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Marine Environment Working Group (MEWG) Final Meeting Minutes  

Date: February 25, 2020 
9:00 am – 5:00 pm (EST) 

Lord Elgin Hotel – 100 Elgin Street, Ottawa, ON 
Call in Number: +1-416-814-2855   Meeting ID: 064701805 

***Meeting agenda items were not completed as originally scheduled. A follow-up teleconference call 
was held on Thursday, March 5, 2-4pm (Eastern Time).*** 

Member 
Organization 

Participants   Member Organization Participants   

Baffinland Iron 
Mines Corporation 
(Baffinland) 

Lou Kamermans (LK) I Parks Canada (Parks)  Allison Stoddart (AS) I 
Emma Malcolm (EM) I Chantal Vis (CV) I 

Jacquie Bastick (JB) N 
Genevieve Morinville (GM) I Makivik Gregor Gilbert (GG2) N 

Qikiqtani Inuit 
Association (QIA) 
and Consultants 

Bruce Stewart (BS) I Mittimatalik Hunters and 
Trappers Organization 
(MHTO) 

Phanuel Enooagak 
(PE)  

I 
Jeff Higdon (JH) I 
Jared Ottenhof (JO) N Enookie Inuarak (EI) I 

Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada 
(DFO) 

Kim Howland (KH) I Amanda Hanson Main 
(AHM) 

P 
Marianne Marcoux (MM) I 
Alexandra Sorckoff (ASo) I Observer Organization Participants  

Environment and 
Climate Change 
Canada (ECCC) 

Grant Gilchrist (GG) I World Wildlife Fund – 
Canada (WWF) 

Andrew Dumbrille 
(AD) 

I 

Anne Wilson (AW) I Brandon Laforest (BL) N 
Holly Hennon (HH) I Oceans North Canada 

(Oceans North) 
Amanda Joynt (AJ) I 

Government of 
Nunavut (GN) 

Brad Pirie (BP) I 
Natalie O’Grady (NO) I Nunavut Impact Review 

Board (NIRB) 
Cory Barker (CB) I 

Stephen Atkinson (SA) I Solomon Amuno (SA1) N 
John Ringrose (JR) N Canadian Northern 

Economic Development 
Agency (CANNOR) 

Arusa Shafi (ASh) I 

Alexander Kelly (AK) N Adrian Paradis N 

 Baffinland Consultants Participants  
Golder 
 

Patrick Abgrall (PA) I 
Phil Rouget (PR) I 

JASCO Melanie Austin (MA) I 
Environmental Dynamics 
Inc. (EDI) 

Mike Setterington 
(MS) 

I 

P-phone in participation, I – In person, N- Not attending 
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**Meeting minutes updated to reflect comments received from Parks Canada and QIA* 

Discussion and Comments 

Baffinland Update 

Baffinland (LK) welcomes all participants from member and observer organizations, and provides a safety share on 
incoming bad weather, slips, trips and fall and associated caution when traveling.  
 
LK also shares Baffinland’s recent adoption of Inuit Societal Values into its corporate value system. Many of these 
apply specifically to the functions of the Working Group and should guide the meetings proceedings accordingly.  
 
LK: There is a full agenda to cover, so we will try to move through each topic and stay as much on track as possible. 
Once a summary of Baffinland’s operations is discussed, the focus of the morning’s discussion will be on the Early 
Warning Indicators and the Marine Environment Working Group (MEWG) Terms of Reference (ToR) in order to allow 
adequate time for suitable discussions.  
Baffinland (LK) presents a summary of 2019 shipping season update, as described below.  
 
2019 Shipping Season Update:  
LK: Started shipping operations on July 17. To open the season, we assessed several criteria. One important 
component being communication with Mittimatalik Hunter and Trappers Organization (MHTO). Before we entered 
the Regional Study Area (RSA), we confirmed there was no one using the floe edge anymore. We also confirmed 
there was no longer any landfast ice along the entire shipping corridor and implemented transit restrictions based 
on ice conditions: 6/10 and above, only 1 transit in 24-hour period, 3/10 and above, 2 transits per 24 hours, 3/10 
resumption of regular operations. Transits included a convoy escorts of up to 4 vessels. The MSV Botnica (the 
Botnica) was utilized similar to 2018 to provide assistance in heavier ice conditions. Marine Wildlife Observers 
(MWOs) were present on the Botnica and included Inuit MWOs from Pond Inlet both at the beginning and at the 
end of the shipping season. 

Loading of iron ore carriers commenced on July 19 and continued until October 30. A total of 82 vessel voyages were 
made. A total of 5.86 million tonnes were loaded and shipped in 2019. Operations resupply and infrastructure cargo 
vessels consisted of 9 freight vessels, 3 heavy sealifts, and 5 fuel tankers.  

Vessel Management Protocols/Mitigation Measures 

LK: A growing number of mitigation and management measures continue to be implemented as part of our shipping 
operations. These include:  

• Ongoing management of vessel speeds 
• Ongoing ballast water management 
• Routing in designated shipping corridor 

o Minor deviations may occur during heavier ice conditions because vessel captains will always avoid 
ice to the fullest extent possible 

• Start of shipping season criteria (MHTO communications, break up of land fast ice) 
• Communications protocol 
• Tracking of vessel speed compliance and routing through use of Automatic Identification System (AIS) 
• Hiring of Pond Inlet shipping monitors 
• Developed setback 40 km from the Nunavut Settlement Area to minimize spatial overlap with narwhal 

staging at the floe edge 
• Limiting number of vessels anchored at Ragged Island to 3 – drifting only occurred when safety 

considerations warranted. 
• End of season aerial clearance survey 

Summary of Project vessel compliance  
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LK: Ore carriers were 99% compliant with Project restrictions for period covering July 17 to September 10, 2019. 
Percent of compliance for the entire shipping season will be reported on in the 2019 Annual Report to the Nunavut 
Impact Review Board (NIRB). Resupply vessels continue to have a lower compliance rate (i.e. closer to 90%), but 
overall demonstrated significant improvement to compliance with speed restrictions. This remains a continued area 
of improvement for our operations however we remain committed to improving our compliance rates. When 
comparing speed of Baffinland vessels to non-Project vessels, we are travelling at considerably slower speeds tham 
other vessels in the area and to our knowledge no other operator in the area has implemented voluntary speed 
restriction limits.  

