊᑯᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᒃ): 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᖓᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒡᓗ 
ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᓯᒪᕕᐅᓲᖅ. ᐃᒃᑲᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ Cape Crawford, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᕆᖁᐊᓂ ᑲᖏᖅ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ. ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.     

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 4 (ᐸᒥᐅᔭᑦ): ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᓯᒪᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ. ᓯᑯᖃᐃᓐᓇᓲᖅ ᐸᒥᐅᔭ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, 
ᑐᓂᓯᒪᓲᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᓈᖓᓂᒃ. ᐸᒥᐅᔭ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᑯᐊ 
ᐊᓯᖑᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.     

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 5 (ᕿᖑᐊᑦ): ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᒃ; ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᑦ. ᖁᓗᒃᑑ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᕕᓂᖅ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖓ 
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᐊᓂ. ᐃᓱᐃᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑦᑎᓈᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐹᕿᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ; ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓲᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ. ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.     

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 6 (ᓂᒋᐊ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑦ): ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ, ᑑᒑᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ. 
ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ.

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 7 (ᓂᒋᐊ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ): 
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᒫᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ (ᐊᐃᕕᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ). 
ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᖓ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕝᕕᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᔪᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᓲᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᒃᓴᖓ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ. ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᕕᓂᖓ; 
ᑲᓛᑦᖡᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᖓ. 

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 8 (ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ ᐃᑉᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓯᓈᓯᐅᕐᕕᒃ): ᓄᓇ 
ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᓕᒃ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᕕᓃᑦ (ᖃᒻᒪᐃᑦ, ᑐᐱᕐᕕᕕᓃᑦ) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᓂᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᕕᑦ, ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᕼᐊᓐᓇᓚᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ. ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᓯᒪᕕᐅᓲᖅ. ᐅᓇ 
ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᑦ (ᓱᖅᑲᓕᒃ, ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᓗᐃᓪᓗ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖃᓲᑦ ᑎᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ. ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.     
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᖓᓂ

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ 
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ 
ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓲᓂᒃ

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᒐᖅᑐᓂᒃ

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ: 
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᑎᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᐊᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᓲᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

✓

ᒪᑐᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᑎᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ✓

ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᕐᒦᑦ ᓯᑯᖏᑦ ✓

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5.3 ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦᑎᒍ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ.

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 9 (ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕈᓕᕿ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ):  ᐅᓇ 
ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕕᐅᓲᖅ. ᐅᓇ 
ᓄᓇᖓ ᑯᐊᓐᓂᓕᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ. ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3.

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 10 (ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃ): ᐅᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᒃ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ, ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ, ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ.

• �ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 11 (ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎ): ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᓂᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓂᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕕᐅᓂᑯ ᓅᑕᐅᓂᑯᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ. 

• ��ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 12 (ᑯᓛᑯ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒃ): ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ (ᑑᒑᓕᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ) ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ (ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐃᓄᕕᕕᓂᑐᐊᐃᑦ) ᓯᒡᔭᖏᓐᓂ.
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ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ

ᐅᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ 
ᑎᓴᒪᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1 ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐊᔪᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᖏᑦ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ-ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖓ 35 ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᔪ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ.



ᐅᐃᒍᖅ54

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ A1.  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑕᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ3

 
✓  ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᑑᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᓂᒃ, ᐃᓂᖓᓂ-ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ.
C  ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ ᖃᓅᑎᒋᔪᖅ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (✓) ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ(ᑦ) ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᖓ 6 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᓲᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
(ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ C ᐊᑖᓂ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ) ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ (✓) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᒃᑲ (7) ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ. 
7  ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

3.  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔪᖃᖁᓇᒍ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ, ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᐃᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
4.  ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᐃᒻᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐊᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᑭᓱᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐊᕙᖕᒪᖔᑐ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃᐸᓗᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ (‘C’) ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ 3 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5.1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.2 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ 3 ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑭᒡᓕᐊ  1 ᑭᒡᓕᐊ  2 ᑭᒡᓕᐊ  34 ᑭᒡᓕᐊ  4

ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖓᑦ

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑐᖃᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᔾᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᐊᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ.

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ

C ✓ ✓ ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ.

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ (ᓄᓇᒥᑦ 
ᐲᔭᐃᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

7 ✓ ✓ ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ (ᓄᓇᒥᑦ 
ᐲᔭᐃᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ)

7 ✓ C ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ.

ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂ 
ᓇᑉᐸᐃᓂᖅ

7 C C ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

7 ✓ C ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ. ᑭᓴᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᖓ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᖅ.



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

55

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑭᒡᓕᐊ  1 ᑭᒡᓕᐊ  2 ᑭᒡᓕᐊ  34 ᑭᒡᓕᐊ  4

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

7 7 C ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ/ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐃᓴᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ.

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

7 7 C ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ/ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐃᓴᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂ.

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᕕᑦ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᖃᕐᕕᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᕕᑦ

7 7 C ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓚᐃᓴᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.

ᐃᓕᐅᖃᐃᓂᖅ 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᒃᑲᕈᐃᒃ 
ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ

7 7 7 7

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ:  
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂ. 

ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᖃᓗᕋᖅ 7 7 C ✓

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᐊᑖᓂ ᖃᓄᕋᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ. ᐃᖃᖓᓂ 
ᑲᓕᑦᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ.

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒑᓯ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐲᔭᐃᔪᑦ

7 7 7 7

ᐃᓱᓕᑦ/ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓕᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ:  
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ .
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ᐅᐃᒍᖅ B  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ

ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᑎᒍᑦ.

ᐅᓇ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒍᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖓᑕ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖓᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 5 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᓇᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᕌᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ, 
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ, ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ.

ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐅᓇ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᕆᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᓄᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓇᓂ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ  ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒥ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐋᕿᒃᓯᔾᔪᑎᖃᓲᑦ 
ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᔪᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ. 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒍ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓇᔭᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ.

ᐊ
ᔾᔨ

ᓕ
ᐅ

ᕆ
ᔪᕕ

ᓂ
ᖅ

 H
ug

ue
s 

M
ic

ha
ud



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

57

ᐅᐃᒍᖅ C ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ  
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᑦ.

ᐅᓇ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ, 
ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ 
ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᓂᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑦ.

ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓯᖃᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, 2001
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, 1999 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ
ᓯᒡᔭᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ
ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ, 1994 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ
ᔪᓇᐃᑎᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᓐᔅ ᓱᓕᓂᕋᐅᑎ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ
ᑭᕕᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᒡᓯᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᓂ, ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᐊᑖᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒧᑦ:
•	 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ
•	 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
•	 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᖓ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖅ
•	 ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖅ

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ (1993)
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ (2019)
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᑉᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ (2016) 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᕐᒥᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ (1999)

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ (2022)
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᑦ (2019)
ᓄᓇᓐᖑᐊ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑐᑦ: ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᓄᑦ ᓴᐃᒪᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ (2019)
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦ (2019)
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ (2022)

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖏᑦ 
(ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2019-ᒥ)
ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂ 
(2019)
ᑐᓐᖓᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᒍᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  (2018)
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓇᔭᕐᓂᖓᒍᑦ (2019)
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ (2022)
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ᐅᐃᒍᖅ D  ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦ

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᖄᖓᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᑦᑕ. ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᕝᕙ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ:

• �ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ (2001) 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᑦ)

• �ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᑖᓂᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓗᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦ 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᑑᑎᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᓱᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᑦ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓕᕈᒫᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖑᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᕈᓂ ᐅᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ.

• �ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᒧᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᒧᑦ, 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂ, ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖃᓕᖅᐸᑦ. 

• �ᐅᓇ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᔭᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓐᖏᓇᔮᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᐋᕿᒃᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ.

• �ᕿᓚᒥ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᕆᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᕿᓚᒥ ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓐᖏᓚᐅᑲᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᕿᓚᒥ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ).

• �ᕿᓚᒥ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑭᓚᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᑲᐃᓵᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ) 

• �ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖑᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᓂᒃ 
(ᓲᕐᓗ ᓂᕿᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᖏᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᕆᖅᓲᔾᔨᔪᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᖁᓯᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ.

• �ᐱᕙᒌᔭᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ.

• �ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ - ᑕᕿᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓴᕿᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ.

• �ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ - ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᓴᕿᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ.

• �ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᑦ - ᓴᕿᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ.



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
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• �ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᒥᒃ, ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ)

• �ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ - ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᕋᔭᓐᖏᕕᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᑦ, ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᕇᒃᑯᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 

• �ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓕᕋᔭᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᐊᒧᐊᒍᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 

ᐊ
ᔾᔨ

ᓕ
ᐅ

ᕆ
ᔪᕕ

ᓂ
ᖅ

 N
ic

ol
e 

M
cF

ad
de

n



ᐅᐃᒍᖅ60



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᔭᖅ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᔫᓂ 2026



ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ
ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

 Justin Buller, Jovan Simic 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᓕᒫᖅ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖓ

 Michele LeBlanc-Havard

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ

 Laurent Jonart

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ

(ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ)

 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ

Andrew Orawiec
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

Kevin Tallon
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

Brigitte Bourdon, Karen Halley, Katriina 
O’Kane, Allison Stoddart 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

Lou-Ann Cornacchio, Jamessee Moulton, 
Justin Hack
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ



ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔫᑉ 

1. ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᑯᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ NMCA ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ

2. ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᕐᓗ ᖁᓛᒍᑦ
ᑕᑯᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ

3. ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᑯᓘᔭᖏᓂᒃ
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᑉ
ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ

4. ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐋᖑᔪᒧᑦ



ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᖅ

ᕿᓂᖅᑕᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: 

• ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 
ᐆᒧᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA
• ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐅᖃᓯᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 5.2.34 (ᐊ) ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐋᑕ

• ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐋᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ 
ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA
• ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐅᖃᓯᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 5.6.48 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐋᑕ



ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᓕᕆᔭᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᐅᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ
ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᓂᓄᑦ



ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ (NMCAs)

• ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖏᓂ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᐅᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᓴᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᔾᔮᕆᔭᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑎᓕᒫᑦ
ᐃᓅᓯᖃᖅᑐᓐ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐋᒥ

• ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂᓗ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓯᕗᒥᕐᒥᓗ ᑭᖑᕚᓄᑦ ᓱᕋᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑑᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᒡᕖᑦ

• ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NMCA, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑎᒍᒥᐋᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓐ
ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐋᑉ CNMCA



NMCA ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ
ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᐊᒐᕗᑦ

1. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗ 

2. ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᑐᖃᕕᓂᖏᑦ

3. ᐊᐅᓚᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ

4. ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 
ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᒍᑦ

5. ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᖃᑕᐅᓗᑕ ᖃᓄᐄᙱᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓄᑦ 

6. ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᔭᖃᓪᓗᑕ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑏᓐ 
ᐊᑐᕆᔭᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᒍᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

7. ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐆᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
NMCA

8. ᓯᕗᒨᕆᓇᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓄᑦ



ᐱᓕᕆᔭᒃᓴᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ NMCA

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

        ᓲᕐᓗ., ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓃᑦ, ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ, ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᔨᑦ
• ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕝᕕᐅᔫᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᔾᔭᕐᓗᖓᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑖᓄᑦ 

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᑕᖏᑕᓗ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ NMCA

ᐱᓕᕆᐋᒃᓴᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑉ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓲᓂᒃ 
• ᓲᕐᓗ., ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐱᐅᓛᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂᖏᓪᓗ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓯᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᐱᙳᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ

ᐊᒃᑕᑯᐃᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᑭᕕᑎᑕᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐳᓪᓚᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᓪᓗ

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒐᒃᓴᑦ



ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᓕᕆᔭᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᐅᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ
ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ



ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᓇᕐᓂᐋᑕ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᒃᓵᑕ 
ᐅᒃᑑᑎᓕᐊᖓ 
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑎᑕᖅ 

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᓂᒃ

IMP 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᕗᖅ 

ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᐊᑖᒍᑦ CNMCAA

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 
2009

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒋᔭᒧᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐆᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᒃ 

• ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕘᒥ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐆᒪᖃᑎᒌᒻᒥᒃ 

• ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖑᔪᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒧᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐋᕈᑎᖏᒍᑦ

• ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖅ 
ᐃᓱᓕᑎᔾᔪᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
NMCA ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒪᓇᕈᑖ; 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᑭᒡᓕᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓂᐅᑉ 

• ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒥᒃ 
ᓇᓪᓕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᑕ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐆᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏ
ᓐᓂᐊᓂᒃ

• ᑕᐃᒪᓕ NWMB 
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒍᑎᒃ, 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖓᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐋᒡᒐᓯᒥᑦ 

• ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ 
ᐃᓚᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ IMPA 

ᓯᕗᐋᓄᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᕕᒡᔪᐋ
ᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ

• ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA 

ᐅᐃᒍᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎ
ᓗᓂ ᑕᕝᕗᖓ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔮ 1 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
CNMCAA

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᐅᑎᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 

• ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑎᓕᐊᓖᑦ 
IIBA

• ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ 
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑖᑕ 
ᑭᒡᓕᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ

• ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᖅᖢᓂ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ-ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᖢᑎᒃ-
ᐊᖏᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ

ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 
2017

ᐋᒡᒐᓯ 
2019

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᒃᓵᓄᑦ

ᒪᐃ-
ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 

2023
ᐋᒡᒐᓯ 
2026

ᐃᓱᖅᐸᓯᐊ 
2026

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
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ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓰᑦ



ᐃᒪᖅ

• ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖅ 6 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓᑕ IIBA

• ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᖅᓲᑎᓂᒃ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᒍᑎᒃ

• ᐃᒪᖅ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓ ᐃᒃᓯᕚᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᓐᓂ

• ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒋᔭᖏᑕ 



ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐋᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ



ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐋᓂᖓ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ

ᐃᓚᖓ 1 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ IMP (2018-2023)

ᐃᓚᖓ 2 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ IMP (2024-2025)



ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᐅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᑐᑭᓕᐆᕆᔭᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA ᓄᓇᓕᐆᔪᑦ

ᐅᑯᐋᖑᓪᓗᒋᑦ:
• ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ

• ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ

• ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ

• ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ

• ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ

ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ

ᑎᓴᒪᐃᖅᓱᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 2018 ᑎᑭᖢᒍ

2025 ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᑉ ᓴᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ IMP:
1. ᒪᐃ - ᔪᓚᐃ 2018
2. ᐃᑉᐳᕈ - ᒪᐃ 2019
3. ᒫᔾᔨ 2024
4. ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2024 - ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2025



ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐋᓂᖓ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ

ᐃᓚᖓ 1 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ
IMP (2018-2023)

•ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᓇᕐᓂᐋ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ
2017

•ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑕ, ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐋᕈᑏᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᑦ

ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᓇᕐᓂᐋ

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊ

•ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ

•ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ

•ᐳᓚᕋᑏᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᓐ, ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓐ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑏᓐ, ᐳᓚᕋᑏᓪᓗ

•ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒦᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᓐ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔨᖏᑦ, 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐋᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔨᖏᑦ

ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ

•ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑦ NLUP ᐊᒻᒪ QWB ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖓ

•ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑎᓐ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖏᑦ

•ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖏᑦ

ᓯᑰᑉ, ᓯᓈᖓᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᐊ, ᐊᐅᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕝᕕᒃᓴᑦ

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᔨᐅᓲᑦ



ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᖅ

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕝᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓛᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᐅᖁᔭᓄᑦ

2 ᑲᑎᒪᑦᑎᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ:

✓ ᒪᐃᒥᑦ ᔪᓚᐃᒧᑦ 2018

✓ ᐃᑉᐳᕈᒥ ᒪᐃᒧᑦ 2019

ᐃᓚᖓ 1 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ

(2018-2019)

Hᐋᒻᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑐᓕᕆᔨ ᑦ  ᑎ ᒥᖏᓂ ᒃ

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ

ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ

ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎ

ᒃ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ:

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑖ

1



ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓇᐅᑎᔪᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᑯᒥᒃ ᓯᖁᑉᑎᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᖓᓂᑦ

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ

ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ 2018-2019



ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ/ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒃᓗᑎᒃᓗ

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂ/ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᓗ

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᒃᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᖓᓂ

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
/ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ 2018-2019



ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓯᑯ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ/ᓯᓚᐅᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃᓗ

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᕐᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᐸᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᐱᖁᔭᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᓂᖅ

ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ 2018-2019



ᐃᓚᖓ 2 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ

IMP (2024-2025)

• 2 ᓵᖓᔾᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕐᓗ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᑦ

ᓱᓕᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᐃᓂᖅ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ,  ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒡᓗ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ

• ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓛᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᒪᐃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 2025

• ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᓪ

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖏᑦ

• IMP ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᖢᒍ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᔪᓂ-ᔪᓚᐃ 2025
ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐋᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ



• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦᑕ ᕿᒥᕈᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑦ IMP, ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑕᒻᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐋᒍᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᕕᓂᖅᐳᑦ.

• 3 ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᖅᑎᖢᑎᒍᑦ:

✓ ᒫᔾᔨ 2024

✓ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2024

✓ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖓᑕ 2025

ᐃᓚᖓ 2  ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖏᑦ

(2024-2025)

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᖢ
ᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ

ᐅᐃᒍᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᖢᒋ
ᑦ 



ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖏᑦ 2024-2025

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᒐᑦᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᑕᕐᕇᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᖏᑦ ᓵᖓᔭᖃᕋᓱᒃᖢᑕ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᓕᐊᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᖑᑕ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖏᑦ

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᓵᖓᔪᒪᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ:
• ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑰᑉ ᓯᓈᒋᔭᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ 

• ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ

• ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒋᐊᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᓐ ᑐᒑᓖᓪᓗ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ

• ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᑕ ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐋᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᕈᖏᓂ

• ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ
• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕆᔭᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᕇᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓵᖓᓗᒋᑦ

ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ

• ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 



ᐱᖃᖃᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ/ᐱ

ᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ 

(2018)

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓃᑦ 
(2018-2019)

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᖢᒋᑦ 
 1 IMP

ᐆᒃᑑᑎ

ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎ 

ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑐᖅ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓃᑦ 

ᐆᒃᑑᑎᓕᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ 

(2024)

ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᑎ
ᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓃᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
(2024) 

Draft 
2

ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒧᑦ 

ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ, 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 

ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎ

Draft 
2

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ 

ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕋᓱᓐᓂᖅ

(2025)

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᖓᐅᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᕗᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᖅ

ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᑎ
ᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓃᑦ

Draft 
3

ᖃᐅᔨᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
(2025) 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅ

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ

ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ 

+ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓪᓗ 
(2017)

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᖢᒋᑦ 
 2

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᖢᒋᑦ 
 2

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᖢᒋᑦ 
 3



43
ᓵᖓᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍ
ᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ

493
ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ 

•ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ 
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓐ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ
• Hᐋᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

•ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

• ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᑦ 
ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕝᕖᑦ

5
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᑐᓴᕆᐋᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ
ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ
ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ
ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ

ᑎᒥᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ

145

443
ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔭᖅᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᓵᖓᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓐᓃᑦ

33

• ᒐᕙᒪᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ

• ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐊᒍᑦ 

ᑎᒥᓕᐋᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ

• ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐋᖅᓯᒪᔾᔪᐋᖅᑐᓐ

• ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐋᖑᔪᑦ
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓐ, 
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᓐ, 
ᐳᓚᕋᑦᑐᕆᔨᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᑦ 
ᐳᓚᕋᑎᖏᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑏᓪᓗ

2018 - 2025

IMP

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ



ᑕᐅᑐᙵᐊᖅᖢᒍ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ



ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ

• ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖅ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

• ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᙳᖅᐸᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎ

• ᐅᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖅ 
ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ 



ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᐊᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᒍ -
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᕇᒐᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
- ᑭᓲᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᖓᓂ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓇᔭᕐᓂᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑎᓕᒃ.

ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ

ᑭᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᑦ: 
“ᐱᔭᕇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᓱᓂᒃ 
ᐋᕿᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᑯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐱᑕ?”

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᑦ

ᑭᐅᓗᒍ ᐊᐱᖁᑎ: “ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐆᒃᑐᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᐸ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔪᒪᔭᒥᒃ 
ᐋᕿᒍᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ?