Response to 2018-2019 NIRB Recommendations  
LK: One of the recommendations of NIRB’s review of the 2018-2019 Annual Report included showing dedicated 
efforts towards the selection of Early Warning Indicators (EWI) as part of marine mammal monitoring efforts. We 
have made sure to dedicate time this morning to allow ample opportunity for input from the Marine Environmental 
Working Group (MEWG). Data on numerous variables are being monitored as part of monitoring programs and the 
selection of a subset of variable(s) as EWI(s) requires meaningful participation of MEWG members. Between 
September 2018 and Spring 2019, limited feedback was received for advancing this process. As such, we are re-
engaging the MEWG to support a path towards selection. We look forward to later discussions. 

2019 Monitoring Programs: Inuit Participation and Training 
LK: We had an increase in 2019 Inuit participation through the hiring of numerous Inuit researchers in our 
monitoring programs. Signs of successful capacity building efforts included the annual return of staff to our teams 
and also vocalized buy-in support from participants captured through end of season feedback reviews. In 2019 we 
also had participants from Arctic Bay and Igloolik. Overall, we provided 710 hours of training and 6,500 hours of 
employment through the marine monitoring programs. 

2019 Monitoring Programs: Incorporation of Inuit Perspectives 
We ensure that we engaged with the MHTO prior to the start of our monitoring programs. In 2019 we also hired 
Shipping Monitors based in Pond Inlet that provided the liaison between local residents and Baffinland. As part of 
our monitoring programs, we undertook post-program reviews with Inuit researchers to gather their perspectives on 
the program including what worked, what did not, and what their opinions were regarding observed Project-related 
effects.  

2019 Marine Monitoring Draft Report Release Schedule 
LK: We are anticipating releasing a number of draft reports between March and end of April 2020. We will update 
the MEWG as we complete the drafts. 

MEWG Terms of Reference (ToR) 
EM: A number of proposed changes to the ToR were made based on initial changes initiated by the Government of 
Nunavut (GN) during summer 2019. As part of our Phase 2 Final Written Comment Responses package to the NIRB, 
Baffinland summited a revised ToR. At a high level, we generally agreed with the proposed changes made by those 
who contributed to the review process. The changes that we proposed as suitable amendments provide a greater 
alignment towards a consensus-based approach for decision-making with clearer processes on how 
recommendations are identified, supported, communicated and tracked. As of Feb 10, 2020, no additional 
comments had been received as part of Phase 2 review processes. We would like to open the floor for discussion on 
this.  
AS: Our understanding is that the GN had been facilitating a comment period during the summer, but not everybody 
in the MEWG had an opportunity to provide comments on that. We then received an updated ToR from Baffinland 
in October. I’m wondering if it’s worthwhile to provide a “track changes” version from the original ToR. That way all 
organizations within the MEWG are able to comment understanding what modifications have been made. There are 
definitely a number of differences in the two versions. I’m wondering if that would be helpful to the group. 
NO: I agree with you there is still a period required for review and comment. The GN has gone through the revisions 
provided by Baffinland on October 15 and has internally been working on updating with some additional revisions. If 
it’s useful, what we can do is provide another version that can be read side by side because I do not think we will be 
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able to do a line by line review today. We could establish a timeline for when we would receive responses on the 
ToR. 
SA: The initiative to revise the ToR and it was the GN that took the original lead in proposing changes to the ToR. The 
GN will continue to track a revised ToR and there is a new version that will be circulated to the MEWG members 
with an explanation of the key differences between what Baffinland submitted in October versus what we are 
recommending, which is the inclusions of an Executive Committee.  
LK: The Working Group is an important component of what we are proposing for Phase 2.  
AS: We would like to see the GN circulate a revised draft with a comment period. 
KH: We would like to see a tracked changed version from GN. We need to talk to our legal team about what our 
formal recommendations could be. 
AHM: For the MHTO, having prepared and reviewed our response to Final Written Submission I was not under the 
impression that we were supposed to review that, so we would need additional time to review and be able to 
provide meaningful comments.  
SA: Are we are working under the assumption that this will be completed before Phase 2 hearings? One proposed 
timeline for this would be if the GN were to send out the latest version of the ToR, and then give people until the 
end of April to provide comments. People can provide feedback during the technical meetings, but you don’t 
necessarily need to have written feedback ready at this point. If we do this, it would give us time to have a hearing 
before May (ACTION).  
LK: We are consistently receiving comments on monitoring reports, the Production Increase Proposal (PIP) and/or 
Phase 2 from MEWG members that they want to have greater decision making in the MEWG. A lot of what we are 
proposing under Phase 2 requires that a MEWG is functioning in a way that provides people confidence for Phase 2, 
so we need comments before the hearing. My understanding right now is that the GN will release a draft to the 
group by the end of next week that reflects a collation of both Baffinland’s October version and also their updates 
since. All parties will provide comments by first week of April and then it will be put to Baffinland to provide a final 
black line version. We have to take ownership on the ToR from that point forward.  

Early Warning Indicators (EWIs) 
Early Warning indicators (EWIs) – Conditions No. 110 and 112. 
PA: There are two conditions that tie in directly with EWIs. Condition 110 and 112. Condition 110 indicates that the 
Proponent is expected to work with the MEWG to determine appropriate early warning indicators that will ensure 
rapid identification of negative impacts along the shipping routes. Condition 112 speaks towards monitoring 
protocols that will need to carefully consider the EWIs that will be best examined to ensure rapid identification of 
negative impacts. Thresholds will be developed to determine if negative impacts as a result of vessel noise are 
occurring. In response, mitigation and adaptive management practices shall be developed to restrict negative 
impacts as a result of vessel noise.  
 
Early Warning indicators (EWIs) – Original Timeline and Current Timeline 
PA: The original timeline based on when we started having discussions on the EWIs assumed that these could be 
developed by December 2018. The next proposed step was to monitor for early warning indicators in summer 2019.  
We have since had to revise the timeline for the development of these EWIs.  
We we had an initial conversation in June 2018, a dedicated teleconference in September 2018, another meeting in 
December 2018. Since then, we have not had adequate time within the MEWG meetings to move this forward. A 
summary of all work that has been done with the MEWG was provided in response to the Board Recommendation. 

***ACTIONS*** 
1. GN to distribute to MEWG members the latest draft of ToR submitted by Baffinland in October 2019 as 

part of PHASE 2 Final Written Responses package to the NIRB, along with their newest recommended 
changes, and all previous track changes made. Date of distribution to MEWG members proposed is by 
March 6, 2020.   
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This includes a copy of all correspondence that has been shared with the MEWG on this issue and is available on the 
NIRB public registry.  

Indicator Requirements 
PA: We have been exploring which parameters can be used as EWIs. To assist in this process, we set criteria for 
determining what would be an appropriate set of indicators. The key criteria are:  

- Quantifiable 
- Replicability 
- Consistent site access 
- Rapid post-data collection analysis / short lag time 
- Technically defensible 
- Long-term dataset 
- Pre-shipping data 
- Linked to shipping impacts 

Proposed Indicators and Indicator Species 
PA: During the prep work we met with the MHTO. One of the things MHTO noted was that there were some areas 
where they had seen changes occurring in marine mammals well before shipping associated with the Project began. 
For example, with body condition or marine mammal harvesting data, these changes are reported as having 
occurred for several years before the start of shipping, so it did not make a lot of sense to proceed with an indicator 
that could not be more directly correlated with Project effects.  
When we were looking at what species would be more appropriate we evaluated both ringed seal and narwhal. 
After further review, we felt narwhal was most appropriate given the fact that there is the greatest potential for 
overlap with narwhal’s sensitive periods (i.e., shoulder season shipping while narwhal are migrating in).  

We also note that we are monitoring for several indicators through our monitoring programs. We have been 
communicating consistently that just because we have not established an EWI threshold, does not mean we are not 
tracking potential Project effects and/or other natural changes in the environment. For example, we are able to 
monitor population relative and absolute abundance estimates through visual and photographic aerial surveys, and 
through Bruce Head. We are also able to track additional information through specialized programs such as the 
narwhal tagging program, but we did not want to establish EWIs where the monitoring data could only be yielded by 
specialized programs given that we would not be able to complete yearly (i.e. limited access to dataset). We did 
discuss whether or not an increase in stress hormones was appropriate but it was screened out given the limited 
pre-shipping data set. Injury and mortality rate (i.e. through vessel strikes) are tracked through both the Ship-based 
Observer (SBO) and Bruce Head Shore-based (Bruce Head) programs. We also assess this through proxy review of 
Closest Point of Approach (CPA) data.  

 

 