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

ᑕᒪᖓᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖃᓄᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᓐᖏ
ᓇᖅᓯᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑭᓱᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖓᓂ, 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᕌᖓᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊ
ᖅᐸᑦ.



ᑕᑯᓐᓇᙳᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔨᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᓯᓚᔪᐊᒥ

ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖕᖏᓂᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᓱᒃᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐳᓛᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ

ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒋᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, ᖁᔭᓕᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᕐᒥᒃ.



ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ 1

• ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ

ᐱᖁᑎᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ.

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 2

• ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᖢᑎᒃ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᑦ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖏᑦ

ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᑐᑦ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ. 

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 3

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ

ᑕᕆᐅᖅ

ᓱᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 4

• ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓄᑎᒃ

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ

ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓗᒍ

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂ

ᖅ ᐊᑕᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ

ᐃᒪᖓ.

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᑐᕌᖅᑕᕗᑦ 1, 3, 4 
ᐊᒻᒪ 6 
ᐊᒃᑐᐋᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ  
ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᑦᑕ 
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᕌᒐᖅ 1 ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᖅ 
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ  
ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᑦᑕ 
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 



oᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 1. ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖓ 
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᓯᖑᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖏᑦ, 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕈᓂ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ) 
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 5.

• ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 3 ᐱᓕᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᓚᐃᓴᓯᑦ) 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 2. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕ. ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᒃ 
ᐱᐅᓯᕐᓄᑦ.

• ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 4 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᒋᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᑕᐃᓕᑎᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᖓᓂ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 5.

• ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 6 ᑕᐃᒪᓗᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 3 ᑕᔅᓱᒪᖓᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥ.

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ 1

• ᑐᕌᖅᑕᖅ 1 ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓛᖓ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ 
ᑲᔪᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒡᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 5 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ.

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ 3



ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗ

ᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ

ᔪᓚᐃ 21-ᒥᑦ 

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 15-ᒧᑦ

ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑭᒡᓕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 16-ᒥᑦ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 20-ᒧᑦ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᔫᑉ 
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ



ᒪᓕᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓄᑦ

• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ

• ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᓃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑦ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᓂᒃ  ᒪᓕᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ

• ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᓲᑦ ᑐᐊᕐᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᑦ 

• ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᐅᕋᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ

• ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕋᑎᒃ



ᐃ
ᒪ

ᐃ
ᓐᓇ

ᐅ
ᑎ

ᓪᓗ
ᒍ

 ᐊ
ᕐᕌ

ᒍ
ᒥ



ᓯ
ᑯ

ᖃ
ᖅ

ᑎ
ᓪᓗ

ᒍ
 ᐊ

ᕐᕌ
ᒍ

ᒥ
 



ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐋᖑᔪᓂᒃ
ᑕᑯᓇᖕᓂᖃᓐᓂᖅ
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ



ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᕐᒥ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐋᕆᔭᓕᒃ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖓᑕ 35 ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐋᖓᓂᒃ. 

ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 1 
ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ

ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 2
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ

ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 3
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑖ

ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 4
ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

ᐱᔾᔪᑖ
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᑭᓱᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑕᔪᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᐸᑕ. 
ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᖓ
ᐲᔭᐃᕕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.

ᐱᔾᔪᑖ
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᑭᓱᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ

ᑭᓱᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᑭᓱᖃᕈᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓱᑕᖃᕐᓂᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ

ᐲᔭᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᖓ

ᐲᔭᐃᕕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.

ᐱᔾᔪᑖ
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᒥᒃ

ᓇᔪᖅᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ

ᓇᔪᖅᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᓴᓇᔪᓂᑦ.

ᐱᔾᔪᑖ
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

ᓱᕋᐃᓐᖏᑐᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂ

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.



ᐊᐃᕕᑦ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ

B

B B

B

ᑭᓱᑦ  ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕙᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ:
• 13 ᐱᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᕆᔭᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ ᑕᖃᐃᖅᓯᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  

ᓂᕆᕝᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᕿᒫᕝᕕᐅᓲᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᓂᕿᑐᖅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐃᒪᐅᓂᖓᓂ

• ᕿᒫᑎᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᓃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᕆᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ

• ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᓲᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᓲᓂᒃ.

• ᐸᖅᑭ.ᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᕿᒪᕉᑎᖁᓇᒋᑦ 



ᐊᐃᕕᑦ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ• ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐋᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᕆᔭᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 2023 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓈᓕᐊᖏᑕ, 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓂᑯᓪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ. 

 

        ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 1 - ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᙱ ᓴᐳᒥᔾᔪᑖ (ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ):
• ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᑦ: ᐃᓯᖅᑕᒃᓴᐆᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐃᒪᖓᒍᓪᓗ 1 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᓗᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᑦ
• ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᑕ: ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᑕᒃᓴᐆᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1 

ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥᒃ ᐅᒡᓗᖏᑕ ᐊᕙᓗᒋᔭᖏᑦ
• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᒐᐅᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᔪᙱᖢᑎᒃ
• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ* ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 3 - ᓯᑯᐃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ:
• ᐊᕙᓗᖓ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᖅ 4 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐅᖓᒻᒨᖓᓂᐊᑕ 

• ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᓐ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᑭᐱᙳᐄᔭᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦ

• ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᑦ ᑐᙵᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᑦ ᐊᒃᑎᒋᓂᖏᑕ ᑭᐱᙳᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓐ (ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᒐᒃᓴᒥ)

• ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖔᒍᑦ 5000 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ

• ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ* ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᑦ 
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ

0  3  6        12 km0        2       4                  8 km

0        2       4                  8 km 0  3  6        12 km

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ

* ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐅᓲᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᐊᕝᕗᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐋᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᖃᓂ 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA 

ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ

ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ

ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ



ᐊᐃᕕᑦ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ

< 50 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ: ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓐ

ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᑉ 3 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ (ᖃᔭᐃᑦ, ᐳᓪᓚᓖᑦ)

50 - 100 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ: ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓐ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᑉ 3 ᑭᓯᐊᓂ

ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 2 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥᒃ ᐅᒡᓕᓂᑦ

>100 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ: ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓯᕆᐋᒃᓴᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ

ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᑦ

3 ᐃᓂᖏᓂᑦ

50 to 100 ft

under 50 ft

50 - 100 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ

< 50 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ



Graham 
Harbour

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᒨᕆᐊᖅ

ᐅᐊᓕᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᑦ

ᑲᖏᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ

ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐋᕐᔪᒃ Burnett 
Inlet

Powell 
Inlet

Cuming 
Inlet

ᓯᒡᒍᐊ

ᓇᐅᔮᕈᓗᒃ

ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃ

ᐅᒡᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᑦ



I1

I1

I2

I3

I1

Quiet Refuge

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ
ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ ᑭᓱᑦ  ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕙᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ:

• 4 ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᒪᕆᔭᖏᑦ

• 1 ᕿᒫᕝᕕᒋᔭᐊᓲᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᓄᑦ

• ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐋᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓛᓂᒃ ᑐᒑᓕᑦ

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ



ᑑᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 1 - ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒥᔾᔪᑖ:
• ᐃᓯᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒻᒧᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᑦ; 

ᕿᒫᕝᕕᒋᔭᐊᓲᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᓄᑦ

• ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᕈᑎᐅᓲᓪᓗ ᐊᔪᙱᑦᑐᑦ

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ* 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 3 - ᓯᑯᐃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ 

ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ:
• ᓱᒃᑲᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊ ᐃᓱᖓ 9 ᓈᑦᓯᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᑦ 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 300 ᑕᓐᓰᑦ

• ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᕿᙳᐋᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

(I2) ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐋᑉ ᐅᖅᑯᐋᑕ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒋᔭᖏᓂᑦ (I3) 

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᑦ ᐃᓯᕆᐊᖓ 

ᐅᖅᑯᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᖣᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᓴᐅᔭᕐᒥᑦ (I3) 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ* 

ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ

I1

I2

I3

* ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐅᓲᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ, 
ᐊᕝᕗᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐋᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᖃᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA 



I1

I1
I1

I2

I3

ᕿᒫᕝᕕᒋᔭᐊᓲᑦ 
ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᓄᑦ



ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ

H1

H
H1

H2

H3

H3

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 3 - ᓯᑯᐃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ:
• ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 5000 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ

• ᓄᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐋᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ (H1 & H3)

• H3 – ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒃ ᑎᓱᐊᔪᓕᒃ  

• ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓯᕆᐊᖃᖁᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
• H1 – ᓇᐅᔮᕈᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑲᓗᐊᓗᐃᑦ 

• ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᓐ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑲᔾᔭᐆᓴᒋᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓ 

• H2 – ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ

• ᒥᑭᑦᑐᓐ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓐ ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑐᐊᓐ ᑕᕝᕗᖓ ᐃᒪᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ
• ᐊᖏᓗᐋᒐᙱᑦᑐᓐ ᓴᓇᐆᒪᔭᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐋᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᐱᙳᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖏᓂ

ᑭᓱᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ
• 4 ᐃᑲᑦᑐᓐ ᐊᑯᐊᖓᒍᑦ ᐃᒃᑲᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑐᖃᑦ ᐊᑐᓪᓚᕆᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ ᐅᒋᐊᖃᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᒃᑕᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒦᔭᐃᕐᕕᖏᑦ

• 1-ᑭᓛᒥᑕ ᐅᖓᒻᒧᑦ ᓵᖓᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓈᑕ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑐᓪᓚᕆᑕᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ

• ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᕿᒫᑎᑕᐅᓲᑦ  ᐃᒪᐅᑉ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ  ᓂᐱᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ* ᐊᖓᓇᓱᖕᓂᑦ, 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐄᓂᑦ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓲᑦ

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓂᒥᑦ



E

E

E

E

E

E

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ

ᑭᓱᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ:
• 6 ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᑦ, 

ᐱᐊᕋᖃᕝᕕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᖅᐸᔪᒡᕕᖏᑦ

• ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ, ᓄᓇᒋᔭᑦ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᐃᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ NMCA ᑭᒡᓕᒋᔭᖏᑕ

• ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᕐᓗᒃᑐᓄᑦ 
(ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓂᑦ) 



ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1 - ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒥᔾᔪᑖ:

• ᐃᓯᕆᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ 100 ᒦᑕ ᐊᕙᓗᒋᔭᖅ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 6 ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ

• ᐃᓯᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NMCA ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑕ 

• ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᐅᑎᐅᓲᓪᓗ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᑦ 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ* ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖅ 3 - ᓯᑯᐃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ:
• ᐊᕙᓗᓕᐊᖅ ᐅᖓᒻᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ 1.5 ᑭᓛᒥᑕ 

• ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓲᓂᒃ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᓲᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᖏᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖅᑯᓵᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ

• ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕈᑎ ᑐᙵᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᑉ ᐊᒃᑎᒋᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᔾᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ 

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓂᒃ, ᑭᐱᙳᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓲᓄᑦ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐅᔪᖅ)

• 500-ᒦᑕᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕋᐃᓲᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐋᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ

• ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑉ ᖃᖓᑕᓂᐋᓂᒃ ᑐᖔᒍᑦ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᓐᓂᐅᔫᑉ < 3 500 ft

• ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔪᕗᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑕᓲᑦ 

ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐃᓕᔾᔪᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ* ᐊᖓᓇᓱᖕᓂᑦ, ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐄᓂᑦ, 

ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓲᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓂᒥᑦ

ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ

ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᓄᓇᒥ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖓᑕ 
ᓄᓇᖓ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᖅ 

NMCA

ᓄᓇᒥ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖓ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ NMCA

* ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐅᓲᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᐊᕝᕗᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐋᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓗᖃᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA 

ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ

ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ



ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ

• ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 50 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ: ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ

ᐅᒥᐊᖅᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓐ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᑉ 3 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ (ᖃᔭᐃᑦ, 
ᐳᓪᓚᓖᑦ)

• 50 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓪᓗ: 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᑎᓐ

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ

ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓅᖓᔪᑦ) ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ

ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 500 ᒦᑕᒥᒃ

ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓲᑦ

50 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ

ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓪᓗ

ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 50 
ᐃᓯᒐᑦ



Cape 
Liddon

Hobhouse Inlet ᐃᒡᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒃᐸᐃᑦ

ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐋᓗᐃᑦ

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᔪᒃ

ᓂᐊᖁᙴᑦ

ᖃᖁᓪᓗᐊᓗᐃᑦ



ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓯᑯᐊᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᓲᑦ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 3 - ᓯᑯᐃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ
ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 16-ᒥᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ

20-ᒧᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᖏᖦᖢᑎᒃ: 
1. ᑭᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ;ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
2. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᐊᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᑕ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ (ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ)

3. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓪᓚᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓃᖓᑦᑕᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᐊᔭᖏᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᐊᓂᕝᕕᓕᐊᖏᑦ). 

• ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕝᕙ>ᓂ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓲᑦ ᑲᓕᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ

ᑭᓱᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ
• ᐱᐅᕆᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᑦ (ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᓛᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ)

• ᐊᑐᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᓇᔪᒐᐅᓲᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓇᑦᑎᓄᑦ, ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ)

• ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒡᓕᓂᖃᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᓲᖑᓂᖏᓄᑦ

* ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖄᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓯᕈᑕᐅᓲᓪᓗ; ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᔾᔭᐄᒃᑯᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᕈᑎᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᐅᓇᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᓅᖓᔪᑦ, ᐱᖁᔭᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖏᑦ;  ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᔾᔭᐃᑯᑎᓐ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᑎᖏᓄᑦ; 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓂᐅᕋᐃᕝᕕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ; ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 



ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᐊᕐᔪᒃ / ᓇᓪᓚᖅᑎᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1 - ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒥᔾᔪᑖ:
• ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᒍᑦ

• ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖑᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ* ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ

ᑭᓱᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᕙᓐ
• ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒥᐅᓄᑦ 

• ᐱᑕᖃᓪᓚᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᒃ, ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕕᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒡᓂᒡᓗ  

• ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

* Inuit traditional use, including hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering can 
continue in all areas and zones of Tallurutiup Imanga NMCA 



ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 3 - ᓯᑯᐃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ 
• ᓄᖅᑲᖔᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ   

• ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓕᐅᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓂ 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓲᑦ 

ᑲᓕᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ

ᑭᓱᑦ  ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕙᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ:
• 7 ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᓐ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓇᔪᒐᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᒐᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ

• ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᐅᓲᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᓗᓕᐊᑦ, ᐱᕈᓲᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖓᒍᑦ

• ᓱᕋᓇᒡᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᖅᑲᖓ ᐲᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᓲᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᔪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓐ ᐊᕙᓗᙳᐊᖏᓂᒃ 

G



ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕕᓃᑦ ᐳᕆᑐᐸᐃᓐ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᓂᖓ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1 - ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᐳᒥᔾᔪᑖ:
• ᐃᓯᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ 250-ᒦᑕᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᕿᑎᖓᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᖅ 

ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᕕᓂᐅᑉ ᑭᕕᐅᖅᑲᔫᑉ

• ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓐ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᓐ 

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖏᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ* ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ

ᑭᓱᑦ  ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕙᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ:
• ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᕿᓂᖃᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑲᑉᑕᓐ 

ᔭᓐ ᕗᕋᓐᒃᓕᓐ ᐊᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᕿᓂᕆᐊᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ

• ᓴᐳᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖ 
ᓱᕋᐃᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐋᕕᓂᐅᑉ 
ᐅᒦᔭᖅᓯᒪᔭᖓᓂ

A

* ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐅᓲᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᐊᕝᕗᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐋᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᖃᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA 



ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᑦ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 3 - ᓯᑯᐃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᑦ 

ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ 
• ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓐ ᑭᐅᕕᐅᖅᑲᑎᑕᓪᓗ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓐ: ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓲᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓲᑦ ᑲᓕᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ

ᑭᓱᑦ  ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕙᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ:
• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖄᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᑦ ᐃᒃᑲᑦᑐᒥ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᓗᐋᑕ ᐃᓗᕕᖃᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᑕ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ

• ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓗ 
ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᕆᔭᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᑎᓄᑦ

J



ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᓐ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖄᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ 
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕆᔾᔪᑎᓐ ᓱᖏᐅᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᖅᑐᓐ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ 
1. ᑲᖏᖅᓱᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ
2. ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᓗᐋ
3. ᑭᒡᓕᓕᒫᖓ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ ᑲᖏᖅ 

ᐊᑯᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᒃ
4. ᐸᒥᐅᔭᑦ
5. ᕿᖑᐊᑦ
6. ᓂᒋᐊ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓ 

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᑕ
7. ᓂᒋᐊ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓗ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ 
8. ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ ᐃᑉᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓯᓈᓯᐅᕐᕕᒃ
9. ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕈᓕᕿ 

ᓯᒡᔭᖓ
10. ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃ
11. ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎ
12. ᑯᓛᑯ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒃ 

ASI 7

ASI 9

ASI 10 ASI 12

ASI 11

ASI 6

ASI 3

ASI 4

ASI 2

ASI 8

ASI 5

ASI 1

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ (ASI)



ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᖓᓂ

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ 

ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᔾᔨᓯᒪᓲᓂᒃ

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᒐᖅᑐᓂᒃ

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ: ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᑎᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᓲᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᒪᑐᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᑎᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ

ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᕐᒦᑦ ᓯᑯᖏᑦ



• ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᐃᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ

• ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᖅᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ

• ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᖁᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᑦ 
ᓄᓈᒃ ᐅᑯᓐᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ

• ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᑕᖃᓕᕌᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓴᐳᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᒋᕐᖠᐅᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᓗᐊᓂ.

• ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 1 
ᑲᖏᖅᓱᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ

ASI 1



ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 5 
ᕿᖑᐊᑦ

59

• •ᐳᓛᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᔪᑏᑦ.

• •ᐳᓛᕐᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᒥᒃ.

• •ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᔫᒥᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

• •ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕐᓂᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ 16 ᑭᓗᒦᑕᓂᒃ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖓ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᖃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ 6000 ᐸᐅᓐᒥ.

• •ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ: ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᐃᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑐᑦ (ᑑᒑᓕᖕᓂᑦ 

ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᖅ).
ASI 5



NWMB -ᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊ



ᑕᕝᕗᖓ NWMB-ᒧᑦ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓄᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 5.2.34 (ᐊ)

(ᐊ) ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᓄᓪᓗ 
ᓂᕈᐊᒐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᓐ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᕝᕕᖏᑕ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐋᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑕ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᖏᓂᒃ; 

❑ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ NMCA

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 5.6.48 - ᑰᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕆᔾᔪᑎᓐ

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᓄᓇᕘᒥ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑑᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᕐᒥᒃ, 
ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐲᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᖃᑯᑎᒃᑰᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᑐᙵᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᑰᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓲᑎᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᒋᔭᖏᒍᑦ.

❑ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᓐ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ 1 ᐊᒻᒪ 3 



ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕕᓃᑦ 
ᐳᕆᑐᐸᐃᓐ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᖃᕐᕕᒃ 
ᐃᓂᖓ 

ᐊᐃᕕᑦ ᐅᒡᓖᑦ 
ᐃᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 
ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖅ

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᑮᔭᖃᑏᔪᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
(ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖕᒥᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ)

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᖃᓗᕋᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖓᑦ 1 
ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᐃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᕝᕕᖓ

*ᐃᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐲᔭᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓲᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᑦ 1 ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓕᒫᓄᑦ

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᓐ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ *

=

*ᑐᓗᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖓᓐ



ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ 
ᓯᑯᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᑳᓲᑦ *

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖅ 
ᓯᑯᐊᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᓖᑦ *

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ 

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᑮᔭᖃᑏᔪᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
(ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖕᒥᒃ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ)

ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᖃᓗᕋᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 3 – ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᓐ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ **

=

*ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑏᓐ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ

**ᑐᓗᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖓᓐ



ᐊᐃᕖᑦ 
ᐅᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 
ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖏᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ 

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ

ᑑᒑᓕᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓇᔪᓲᖏᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 
ᐃᖃᖓᓂ 

ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕ
ᑦ 

ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅ
ᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᑦ

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ, 
ᑮᔭᖃᑏᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᐊᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
(ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖕ
ᒥᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ)

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᖃᓗᕋᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 3 
ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᓐ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ  *

=

*ᑐᓗᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖓᓐ



ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᓪᓗᒐᒃᓴᑦ



ᑐᓂᓗᒍ IMP 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ

ᔫᓐ 2026

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅ

ᕆᓂᖏᑦ

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ
NWMB

IMP 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᖅ

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ* 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖓᑕᓗ

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ

IMP ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᖅ

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒥᑦ

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᖅ

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ

ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᕕᒡᔪᐊᖓᓄᑦ

ᐱᖁᔭᒃᑯᑦ

ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᖓ

ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ

ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA 
ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐅᑉ

CNMCAA

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥᑦ

*ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: ᒥᓂᔅᑐᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔪᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᒧᑦ; ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ; 
ᒥᓂᔅᑐᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ. *
ᓄᓇᕗᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓄᑦ: ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᑕ.



ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᑦ

tallurutiupimanga@pc.gc.ca

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᓕᒫᖅ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖓ 
Justin Buller - jfbuller@dryasconsulting.ca

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ

environment@gov.nu.ca | 1-867-975-7700

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

Laurent Jonart - laurent.jonart@pc.gc.ca | 867-222-1102



ᐅᐃᒍᖅ 1: 
ASI ᑕᑯᓐᓇᒐᒃᓴᓕᐋᖏᑦ



• ᐳᓛᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᔪᑏᑦ

• ᐳᓛᕐᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᒥᒃ

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᔫᒥᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

• ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᐅᑉ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕐᓂᖓ 16-ᑭᓗᒦᑕᓰᒦᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖃᕐᑐᑦ 6000 ᐸᐅᓐ−ᒥ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᓗᐊ 
ᑲᖏᕐᑐᐊᓂ.

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 2 
ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᓗᐋ 

ASI 2



• ᐳᓛᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᔪᑏᑦ.

• ᐳᓛᕐᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᒥᒃ.

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᔫᒥᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

• ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᒌᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᐸᓚᐅᕐᖄᕐᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ 
ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᖕᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ.

• ᕕᒃᑐ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊ (Victor Bay):   ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᐳᓛᕐᑐᑦ ᕕᑐ 
ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓄᐊᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐸᕝᕕᓵᖁᔭᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 3 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᒫᖓ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ ᑲᖏᖅ ᐊᑯᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᒃ
&
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 4 
ᐸᒥᐅᔭᑦ

ASI 3

ASI 4



• ᐳᓛᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᔪᑏᑦ.

• ᐳᓛᕐᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᒥᒃ.

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᔫᒥᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 6 
ᓂᒋᐊ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑦ
& ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 7 
ᓂᒋᐊ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ 

ASI 6

ASI 7



• ᐳᓛᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᔪᑏᑦ.

• ᐳᓛᕐᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᒥᒃ.

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᔫᒥᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

• ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᒌᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᐸᓚᐅᕐᖄᕐᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ.

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 8 
ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ ᐃᑉᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓯᓈᓯᐅᕐᕕᒃ

ASI 8



• ᐳᓛᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᔪᑏᑦ.

• ᐳᓛᕐᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᒥᒃ.

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅ 
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᔫᒥᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔨᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ.

• ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ.

• ᓂᕈᐊᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᕐᕕᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑏᓐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᓐ ᐅᓯᑲᕐᑕᐅᑏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ.

• ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓗ. ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 9 
ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕈᓕᕿ ᓯᒡᔭᖓ

ASI 9



• ᐳᓛᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᔪᑏᑦ.

• ᐳᓛᕐᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᒥᒃ.

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᔫᒥᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

• ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᖁᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᕘᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍ.

• ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖃᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 10 
ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐋᓗᒃ

ASI 10



• ᐳᓛᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᔪᑏᑦ.

• ᐳᓛᕐᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᒥᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓪᓛᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ.

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᔫᒥᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐸᖅᑭᔨᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ.

• ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᖁᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᕘᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍ.

• ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖃᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

• ᑲᑎᒪᔭᖅᑐᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔪᑦ ᓴᓐᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᓱᐳᔾᔨᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ (ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ).  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ/ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ  ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐅᐸᖁᔭᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᕋᐃᔪᓐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ.

• ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓯᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᒻᒥ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᓐᓄ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 11 
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎ
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• ᐳᓛᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᔪᑏᑦ.

• ᐳᓛᕐᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᒥᒃ.

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᔫᒥᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

• ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᐅᕘᓈᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

• ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖃᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

• ᑎᒍᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓯᕐᒥᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕ: ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ 
ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ.

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 12 
ᑯᓛᑯ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒃ

ASI 12



ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᖅ IIBA: 

8.1.3 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ 
ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖓᓂ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ 
ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖓᓂ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖓᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ.

8.1.4 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖓᓂ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ.

8.5.1 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ 
ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖓᓂ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᕌᖓᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖕᒥ.

8.5.2 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᒥᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑦᑕᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒫᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᕕᖓᓂ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᙵᑦ.

8.5.3 ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓰᑦ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᔾᔮᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ NMCA
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ  
 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 

ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ:  ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎ: X ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ:  

 

ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᖅ: ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᖅᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

(CSTMA) 

 

 

 
ᑎᑎᖅᑐᒐᖅ 1. ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ (Reinhardtius hippoglossoides). 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ (ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ) ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1986−ᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᖓᓃᑦᑐᖅ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅ)ᒥᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖓ (ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᖓᓂ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖓᓂ) ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ (CSTMA; ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1). 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᑦᑐᓈᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᖃᑲᐃᓐᓇᐸᑦᑐᑦ.  

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAC) ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 500 ᑕᓐᔅ (t) 1994−ᒥᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓇᐅᓪᓗᓂ 500 ᑕᓐᔅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ (TAH) ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 500 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) 2005−ᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ 

ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖁᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᓯᐊᑐᒥᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ: ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (PHTA) ᐊᒥᓱᒐᒪᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᑦ. 

ᐅᓇ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔫᓐᓄ: 

1. ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

2. ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑰᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ (NQL) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ J−ᓂᒃᓰᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ CSTMA ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
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ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ: 

 

ᖃᓕᒐᓕᕋᓱᕐᓂᖅ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ. `ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᒥᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᑎᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ. ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ; ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 2) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓛᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᓪᓗᓂ 15 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖓ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ), ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑎ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒡᒍᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑐᙵᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ 2018, 2020, 2023, ᐊᒻᒪ 2026. 

ᐊᑦᑎᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ, ᐱᒧᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᑎᒋᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 15 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ; ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 500 ᑕᓐᔅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 75 ᑕᓐᔅ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 15 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ NAFO ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ) ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ – ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 

ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2026. 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

15 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑎ, ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐊᒐᐃᑦ. 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑎᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑰᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ (NQL) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

J−ᓂᒃᓰᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ CSTMA ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ: 

2011−ᒥᑦ, NQL ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ 11-16 ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑭᑕᐅᔨᖓᔪᑦ ᓂᔅᓯᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ 

ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᑐᕌᒐᖃᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑐᑎ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂ. ᑭᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎ J−ᓂᒃᓰᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 
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ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕋᔅᓴᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᕿᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓂᔅᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ 

ᓇᕆᐊᖑᓗᑎ. 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᔅᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑭᑕᐅᔨᖓᔪᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂᓂᐅᖓᔪᑦ ᓂᔅᓯᖏᑦ) ᐅᕙᓂ 

NAFO ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ 0 ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ J−ᓂᒃᓰᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᓈᓄᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᖓ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᓪᓗᓂ. 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ: 

 

ᒫᔾᔨᒥᑦ 3, 2026 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᑦ (ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 3) ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑎ ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ J−ᓂᒃᓰᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓂᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔫᓐᓄ. ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᒫᔾᔨ 11, 

2026, ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑐᑎ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ: 

 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᔅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ NWMB: 

 

1. ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑕᐅᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

15 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑎ.  

 

2. ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ NQL ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ 11-16 J−ᓂᒃᓰᑦ, 

ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ #11-16 ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑭᑕᐅᔨᖓᔪᑦ ᓂᒃᓯᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ NQL ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ CSTMA ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᖢᓈᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ 11-16 ᓂᐅᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑭᑕᐅᔨᖓᔪᑦ ᓂᔅᓯᖏᑦ. ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ 11-16 J−ᓂᒃᓰᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕋᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

 

ᐱᕙᒌᑕᖅᑕᖓ ᐆᒪ: ᒫᑦ ᒫᑕᓐᔅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑯᕆᔅᑎ ᕗᕇᓴᓐ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᕕᓐ ᕼᐃᔾᔨ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 
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ᐱᕙᒌᑕᖅᑕᖓ: ᒪᐃ 12, 2026 

 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ 

 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1 – ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 2 – ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 3 – ᑐᔅᓯᖃᐅᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
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2016-045-00261 – QUOTA CARRY FORWARD GUIDELINES FOR ATLANTIC CANADA 

S. Courchesne / B. Lester / A. Burns / T. Swerdfager 

Quota Carry-Forward Guidelines for Atlantic Canada 
 

Effective February 15, 2016 

 

The ability to carry forward quota in Atlantic fisheries will provide participants with increased 

flexibility to manage quota from one fishing year to the next.  It will allow them to adjust to 

resource and market fluctuations and remove the incentive to overharvest for fear of losing quota 

at year end. However, carry forward can place added pressure on stocks which must be evaluated 

regularly. The approach outlined in these Guidelines is based on a consistent and transparent 

process and subject to factors such as the status and trajectory of the stocks in question, to ensure 

that sustainability of the resource is not compromised.  

 

Carry forward guidelines are applicable for domestically managed quota based fisheries in 

Atlantic Canadian waters including northern waters. The guidelines will reflect biological factors 

identified in the appropriate Science Advisory Reports and other relevant factors and must be 

based on acceptable precautionary approach principles.  

 

The carry forward of quotas is not applicable to fisheries taking place exclusively in International 

waters, or for straddling or highly migratory stocks which are shared with other nations unless 

prescribed in agreements with relevant nations or Regional Fisheries Management 

Organizations. 

 

Objectives 

 

Provide for the sustainable use of fishery resources by an economically viable and diverse 

industry through: 

a) maximizing opportunities for licence holders to carry out their harvesting activities in the 

most efficient manner; 

b) aligning resource harvest with economic factors; and 

c) facilitating self-management of allocations to fishing industry. 