Calving Rates:  
PA: If an animal is going to experience stress (e.g., limited resources) than that would likely be reflected in calving 
rate because they essentially make a decision between self-preservation and reproduction rates. A change in calving 
rate is therefore an appropriate EWI as a reduced reproductive rate would later be reflected in the overall 
population abundance. There is still difficulty in relying on the calving rate given that it is not easily directly 
correlated with Project effects, however, we feel it is an appropriate EWI for tracking whether or not changes are 
occur at a population-level which may be attributed to Project vessels. There is further investigation required to 
understand what other influencing factors (i.e., what occurs during overwintering periods etc.) that could affect 
calving rates, but ultimately this is the best indicator we feel could fit.  
SA: One of the things that strikes me is that if you think about the phases of responses that animals will undergo the 
earliest response you will see is a behavioural response, that will then be followed by energetic changes, followed by 
changes in reproductive rates, followed by actual population level changes. With recruitment, body condition and 
population level changes you will have an extremely difficult time linking these to Project effects so I do not think 
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from a Project perspective that they fit. I would recommend you select avoidance indicators because you can 
directly link it to Project activities and it would be the first response. I also agree that narwhal would be an 
appropriate species.  
SA: I also want to know whether or not you have considered using sea ice as an indicator you can check and see 
whether or not shipping is affecting sea ice as there is a long term historical dataset available. It would also give an 
indication whether there are changes to habitat occurring as a result of the Project.  
CV: I echo the recommendations made by the GN because once you are already seeing population level changes you 
are already “in the red”.  Parks Canada is struggling with establishing quantitative thresholds because it is fairly 
difficult to determine so we are relying on expert opinions. I would also suggest that you open this up to a non-
quantitative thresholds and rely on Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) and expert opinions. The difficulty lies in the fact 
that it takes many years of baseline data before quantitative thresholds can be established (to account for factors 
such as natural variability and, increasingly, climate change). This is why PCA is suggesting that EWIs include 
indicators and thresholds based on expert opinion (western science and/or IQ or a combination of both). 
EI: For indicator requirements, I did not see any IQ written as what would be an appropriate indicator requirement. 
Inuit are natural observers for wildlife. Locally and seasonally we know where wildlife goes. Specifically, for narwhal 
we know where they go through specific times but we did not see any narwhal during fall time. So for example, that 
is something that could be considered as a change. Or in 2018 we did not see any narwhal, so I want IQ to be 
included in the indicator requirement. In the indicator species, you mentioned bowhead and narwhal? Specifically 
coming from Pond Inlet, we are observing less seals now too, so if that can be included too that would be good. As a 
health indicator, would there be lab testing conducting to assess this? 
PE: In Pond Inlet, we hunt along that shipping route and I have worked out of Bruce Head. We have fewer marine life 
now since the start of shipping. We had plenty of ringed and bearded seal. We also have fewer fish at the lakes and 
rivers in the winter. In the summertime, there is a calving area, it is traditional knowledge that there are calving 
grounds along that route. When the ships are up there they will continue to ship even if it depletes all marine life. 
We see the difference in numbers already when it comes to bearded seal and fish.  
AHM: I agree with comments from GN that avoidance would be more effective as a first response for EWI. I also 
want to make a note that this project was originally approved in 2014, so initial development of EWIs in 2018 is far 
behind the timeline. I also want to echo the sentiments of MHTO members that IQ should be considered. I think the 
inclusion of seal is really important because of their importance to hunters in the area. The other aspect that is 
important as an indicator would be looking at food sources for marine mammals. This would also be really critical for 
understanding if the population was going to be affected.  
MM: I echo that this is a very challenging task, specifically if you need to link this to shipping. I echo SA’s comments, 
but my worry is that the animals who do not avoid might even be more impacted. I wonder if you could comment 
more on why stress hormones and body condition have been put in a lower priority. Given that the Department of 
Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) has a very long historical data set on harvesting data, as well as body condition I believe 
this analysis could be done in a fairly quick analysis.  
PA: Even if long term data set is available, Golder has heard feedback from some community members that there 
have been changes to the narwhal population before shipping started. So if there are changes it is difficult to know 
whether this is just something that is occurring anyways.  
MM: I know we do have a long-term dataset that we could potentially share samples with. (ACTION) 
PA: Well we would need to think about how long we go back into the baseline. To recap comments that have gone 
around the table, we did identify that avoidance behavior would occur as a result of the Project, so I suppose it is 
being proposed that we establish a threshold of what is considered a maximum allowable threshold for avoidance 
behaviour. As was seen in 2019 we have implemented changes to the monitoring program to further investigate 
2018 numbers. We also noted that heavy ice conditions existed in 2018, was it killer whales, was it shipping-related; 
what factored in? So that is why the monitoring programs got increased in 2019. For some of the avoidance 
behavior indicator the tagging data has some insights that could assist us in fleshing out what an appropriate 
threshold may be, however we cannot commit to collecting this data every year.  
SA: I feel that avoidance should be put on as a priority indicator. You could use aerial surveys for looking at 
avoidance behavior. As far as thresholds go, you cannot actually establish thresholds, and the relationship is not 
linear. I think a threshold should be defined as “at what point do you become concerned”. As a biologist I would say 
anytime you can measure change, you should become concerned.  
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PA: I think that what we are trying to say is that we are responding to the “when should we become concerned 
about this” – we have clearly demonstrated responsiveness to this. I appreciate the comment made by MHTO saying 
that IQ should be included in the process. However, I do think this is something that is actually already being done. 
In terms of the inclusion of seals, there are not actually abundance estimates for the area, however not including 
them as an EWI does not mean that we do not think it is important. Maybe seal hunting has been more difficult to 
secure, but I guess the question to the group is if we are using narwhals as the indicator species, does the group not 
agree that this would be good representative of environmental health overall. With respect to using sea ice, we are 
sort of going two steps forward, one step back. The more we consider, now we are starting over again. AMH made a 
comment that we should have had these in place earlier but even in this discussion, you can see the challenges 
associated with actually moving this forward with the group. The participation is actually very limited.  
SA: I think you should establish a quantified threshold but you should not necessarily look at this as a cause and 
effect indicator. I think what you need to do is gain agreement on what is an acceptable level of avoidance. Maybe 
look back at Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) predictions. And then use the FEIS predictions around 
avoidance as your EWI. I think you should take a look at the sea ice indicator again especially given its importance to 
narwhals in particular.  
GG: I agree that looking at sea ice would be effective. And I think this would be a cost effective because no fieldwork 
is required. You could also look at this as a measure for natural variation. Changes over the next 50 years, will have a 
strong downstream impact on marine mammals. It also supports what Inuit have been saying. Another efficiency I 
would like to see is a list of all the monitoring programs that are going on regionally. It seems like there is a lot 
happening that is not necessarily being efficiently coordinated. If well-coordinated, this could be one of the most 
well-monitored areas in the Arctic. I would also suggest you include ringed seal because ringed seal are more 
regional. Ringed seal ecology and narwhal ecology are so different, so you cannot just use narwhal to monitor for all 
other species. I see regional collaboration monitoring as an opportunity. One thing we do not do is hormone analysis 
on hunted birds, because the experience of being hunted elevates their stress hormones so much already. So I do 
not think it would be appropriate for narwhals either.  
MM: I agree, you cannot use blood, but you could use blubber, because it actually captures a few months of stress.  
PA: But then are you just monitoring for stress that was accumulated before they even intercepted any potential 
shipping-related effects associated with the Project. 
MM: I wonder if you could just use noise as an indicator, instead of a biological response.  
PA: I agree that is a good recommendation, and consistent with the specifics of the Project Certificate No. 005 Terms 
and Conditions (T&Cs).  
JH: I was going to mention that the T&Cs are specific to vessel noise. QIA supports inclusion of ringed seal, and 
integration of IQ. You could use IQ to establish your historical dataset. It should be left to Inuit to determine what is 
acceptable and what is not. 
CV: It seems like you have put in a lot of really good mitigations and it seems like it would make sense to connect 
these thresholds to the mitigations because you cannot look at them in isolation. It would also help us to see where 
you can make adjustments to better respond to changes / hitting thresholds. 
 
Thresholds – Calving Rate 
PA: So just before we break for lunch, I am going to review these slides to show what could be considered as a 
threshold for calving rate. This is some of the investigation that we have done based on previous feedback from the 
group that this should be determined based on statistical significance. This was a model we were looking at for 
assessing this. In aerial survey data this doesn’t work as well because you would have to reach a critical threshold, 
and because natural variation can be very expansive.  
JH: Are calves reported as proportion of total population or proportion of adult females? 
JH: Is the 2019 numbers from Golder’s survey or DFO? 
PR: It is from one of five surveys conducted by Golder in 2019.  
SA: For calving rate, have you considered using trends instead of statistical deviations? Because you might see a 
trend before you see the numbers actually drop to a point that you hit your threshold.  
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PA: We are going to move on from our discussion on the EWIs. The path forward will be that we will be summarizing 
what we heard here today. (ACTION). Then we will ask for some additional feedback in writing from the group. 
(ACTION) We can then host a dedicated teleconference to discuss. (ACTION). 
 

2019 Marine Monitoring Programs 
PR (Golder) provides an overall high level summary of the various slides that will be presented on the monitoring 
programs that were run in 2019 including preliminary results when available, and how these meet the overall 
monitoring program objectives.  

PR: In 2019 we ran the Ship-Based Observer (SBO), Bruce Head Shore-Based Monitoring (BH), Marine Environmental 
Effects Monitoring Program (MEEMP) / Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS), the Aerial Survey Program, Passive Acoustic 
Monitoring (PAM) and completed analysis related to the 2017-2018 Narwhal Tagging Program. We had previously 
presented results from 2017 tagging program and are now ready to share info related to integrated data from those 
two years (2017 and 2018).  

Monitoring Objectives 

PR: The key objectives are to measure effects of Project on marine environment, measure effectiveness of 
mitigation measures, and identify additional management measures as needed.  

Monitoring (Since 2015) 

PR: A number of programs have been implemented since the start of shipping operations. Some programs have 
been run on an annual basis, while others are done on a more periodic basis.   

Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program:  
PR: Program has been running since 2014, with the exception of 2018.  
 
Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program - Project Conditions 
PR: There are a number of Project Certificate No. 005 Terms and Conditions that the Bruce Head Shore-based 
Monitoring program (Bruce Head) aims to satisfy. Meeting Project Condition (PC) 126 requires including Inuit in 
monitoring, with the ultimate goal of transitioning this to a community-based monitoring (CBM) program over time. 
PCs 99 and 101 are specific to running a shore-based monitoring program. 109 refers to developing a monitoring 
program that allows you to track behavioural responses of marine mammals. PCs 110, 111 and 112 also require the 
study of behavioural responses to ship noise. This is met by having a combined visual and acoustic study at Bruce 
Head.  
 
Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program- Camp Relocation 

***ACTIONS*** 
2. DFO to review availability of long-term datasets (e.g. harvesting data, samples, body condition, etc.) 

that may help to support selection of adequate EWIs relevant to the Project and if available, share with 
MEWG members.  

3. Baffinland/Golder will provide summary on “what we heard” during discussion with MEWG members 
on EWIs and will distribute back to MEWG members for feedback. 

4. MEWG will provide feedback to Baffinland/Golder on summary document and other additional input for 
consideration on selection of suitable EWI(s). Feedback to consider existing datasets available to MEWG 
members for consideration to inform selection process of suitable EWI(s).  

5. Baffinland will organize a dedicated teleconference call to further discuss the selection of suitable 
EWI(s) based on feedback provided in writing as part of Action #4.  
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PR: Camp relocation was necessary and undertaken in 2019 to address health and safety (H&S) considerations with 
having camp closer to observation platform, and also to maximize observation time. The observation platform 
remained in the same location to ensure consistency in program design with past years.  
 
Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program 
PR: Typically the program runs over five weeks and include training sessions consisting of two rotations. Teams were 
composed of biologists, graduate students and Inuit researchers, as well as polar bear monitors. There were also 
drone team members and a camp manager. 

Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program  
PR: New changes were implemented in 2019. Additional survey strata added more observations in Koluktoo Bay. 
Otherwise there is consistency in the strata across years previous. Additional strata were added because Koluktoo 
Bay is more of a holding area versus a travel corridor which is seen in front of Bruce Head. A pointer was also 
installed during deployment of Autonomous Multichannel Acoustic Recorders (AMARs) so that a behavioural study 
could be set up around that recorder which could be used to compare group composition passing over that recorder 
and the potential calls that would be unique to mother/calf pairs.  

PR: A technical memo was submitted to the NIRB registry in October 2019 which summarized Relative Abundance 
Distribution (RAD) results comparing 2019 to past years. We have also worked up group composition data, so are 
now able to show calving rates. When you look at this data compared to results of the aerial surveys you will see 
similar trends. 

Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program -  Drone Study 
PR: The purpose of using the drone was to give us a sense of how accurate our observations were relative to 
photographic data in the far strata. We only had a week for the drone, so we focused on areas of the strata that 
were previously limited by glare, but also areas that were historically known to be highly populated. The tagging 
data showed us that more narwhals were using the area than we were picking up so we wanted to evaluate the 
accuracy of observations. We encountered a number of obstacles with the drone program: batteries, camera, radio 
link between UAV and radio station, wind. The camera is not effective enough to distinguish juveniles – or for fully 
identifying group composition. 
  
Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program -  End of Season Interview 
PR: In 2019 we implemented an Inuit perspective feedback and knowledge sharing session at the end of each 
program. So we’ve provided a summary of what Inuit researcher comments were on the BH program design, 
comments related to Project effects, comparison of behavioural response to other activities in the area (i.e., hunting 
activities). The intention is to broaden the analysis beyond that presented by Golder. These perspectives will all be 
provided in the Bruce Head report. 
PA: In past years, earlier in the program, there seemed to be a greater response to ships than what we were seeing 
this year. We investigated this further and the discussion with Inuit suggested that response has been reduced over 
the number of years when shipping was occurring. This could be interpreted as a sign of habituation occurring in the 
area.  
PE: I have to talk to you about my experience. From my own experience I have been at Bruce Head. I was there in 
the beginning. It was a good place to watch for narwhal and to see narwhal for hunting. It’s our traditional hunting 
ground. When the ships started first coming, the narwhal would flee and then they would return after shipping 
returned. We do know that narwhal come back each year, but not in the same number that they used to. There are 
fewer narwhals and also the narwhals are very skinny since shipping started. So we know that shipping is affecting 
narwhal health. 
JH: Have you looked at how the proportion of calves varies throughout the season? Is it possible to look at this using 
day-to-day data?  
PR: The more detailed version of what we have been presenting here (i.e., related to group composition) will be 
included in the final technical report. This shows the variation across the entire season.  
CV: In 2019 you had a reduced number of transits during icebreaking can you correlate BH data with this? 
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PR: No. The BH program only collects data during the open-water season. Bruce head is also one of the areas where 
ice breaks up earliest each year, so you wouldn’t be able to effectively assess this. What we look at instead is the 
effect of simultaneous transits (i.e. one northbound, one southbound). However, the sample size is more limited 
because this does not happen as often. We also did this with the tagging data so that is the better dataset for 
understanding how narwhals would respond with greater amounts of noise.  
MM: Perhaps more of a comment not a question. For BH, perhaps provide a measure of variance around your 
numbers of narwhal per hour and for calving rates as well. 
PR: We can consider incorporating into report.  
 
Ship-based Observer (SBO) Program 
PA: Relevant T+Cs include 106, 123, and 126. There is also a requirement for monitoring for collisions (123 
specifically). The SBO report will be provided to the MEWG in draft form in the near-term.  

The total number of monitoring effort was around 250 hours for Leg 1. This is a non-systematic survey. It is 
opportunistic, based on where the ship must travel, so we are not able to conduct systematic density or abundance 
surveys, however it does provide some RAD data based on detection and level of effort and collects data on marine 
mammal behaviour.  Killer whale and walrus were not recorded during Leg 1 in 2019. Each of the sightings are 
plotted to show where marine mammals are detected throughout the shipping corridor (PA shows figure showing 
Leg 1 sightings). Geographic distribution of marine mammals is generally consistent with what we saw in the aerial 
surveys as well. Most common seabird sighted in RSA in 2019 was the thick-billed murre. The full dataset of seasbird 
sightings will be provided to Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS)-ECCC to supplement their database. We also review all 
data from the SBO program relative to ice concentrations in the area.  

End of season aerial clearance survey results will also be reported on as part of the SBO program. The survey was 
run over a period of 2 days during the last day and the day following the end of shipping season. The intent of that 
survey was to scan the shipping route and then also survey areas that where historical entrapment events occurred. 
There were some narwhal footprints identified by the observers so we circled repetitively over that area to confirm, 
but we were never able to confirm.  

2019 Ship-based Observer Program – End of Season Interview 
AD: How does the review of monitoring data connect to the development of mitigation measures? We always hear 
the same results, but it is not helpful to improving the work of this group.  
GG: I know for years we discussed getting the SBO program up and running and now we are seeing success with this. 
I am seeing the data for seabirds; we are seeing the same species in these monitoring programs, where they are, the 
timing of where they are. With this type of information being collected year over year, you are able to better 
understand what the trends are and how the Project may be affecting the environment. Especially with all the 
regional monitoring being undertaken, you are able to make more informed decisions in terms of management. This 
type of monitoring also allows researchers such as ECCC to be able to integrate these multiple sources of 
information and then know whether or not additional management measures need to be undertaken.  
JH: Are ivory gull reporting single sighting or re-sighting? 
PR: We can look into that and specify whether they were unique sightings or re-sightings.  
ASH: Has there been any discussion about integrating all the monitoring programs so that information is readily 
available to one another, including incorporating IQ? 
PR: In some cases, yes, there are requests for that kind of information to other parties, but this has not always been 
shared.   
AMH: The original purpose of the SBO program was to just look at ship strikes. Is Baffinland trying to incorporate the 
information from this? 
PR: The main point of the program as a per the T&Cs is to monitor ship strikes. In reality, there are limitations to 
what you can do. You can record behavior, but in this case there is no reference because you are always in the zone 
of potential impact and therefore always potentially influencing behaviour. The only factor that you could look at is 
the relative change in abundance, and measure this in an equal pre- to post-shipping. That line of evidence will add 
on to the results of the other programs. But this program is the least effective in looking at behavioural responses 
near vessels and abundance. Aerial surveys provide information on abundance but doesn’t allow for an examination 
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of behavioural response because of the spatial scale. With Bruce Head we are able to assess behaviour response 
more effectively. Bruce head provides a middle point between the two programs. It gives important information. 
You can look at the stock size in aerial survey, but may not see anything. But at Bruce head, if we are starting to not 
see narwhal or change in group composition, that would be concerning. We try to integrate program findings and 
slight difference is what we are trying to look at. For density estimates during SBO, that was specific to Eastern 
Canada Seabirds at Sea (ECSAS) protocol for seabirds.  
AMH: I didn’t see anything in the 20 slides on collisions.  
PR: Even though the purpose is to monitor ship strike, we will collect tertiary information when we are on that 
survey. There were no recorded ship strikes in 2019. 
GG: So back to AD’s comment, as the information is building, I am trying to see where hot spots may be for concerns 
and link it up to the newest data collected during shipping. We are trying to integrate all of the data and then 
identify for the company (i.e., Baffinland) where the greatest risk to the species are to support management. ECCCs 
position is that we are taking the lead on regional research and trying to create mapping for industry clients, and 
establish a baseline so that the information is made available to support mitigation options. This could be done for 
narwhal as well. I agree with you on maps of what and when, but we need to first identify areas of risk. This is what 
we are doing next with the data that is acquired.  
EI: Just a comment. With respect to Phil’s presentation slides 13 and 6, feedback from observers from SBO and Bruce 
Head. I am wondering whether you will make this more open for folks from Pond Inlet to comment on what has 
been observed and not just from employees.  
EM: We agree this is a limited perspective being presented. We included this because we wanted to find another 
tool to integrate perspectives into our monitoring results and see whether there was alignment between the Golder 
results and the Inuit researchers that participated during the summer. Another objective was to try to ascertain a 
broader range of Inuit perspectives. We do hear various perspectives when we are in communities. So the intention 
was to get a broader range of perspectives including those of folks working in our programs and also see 
perspectives from community. Note that we do track comments that come through during the shipping season 
through our Shipping Monitors based in Pond Inlet.  
 