 

Additionally, limitations may be imposed on quota carry forward provisions in order to limit the 

administrative burden for DFO. 

 

Application 

 

1. This policy applies to domestically managed quota-based fisheries in Atlantic Canada 

including Community Management Board quotas in the Maritimes, Aboriginal communal 

commercial quotas, competitive quotas, Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQs) and 

Enterprise Allocations (EAs) managed under annual or multi-year management cycles. 

 

2. For fisheries under a multi-year management cycle, carry forward provisions are to be 

considered at the start of a new management cycle and be developed in consultation with 

stakeholders based on the most recent science advice for the new management cycle.  

Appendix 2
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3. The percentage of quota that may be carried forward from year to year will be determined 

in consultation with stakeholders and will reflect scientific advice and conservation 

objectives. The maximum percentage that will be considered for any fishery to be carried 

forward is 15%; however special arrangements (e.g. higher levels of carry forward) could 

be considered for fleets that receive very small relative allocations (e.g. less than 5% of 

the TAC) in the fishery to facilitate optimal harvest planning. 

 

4. The carry forward provision at the individual or other quota holder level will be applied 

following the 60-day quota reconciliation period. Any quota remaining from the previous 

fishing year (up to the maximum) will be automatically carried forward for the following 

year. Inclusion of in-season transferred quotas as eligible for carry forward will be 

considered with stakeholders in the development of carry forward provisions. 

 

5. Quota carry forward will be considered when stocks are in the Healthy Zone.  When 

stocks are in the Cautious Zone, quota carry forward will be considered if the stock is/has 

been on a positive trend and the TAC is increasing. Quota carry forward for stocks in the 

Critical Zone and declining stocks in the Cautious Zone should only be considered for 

exceptional circumstances. In the absence of a DFO Precautionary Approach Framework, 

a decision on the implementation of carry forward will be guided by latest science advice 

and the history of the stock. If the latest science advice does not cover the scenario of a 

specific carry forward, new scientific advice could be requested. 

 

6. In cases where an audit of DFO records reveals reporting or other errors that resulted in a 

carry forward of quota that had already been fished, any quota carried forward in error 

will be reconciled from current or future holdings. 

 

7. Where applicable, licence fees will be based on the initial quota allocated each year. 

Carry forward will be added to initial quotas without fees as they would have been paid 

for in the previous year. 

 

8. Any quota that is carried forward on a licence is attached to the licence and will remain 

even if that licence is permanently transferred (re-issued). 

 

9. Where applicable, permanent quota concentration limits will not be affected by any 

amount carried forward. However, these amounts may contribute to any temporary quota 

concentration limits, and this will be considered on a fishery by fishery basis. 

 

 

 

 

 

Governance  
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1. The establishment of new/revised carry forward limits must be done in consultation with 

stakeholder advisory committees as well as relevant co-management boards and take into 

consideration the most recent scientific advice for each stock.  

2. Approval of carry forward provisions will be at the Regional Director General or 

Regional Director level (as appropriate) responsible for the management of the fishery 

with concurrence from other DFO regions involved. 

3. Approved Carry Forward provisions will be incorporated into the relevant Integrated 

Fishery Management Plan and/or Conservation Harvesting Plans (CHPs).  
 



Fisheries and Oceans Pêches et Océans 
Canada Canada  
 
Regional Director General Directeur général régional 
Arctic Region Région de l’Arctique 

 

Unclassified - Non-Classifié 

 

 

ᒫᔾᔨ 02, 2026 

 

ᒥᔅᑕ ᓯᒥᐅᓂ ᑮᓇᐃᓐᓇᖅ 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᓄᔾᔨᕕᖕᒥ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ (CSTMA) 

 

ᑐᕌᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᔅᑕ ᑮᓇᐃᓐᓇᖅ: 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ (PHTA) ᐱᔪᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ: 

 

1. ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

(ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ) ᐅᕙᓂ CSTMA. 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᕕᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ CSTMA ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 2018−ᒥ, 2020−ᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ 2023−ᒥ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 15% ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ (TAH) ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ. ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ Pangnirtung Fisheries Ltd. 

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 2025 ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ 2026 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ. 

 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ CSTMA. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ, 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᑎᒋᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

CSTMA TAH. 

 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ Quota Carry-Forward Guidelines for Atlantic Canada [ᑰᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ] (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕋᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ) 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓛᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᔪᖅ 15% ᐅᑯᓇᓂ TAH. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 15% ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ CSTMA TAH ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ CSTMA−ᒧᑦ 500 ᑕᓐᔅ (t) TAH ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓛᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ 75 t ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᑎᒋᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕈᕕᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ 
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ᐱᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᔫᓂ 2026. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 15% ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ 2025 TAH 2026−ᒧᑦ. 

 

2. ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑰᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ (NQL) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ J−ᓂᒃᓰᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ CSTMA ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ NQL ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ CSTMA ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᖢᓈᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ #11-16 (ᐃᖃᓗᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ 10.6 mm 

ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ 15.4 mm) ᓂᐅᖓᔪᑦ ᓂᒃᓯᖏᑦ. 

 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ Pangnirtung Fisheries Ltd. ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ J−ᓂᒃᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ CSTMA ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖕᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᒃᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ J−ᓂᒃᓰᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᓪᓗᓂ, DFO ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓂᒃᓯᖕᓄᑦ NQL ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ #11-16 (ᐃᖃᓗᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ 10.6 mm ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ 15.4 mm) J−ᓂᒃᓯᖏᑦ. ᐊᖏᕈᕕᐅᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᔫᓂᒥᑦ 2026 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 

 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ CSTMA ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ: 

 

ᒫᑦ ᒫᑕᓐᔅ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐅᖃᓘᑎᖓ 431-336-4358 

Matt.Martens@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ, 

 

 

 

 

ᑯᕆᔅᑎ ᕗᕇᓴᓐ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ: ᓖ ᒐᔅᑖᕝᓴᓐ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 ᔮᓐ ᔪᕼᐊᓐᓴᓐ, Pangnirtung Fisheries Ltd. 

mailto:Matt.Martens@dfo-mpo.gc.ca


 

 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒧᑦ  

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ 002-2026 

ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᖅ: 

 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 10(1), ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 18(2) ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ (NWTFR). ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍᒍ ᐅᓇ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑰᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖓᓂ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᕐᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ. 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓯᒪᓂᖓ: 

 

ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᒧᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖓᓂ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑎᒥᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᕐᕋᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᑯᒥᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓᓂ 10(1) ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

 

ᐃᓚᒍᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 10(1) ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓪᓗᑎ: 

 

ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᒋᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒻᒥᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᕐᕋᕕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᑯᒨᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ dᓛᓂ. 

 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐳᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂ 18(2) ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ, ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐆᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᐃᒫᓃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 30 ᒥᓂᑦ. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒫᓃᑦᑎᑕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓯᑦᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᓪᓗᓈᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓃᓲᑦ. ᐃᓚᒍᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 18(2) ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓪᓗᑎ. ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᓈᖅ ᐃᒫᓃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐆᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ. 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ (1) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ, ᐳᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐆᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖑᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᐳᑐᖓᓄ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᓚᔅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᓈᖅ ᐃᒫᓃᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖓᓂ 30 ᒥᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᖓᕐᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᖅᓯᒍᑎ ᑕᓯᖏᓐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᑲᖓᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᓈᖓ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᕿᓚᕈᔾᔮᕐᓂᖓ ᕿᓚᔅᓯᒪᓂᖓ. 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ: 

 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

 

ᐱᕙᒌᑕᖅᑕᖓ ᐆᒪ: 

 

ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ / ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  

ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᓂ: dfo.ncrregulatoryaffairs-affairesreglementairesrcn.mpo@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 29, 2026 



 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ – ᔫᓂ 24, 2026 
 

ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  
 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ: X ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ:  ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎ: 
 

ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᖅ: ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) – ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ (FM) 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ  

 

ᐳᐃᔩᑦ:  

 

1. ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᑦ: ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ – ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅᔪᐊᖅ (BEL-EHB)  

• 2025−ᒥᑦ, 424 ᐊᒻᒪ 35 ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ (ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ) 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᒃᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ, ᑐᖏᓕᕇᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ 118 ᐊᒻᒪ 20 ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ BEL-EHB ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  

• ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᕐᒨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓂᓯᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ 2025 BEL-EHB ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ NWMB ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥ 2026). 

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓ (CSAS) ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑎ ᒫᑦᓯ 2026 ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᓄᑖᖑᓛᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 2025 ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᑰᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ 2026,  

• ᓄᓇᕕᒃᒥᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 31, 

2027. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᑦ. 

 

2. ᑑᒑᓖᑦ 

• ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ 

2025/2026 ᑑᒑᓕᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: ᔫᓐᔅ ᐃᒪᖓ 9, ᓯᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᖓ 0, 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅᔪᐊᖅ 202, ᑰᒐᓈᕐᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ 45, ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 70, 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᓄᓂᕈᓯᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓ 194, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᕐᓇᖅ 215.  

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥ 10-11, 2026. ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ NWMB ᓅᕖᐱᕆᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ 2027-2028 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ 



 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᒡᒍᑏᑦ. 

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓ (CSAS) ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 2026 ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᑎ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑑᒑᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ: 

o ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᒡᒍᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ 2023 ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ 

ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ. ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓛᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉᐃᒪᖓᓂ 

ᑑᒑᓕᒡᒍᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᔫᓐᔅ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 

ᑑᒑᓕᖏᑦ.  

o ᑐᖏᓕᖓᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᑦᑎᓐᓂᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ (LRP) ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅᔪᐊᖅ ᑑᒑᓖᑦ. LRP ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖓᓂ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᓂᐃᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗᐊᑕᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

o ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ CSAS ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎ 

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. 

 

3. ᐊᐃᕕᖅ 

• ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖓᓂ 

2025/2026 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 0. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 2025/2026-ᒥ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒃᑐᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᓄᓇᕗᓗᒃᑖᒥ.  

• 2025/2026-ᒥ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔾᔪᑎᒋᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᐃᕝᕕᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᓲᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᕕᓃᑦ 22-ᐅᕗᑦ. 