2019 Passive Acoustic Monitoring Program 
MA: During early shoulder season, two recorders were installed, shown at locations in this figure. One was located 
near Ragged island and the other is just south of Bylot Island. During the open-water season, the recorders were 
installed at three locations, as shown on slide. The one at Koluktoo Bay is about 6 km from shipping lane. 
 
2019 Acoustic Monitoring – Early Shoulder Season 
MA: Deployment was from 19-20 May 2019. The photo to the right shows the yellow cylinders. The grey cylinder is 
the actual acoustic unit. These sit on the bottom and stay silent on the bottom and just stay silent, except when they 
are released to return to the surface at retrieval. These were installed to measure sound levels of vessels, including 
icebreaker ideally during icebreaker. One of the waypoints is in front and behind ice breaker so that we can measure 
sound both as the ice breaker is approaching and leaving. Two of the AMARs were redeployed following their 
retrieval so that they can measure sound over another early shipping season with planned recovery in August 2020. 
They are timed to turn on again in July 2020 after they went “to sleep” on October 17.  
  
2019 Acoustic Monitoring – Early Shoulder Season 
MA presents a series of results from the Bylot Island and Ragged Island AMARs that were installed to collect data 
during the early shoulder season. These figures will be presented as part of the passive acoustic monitoring reports. 
MA: The black line shows the full recording of frequency range. The green and yellow show narwhal frequency 
ranges of hearing. Measured sounds are from around 75 db to 135 db. Underwater reference (background sounds) 
are also shown. On the Ragged Island recorder (right upper panel), the blue lines are higher (lowest frequency 
sounds – wind or current noise). Interestingly, the data shows that naturally occurring sounds can also reach 120 to 
135 db levels. The bottom panels show the recordings for when vessels were detected. Blue bars show all data and 
red only when vessels were detected. We see times when vessels are recording over 120 db, but we also see times 
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when natural variability exceeds 120 db. The highest level was Aug 3 when there were four Project vessels in the 
area (both Baffinland and non-Project vessels).   

The table on this slide summarizes data consisting of exposure times of marine mammals to sound pressure levels 
(SPLs) greater than 120 db (disturbance threshold) whereas these next tables provide the comparison of modelled to 
measured daily noise exposure periods for disturbance (> 120 db). We looked at the icebreaker MSV Botnica transits 
where it was traveling directly over the AMAR units with escort of other vessels and travelling on their own. They 
came within less than 120 m from the units. From the five transits, we looked at the time over 120 db, and this was 
equivalent to 1.3 hours for escort of two carriers and a tug travelling at 9 knots in open water). To give you context 
of what we assumed in the modeling in the Phase 2 assessment, and to get to the degree of conservatism, we 
looked at the modeled versus measured, we looked at a 9 knot, 1 icebreaker and 2 ore carriers). For a narwhal 
sitting at one place as convoy moves past we had modeled 3.1 hours, but we actually measured 1.3 hours. That is for 
a single transit. Under a Phase 2 scenario, this means we could get up to 12. 4 hours from modeled data, but in 
reality, it is 5.2 hours.  

2019 Acoustic Monitoring – Open-water Season 
MA presents a series of results from AMARs that were deployed from August 5 to August 28 to collect data during 
the open-water season. These figures will be presented as part of the acoustic monitoring reports. 
MA: A technical memo was submitted in February as part of Phase 2 submissions which provides more data. AMARs 
were deployed from August 5 to September 28. On slide with figures, we show AMAR-1 (deployed on shipping lane) 
and AMAR 2 (deployed in Koluktoo Bay). You see fewer large spikes, and the number of mean hourly SPLs lower at 
AMAR-2 (Koluktoo Bay) than at AMAR-1 (along shipping lane). You will note that ambient sounds (natural) over 120 
db can be observed. We also calculate the mean and the maximum exposure at each location, as shown in this table. 
You can note the low percentage of total recording with SPL > 120 db for each AMAR, and as split by all data 
recordings versus vessel-specific data. 