• ᐅᕙᓂ 2026/2027 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓄ, 112 ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᐃᒧᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

(ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ 83, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ 8, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 3, ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᖅ 3, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ 15). 

• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 9 ᐊᒻᒪ 10, 2026. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᐸᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᖃᓯᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᑲᑎᑎᕆᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ. 

• ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ (PBR) 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐃᕕᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ 2022 CSAS ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 2025. 

4. ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 

4a. 2026-ᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᑦ:  

https://csas-scas.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/publications-publications/4ac277bc-0db6-42d0-b151-587169053e63?lang=en
https://csas-scas.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/publications-publications/4ac277bc-0db6-42d0-b151-587169053e63?lang=en
https://csas-scas.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/publications-publications/4ac277bc-0db6-42d0-b151-587169053e63?lang=en


 

• ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ−ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᓄᓈᑦᑕ 

(ECWG) ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᖕᓂ 5−ᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ. ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅᑎᒍᑦ: 2 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1 ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ.  

• ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ (RWO) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ. ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓕᖅᑐᑎ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ (NTI). 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᓂᑦ ᖄᖅᑕᔫᓕᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ, DFO 

ᑐᓂᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑳᐱᑕᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  

• ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ (QWB) ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᓂᕆᐅᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕕᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᕐᕕᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎ.  

• DFO ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ.  

4b. ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ:  

• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ (LRP) ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕙᒃᑐᓂᑦ. ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ, 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ LRPs ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ECWG ᐊᕐᕕᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒡᒐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᓐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

• ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ DFO ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 

DFO CSAS ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᖃᐃᖅᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ (NWMB ᐊᒻᒪ 

NTI) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ (ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ)  

• CSAS ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ CSAS ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓ: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓ 

2025/032. 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ: 

 

1. ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ:  

• ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 2025 ᐅᕙᓂ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᓂᖀᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒻᒥ, DFO ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓄᑖᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ.  

https://csas-scas.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/publications-publications/018a2c37-dfc7-4ce4-90f5-bf27b259d397?lang=en
https://csas-scas.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/publications-publications/018a2c37-dfc7-4ce4-90f5-bf27b259d397?lang=en


 

• ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ 2025, ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 48,442 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ (ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖓ). 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ.  

ᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓲᕆ ᑰᖓ 6,479 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ 

ᕼᐊᓗᒃᕕᒃ (30-ᒪᐃᔪᔅ) ᑰᖓ 5,000 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃ ᑰᖓ 15,082 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ 

ᔭᐃᑯ ᑰᖓ 16,880 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ 

ᓛᓯᐊᓐ ᑰᖓ 5,001 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖓ 

ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻᓂᑦ) 

48,442 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ 

• DFO ᓂᕆᐅᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒡᒍᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

2. ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ: 

• 2025/2026 ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ 15,048 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒻᒥᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ 132 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ. 

ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐃᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᖏᓕᖓᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ(CFP) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ. 

 

3. ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ:  

• 2025/2026 ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᓂᐃᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 16,719 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ (ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᖓ) 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓂᖀᑦ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

• 2025−ᒥᑦ, ᐱᖓ)ᖓᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓ ᓂᐱᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᖅ HTO ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KWB). 

• 55 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 31 ᑲᓛᖦᖡᑦ ᓄᓈ ᐆᒐᖏᑦ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᒥᑭᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᐱᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᓪᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ, 120 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 49 ᑲᓛᖦᖡᑦ ᓄᓈ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᖅ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ 33 ᓂᐱᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓖᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, 1 ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᑐᓵᔾᔪᑎ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 7 ᐆᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖓᓄ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ. 

o ᓂᐱᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2024−ᒥᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕈᑎ. 



 

• ᒥᑭᔫᑎᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᑦᑕᔫᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓱᕈᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2025−ᒥᑦ 

32 ᑎᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔮᓇ ᑰᖓᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᕋᓛᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᑦᑕᔫᓂᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 

o DFO ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 1 ᐃᓯᐅᕋᓕᑦᑖᑦ, 31 ᑲᓛᖦᖡᑦ ᓄᓈ ᐆᒐᐃᑦ, 31 ᑲᓇᔪᐃᑦ, 

29 ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᕋᓛᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᐅᑦᑕᔫᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓐᖓᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕈᑎ. 

• DFO ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ KWB ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᖅ HTO to ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ/ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᒥᑭᔫᑎᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᐅᑦᑕᔫᑦ/ᓱᕈᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᖏᑕ ᐊᒥᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 2026−ᒥᑦ.  

o DFO ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᖅ HTO ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᑕᐃᔮᓇ ᑰᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ 2026 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓱᕈᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ.  

 

ᑲᓛᖦᓕᑦ ᓄᓈᓐᓂ ᓇᑖᕐᓇᕐᓂᒃ (ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᑦ):  

 

1. ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᓂᖓ (CSTMA) 

• DFO ᐱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (PHTA), 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᑕᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ 2025 ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑰᑕᖏᑦ 2026−ᒧᑦ, 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 10, 2026. ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑰᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ 

ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 75 ᑕᓐᔅ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 15% ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 2025 ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

(TAH)) 2026 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓄᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 575 ᑕᓐᔅ TAH ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᓂᖓ (CSTMA). 

• ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 80 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎ CSTMA ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐅᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 27, 

2026, 555 ᑕᓐᔅ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ (ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᖏᑦ) ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ. 

• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐃᖅᑲᒥᒃ ᑕᕐᕆᔮᒃᓴᓕᐅᕈᑎ ᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᖁᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒡᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2023-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ 2026-ᒧᑦ. 

2. ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐃᒪᖓ 0A ᓄᓇᕗᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 

• ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓯᒪᔪᖅ 100 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐅᕿᖏᓐᓂᓕᖕᒥ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ (TAC) 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓂᖕᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂ (NAFO) 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0A−ᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᖕᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ 2026 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2027 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 



 

• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓄ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ ᑰᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐊᒻᒪ 15 ᑕᓐᔅ, ᑐᖏᓕᕇᓐᓂᖓᑎᒍᑦ 2026 ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ. 

ᐃᖃᓗᒡᒍᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ: 

 

• ᓅᕖᐱᕆ 9, 2022-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ) ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦᑕ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 6.1-6.3) ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒍ. 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑕᓖᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᑉ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓲᕐᒥ.  

• ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᕈᑎᓕᒃ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓄᖑᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᕝᕗᖓ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓐᓂᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.  

• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᑉ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᔫᓂ 2023-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2023-ᒥ, 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᓕᒫᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ.  
o ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᒡᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓂᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᒐᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒡᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᔅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ.  

• ᔫᓂ 26, 2024-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓗᑎᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦᑕ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᖕᓂ.  

• ᔪᓚᐃ 22, 2024-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓲᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᒃ 

ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᖢᑎᒡᒎᖅ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖑᓯᐅᒻᒪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᖢᙱᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓯᒐᐃᒍᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓂ 

ᐃᒪᖏᖕᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᖕᓂ. 

• ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2025-ᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᑉ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓲᕐᒥ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕆᑐᓕᖅᖢᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 



 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᑐᔾᔮᒍᓐᓃᕐᒪᒡᒎᖅ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ, ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᕋᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ 

ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᕆᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕌᖑᓗᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑕᒥᒃ ᓴᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓲᕐᒥ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

• ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᔨᑦ, ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ I, ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 12, 2024-

ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 30−ᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑕᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓅᕖᐱᕆ 11, 2024-ᒥ. ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᕋᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

• ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᕐᖓᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᔨᑦ, ᐃᓚᖓ II ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖅ 2025-ᒥ. 

ᑭᖑᕙᕐᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᔨᑦ, ᐃᓚᖓ II, 

ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ.  

• ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒡᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ FSP ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥ 2026 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ FSP ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑎᒥᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂ DFO ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ, DFO ᖃᐃᖅᑯᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ NWMB 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᐸᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.  

 

 

ᐱᕙᒌᑕᖅᑕᖓ ᐆᒪ: ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ – ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

 

ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᒪᐃ 15, 2026 



ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

ᔫᓂ 2026 
 

ᐆᒧᖓ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ:  X       ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:  

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

 

ᓇᓗᓴᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ: 

• ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒦᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ 1980−ᖏᓐᓂᓂᑦ. 

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ (HTOs) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᐃᕉᑦ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᕐᕋᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

• ᑖᒃᑯ ᓂᕿᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖁᓕᕇᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, (stable isotopes ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖅᓱᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᓯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖏᓐᓂ), ᐊᒻᒪ ᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑎᖑᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᖅᓱᖏᓐᓂ).  

• ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖏᓐᓂ, ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ. 

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ, 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐴᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᑑᑎᓂᑦ (ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓI). 

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ $150-240 ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅ. HTOs ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖓᓂ 25% ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ. 

• DFO ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᐅᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᒐᔪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᒡᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, 

ᐊᐃᕉᑦ ᑑᒑᖏᑦ). ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖄᖓᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ. 

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᖁᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᕙᓂ CenterPort ᓂᓪᓕᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᒃ ᕗᐃᓂᐸᐃᒡᒥᑦ, ᒫᓂᑑᐸ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 2024-25 (ᓄᑖᖑᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) 

• ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 272 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 12−ᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑎᒍᑦ (ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ II).  



• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: ᐃᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ (56), ᑑᒑᓖᑦ (17), ᐊᐃᕖᑦ (25), 

ᐅᔾᔪᐃᑦ (9), ᖃᓯᒋᐊᑦ (1), ᖃᐃᕈᓖᑦ (10), ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ (154). ᓇᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑦᑐᓂᑦ 12 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ (ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ II). 

• ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

2024-2025 (ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ III). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᐅᓗᑎ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ. 

• ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᕋᓛᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ: 

ᑰᕆ ᒫᑎᐅᔅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᐅᕋ ᐃᐊᑦᑭᓐᔅ, DFO ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᕗᐃᓂᐸᐃᔅ 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 

13 ᐄᐳᕈ 2026 

 

  



ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ I 

 



 

 

  



ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ II 

 

 

  



ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ III 

Belanger, A.M., Roth, J.D., Ferguson, S.H., Friesen, O., and Watt, C.A. (2025). Seasonal flexibility in 

feeding behavior of Hudson Bay beluga whales: insights from blubber lipid analysis. Canadian 

Journal of Zoology. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjz-2024-0114. 

de Greef, E., Muller, C., Thorstensen, M.J., Ferguson, S.H., Watt, C.A., Marcoux, M., Petersen, S.D., 

and Garroway, C.J. (2024) Unravelling the genetic legacy of commercial whaling in bowhead 

whales and narwhals. Global Change Biology. 30: e17528. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.17528 

de Greef, E., C. Müller, A. A. Snead, L. R. Rivkin, S. H. Ferguson, C. A. Watt, M. Marcoux, S. D. 

Petersen, C. J. Garroway. 2025. Identifying areas of potential risk based on future genetic 

adaptability in three Arctic whale species. Am. Nat. 10.1086/738889 

Dupuis-Smith, R., K.F. Johnson, L. Burke, P.C. Carvalho, J-P. Desforges, S.H. Ferguson, K. Hedges, 

T.N. Loewen, C. Watt, D.J. Yurkowski. Trophic structure and the isotopic niche dynamics of the 

Tasiujaq (Eclipse Sound, Nunavut, Canada) marine food web. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and 

Freshwater Ecosystems 35:e70212 

Ferguson, S.H., Higdon, J.W., Young, B.G., Petersen, S.D., Carlyle, C.G., Lea, E.V., Sauvé, C. C., 

Kohlbach, D., Fisk, A.T., Thiemann, G.W., Florko, K.R.N., Muir, D.C.G., Hamilton, C.D., Houde, M., 

Sudlovenick, E., Yurkowski, D.J. 2025. A comparative analysis of life-history features and adaptive 

strategies of Arctic and subarctic seal species - who will win the climate change challenge? 

Canadian Journal of Zoology 103: 1-17.  

Granados-Galvan, I.-A., Provencher, J., Gamberg, M., Houde, M., Ferguson, S., Mallory, M., 

Matthews, C., Lu, Z. 2025. Tissue distribution of ultraviolet absorbents and industrial antioxidants 

in Atlantic walruses (Odobenus rosmarus rosmarus) and ringed seals (Pusa hispida) from the 

Canadian Arctic: Influence of sex, body size, and spatial variation. Journal of Hazardous 

Materials (2025): 140121. 

Hudson, J.M., Simonee, J., and Watt, C.A. (2024). Can steroid hormone measurements reveal 

reproductive state in narwhals?. Conservation Physiology. 12: coae020. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/conphys/coae020. 

Ishihara, U., N. Miyazaki, D.J. Yurkowski, Y. Watanabe. 2024. Multi-cusped post-canine teeth are 

associated with zooplankton feeding in Phocid seals. Marine Ecology Progress Series 729: 233-

245. 

Laing, R.J., J-P.W. Desforges, K. Strong, D. Armstrong, F. Wang, S.H. Ferguson, D.J. Yurkowski. 

2025. Spatiotemporal variation in foraging ecology and mercury concentrations in ringed seals 

and bearded seals across a latitudinal gradient in the eastern Canadian Arctic. Environmental 

Research 285:122437 

Lopes, X., M., M. Bérubé, K. M. Kovacs, R. Dietz, S. H. Ferguson, M. P. Heide-Jørgensen, C. 

Lydersen, P. J. Palsbøll. 2025. Population structure and divergence time among East Greenland 

and West Greenland/Eastern Canadian Arctic narwhals, Monodon monoceros. Polar 

Biology, 48(4), pp.1-13. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00300-025-03417-2 

https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.17528
https://doi.org/10.1086/738889


Matthews CJD, Elliott Smith E, Ferguson SH. 2024. Comparison of δ13C and δ15N of ecologically 

relevant amino acids among beluga whale tissues. Scientific Reports. 14, 11146 

Matthews, C.J.D., Longstaffe, F.J., Parent, G.J., Hornby, C.A., and Watt, C.A. (2024). Discriminating 

Canadian Arctic beluga management stocks using dentine oxygen and carbon isotopes. 

Endangered Species Research. 54: 93-104. https://doi.org/10.3354/esr 

Montana, L., Bringloe, T.T., Bourret, A., Sauve, C., Mosnier, A., Ferguson, S.H., Postma, L., Lesage, 

C., Watt, C.A., Hammill, M.A., and Parent, G.J. (2024) Reduced representation and whole-genome 

sequencing approaches highlight beluga whale populations associated to eastern Canada 

summer aggregations. Evolutionary Applications. 17: e70058. https://doi.org/10.1111/eva.70058 

Olsen, M. T., Löytynoja, A., Valtonen, M., Knudsen, S., Bang, S., Gunnersen, C., Rosing-Asvid, A., 

Ferguson, S.H., Dietz, R., Kovacs, K.M., Lydersen, C., Jernvall, J., Auvinen, P., Galatius, A. 2024. 

Complex origins and history of the relict Fennoscandian ringed seals. Ecology and Evolution 

15:e71067. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.71067 

Parent, G.J., Montana, L., Bonnet, C., Parent, É., Sauvé, C., St-Pierre, A.P., Watt, C., and Hammill, 

M. (2025). Genetic monitoring program for beluga (Delphinapterus leucas) harvested in the 

Nunavik and Nunavut (Belcher Islands) regions. Can. Tech. Rep. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 3643: vii+ 34 p. 

https://doi.org/10.60825/erys-r351 

Remili, A., Morris, A. D., D.C.G. Muir, M. Houde, T. M. Brown, S. H. Ferguson, D.A.D. Blair, R. J. 

Letcher. 2024. Persistent pollutant exposure impacts metabolomic profiles in polar bears and 

ringed seals from the High Arctic and Hudson Bay, Canada. Environmental Research  269 

(2025) 120862. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2025.120862 

Westbury, M.V., S. C. Brown, A. A. Cabrera, J. Ma, A. Rey-Iglesia, A, Dyke, C. H. Scharff-Olsen, M. 

B. Scott, Ø. Wiig, L. Bachmann, K. M. Kovacs, C. Lydersen, S. H. Ferguson, F. Racimo, P. Szpak, 

D. A. Fordham, E. D. Lorenzen. 2025. Four centuries of commercial whaling eroded 11,000 years 

of population stability in bowhead whales. Cell doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.10.588858 

Zhao, S.T., Matthews, C.J.D., and Watt, C.A. (2025). δ15N and δ¹³C cycles in narwhal (Monodon 

monoceros) embedded canines reveal seasonal variation in resource use and/or physiology. 

Royal Society Open Science. 12: 242237. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.242237  

 

https://doi.org/10.3354/esr
https://doi.org/10.1111/eva.70058
https://doi.org/10.60825/erys-r351
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.242237

	TAB1_RM-002-2026_Agenda_INUK
	TAB2_GN-ENV_Baffin Island Caribou TAH_INUK
	TAB2A_GN-ENV_BN Baffin Island Caribou TAH_INUK
	TAB2B_GN-ENV_Abundance Survey Report_Baffin Island Caribou_ENG_only
	ABSTRACT
	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	2.0 STUDY AREA
	3.0 METHODS
	4.0 RESULTS
	5.0 DISCUSSION
	6.0 Conclusions
	7.0 Recommendations
	8.0 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

	TAB2C_GN-ENV_Abundance Survey Report_Baffin Island Caribou_ENG_INUK
	TAB2D_GN-ENV_Baffin Island Survey Results_ENG_INUK
	TAB2E_GN-ENV_Baffin Island Consultation Summary_INUK

	TAB3_Pangnirtung HTO_Modification of Cumberland Sound Beluga Harvesting Quotas_INUK
	TAB3_A Pangnirtung HTO_BN_Modification of Cumberland Sound Beluga Harvesting Quotas_INUK
	TAB3_B_Pangnirtung HTO_Supporting Document_Beluga Harvesting and Conservation By-Laws_INUK

	TAB4_Pangnirtung HTO_CSTMA Exploratory Turbot Quota_ENG_only
	TAB4A_Pangnirtung HTO_BN_CSTMA Exploratory Turbot Quota_ENG
	NWMB Turbot Letter
	Cumberland Sound Turbot  Exploratory Quota
	1. The core argument — last four seasons under consistent management, effort and market conditions with varying outcomes due to weather patterns:
	Key observations

	2. The mechanism — why El Niño disrupts Cumberland Sound ice
	3. Forecast for the 2026–27 winter — a strong El Niño is now likely
	4. Local ice-thickness verification — SmartICE
	5. The full 18-year fishing and catch record (for reference and supporting context)
	6. The request
	Key features of the request

	7. Why fall 2026 specifically — the 10t is a pilot, not an emergency response.
	8. Caveats to be aware of:
	Sources


	TAB4B_Annual Catch and Enso Record_Pangnirtung HTO_CSTMA_ENG

	TAB5_Parks Canada TINMCA_IMP and NQLs on harvesting by non-Inuit within specific zones of TINMCA_INUK
	TAB5A_Parks Canada TINMCA_BN IMP and NQLs on harvesting by non-Inuit within specific zones of TINMCA_INUK
	TAB5B_Parks Canada TINMCA_Consultation Report_INUK
	TAB5C_Parks Canada TINMCA_Consultation Summary_INUK
	TAB5D_Parks Canada TINMCA_IMP Summary_INUK
	TAB5E_Parks Canada_Interim Management Plan_TINMCA_ENG
	TAB5F_Parks Canada_IMP Presentation_INUK

	TAB6A_DFO_BN_Carry-forward protocol and gear amendments for the Greenland Halibut fishery in CSTMA_INUK
	TAB6_A_DFO_BN_Carry-forward protocol and gear amendments for the Greenland halibut fishery in CSTMA_INUK
	NWMB BN CSTMA CARRYFOWARD PROTOCOL_NQL_Inuktitut NB
	NWMB BN CSTMA Map - Appendix 1
	NWMB BN CSTMA DFO CF Guidlines - Appendix 2

	CSTMA DFO Letter to PHTA -Appendix 3_Inuktitut NB

	TAB7A_DFO_BN_NWTFR NQL in NSA_INUK
	TAB8A_DFO_BN_FM Operational Updates_INUK
	TAB9_A_DFO_BN_Community-based hunt collection program_INUK