Acoustic Monitoring – Daily Noise Exposure Period Estimates (120 dB) 
MA: We also show here a comparison of modeled versus measured data for Phase 2 open-water shipping scenarios 
for an “average” day of shipping. We assumed certain vessel types. From the Phase 2 modeling, we estimated 
exposure at 120 db for Post-Panamax and 2.2 for a Capesize carrier, if you multiple this by number of transits, this 
would be 11.4 hours (12.6 hours where animals are not exposed at >120 db or quiet time, ½ day is quiet, ½ day is 
<120 db). If we use the actual field measurements, a single Post-Panamax is 0.2 hour, and scale this up to capesize 
carrier and this scales a bit up to 1 hour. Resulting in 22.3 hours of quiet time based on measured data.  
AJ: I have a question on the number of hours from the figures. Are those stacked?  
MA: The red is in front of the blue lines. 
AS: Quick clarification. So the AMARs that were out in the shipping lane at the time of potential icebreaking, but the 
actual recordings being shown are from open-water?  
MA: The transects we received were from open-water conditions. The vessels did not want to go directly over where 
the AMARs had been deployed because of the thicker ice conditions.  
AS: So the recorded sound during icebreaking would be higher.  
MA: The time periods are recorded during icebreaker operation. 
AS: You are showing modeled versus what you recorded. But your model is not accounting for icebreaking.  
MA: We are showing modelled versus measured for various scenarios but in open-water conditions because this is 
the data that was measured.  
CV: For early season, my understanding is that it’s the physical breaking of the ice or is it the noise that is causing the 
impact. 
MA: During icebreaking you get louder sounds and it is not necessarily the icebreaking but the vessel working harder 
to move through the ice. This is the concern that we are trying to get at with this study.  
HC: Is it the structure of the ice? A lot of the monitoring data presented is the average, are you measuring acute 
noise?  
MA: Yes, we also characterize the acute. There are two mechanisms. Peak shipping noise will not cause hearing 
injury, otherwise it is the total dose of sound that can lead to temporary hearing loss or a long enough time (e.g., 
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loud rock concert and you cannot hear for a bit after), or it could cause permanent damage if exposure is long 
enough.  We do look at the upper boundaries. 
MM: Can you explain the difference from the modeled to the measured? 
MA: We looked at model validation in the 2018 report. There are a few assumptions that go into the modeling. The 
source data for vessel data was overestimating noise by at least 10 db. We also discovered that the water depth was 
not what we expected and thus the accuracy of the modelled bathymetry was not what we expected. Also, there 
were assumption made in the model about the bottom type of the seabed. Any of these or a combination of these, 
can lead to differences in modeling effects. Also, the longer range estimates can also affect the results. We erred on 
the very conservative side for assumptions.  
AJ: What are the plans for 2020? Are there plans to verify the model in greater ice conditions. Can we get more 
information on depth and substrate? Will you be verifying the data from the noise modelling?  
PR: We have to pick up the recorders that are currently deployed.  
MA: We have two recorders that will be turning on again in July 2020 with the purpose of recording icebreaking 
sound during the early shoulder season for 2020. We will not be collecting depth or substrate data but the new data 
will refine the current data.  
JH: For the measured Cape class, you did not actually measure any Capesize class? 
MA: Yes, correct we do not have measurements of Capesize. We took a correction factor of 1.7 based on 
measurement of a Post-Panamax. 
PE: My question. The big ships that you propose to start using, and into the inlets. It is shallow water on both sides. 
It will be very loud. It will be much louder than the ones you are measuring now under water because there is 
shallow water that you have to take into consideration, and how much louder do you think they will be than the 
ones you are using now? 
MA: I think you indicated that the ships will be louder than where we measured, and that the vessels will be louder 
than those being modelled. The model does account for different depths within the water body. Also the recorders 
from 2019 are in different depths, including in Koluktoo Bay ~ 120 m, and others are in deeper waters.  
PE: They will be very loud. How are you planning to monitor the marine life? We live on the marine life from those 
waters. If you drive them away, and we feed our dogs with the wildlife we catch on the waters. We will not be able 
to keep our dogs and have to give up our dogs. We will have to give up our traditional lives to keep up with our life.   
EM: We are implementing different programs. We look at different aspects of the environment to see if there are 
changes. We are presenting you all of the various tools that we are using to investigate whether animals are reacting 
and or are leaving the area when Project vessels are around. When we speak about the acoustics, we are looking at 
how much noise marine mammals are experiencing when vessels transit in the area. By doing the modeling, we are 
able to better quantify how noise may be influencing marine wildlife. This is a good segway into moving into other 
marine programs and provide comparison to baseline conditions. 

 
2019 Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program 
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program 
PR: We completed two legs as part of the 2019 aerial survey program. The purpose of each survey differed. For Leg 1 
the objective was to complete early staging surveys to better understand where marine mammals were and how 
they interacted with ice conditions and vessels generally. The second leg was specific to generating abundance 
estimates for the Eclipse Sound and Admiralty Inlet stocks. Survey teams were based in both Pond Inlet and Arctic 
Bay. The crews consisted of Golder MWOs, Inuit MWOs and a Golder data recorder. The aerial surveys took place 
using twin otters. Decision on when to switch from visual to photographic was made when there were too many 
animals to count visually. Once photographic surveys are initiated decision the aircraft increases to higher elevation. 
Then the pictures are stitched together in a combined density estimate. The overall goal is to look at how overall 
population stock has changed over time, for both stock areas. We are currently in the process of analyzing data. 
  
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program - Eclipse Sound and Admiralty Inlet 
PR: The specific grid-based survey was only done during Leg 2 abundance surveys. The selected survey design shown 
on this slide was shared with DFO prior to the surveys being implemented, and this is where we landed after 
multiple iterations. 
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Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program - 12-13 July (Leg 1)  
PR goes through the figure and presents details on the various grid lines that were flown.  
PR: At the start of the survey ice conditions were such that narwhal could have entered the system. First surveys 
were strictly reconnaissance surveys to see how far westbound the animals had reached. Upon determining how 
much ice break up had occurred, we started running full transect surveys towards the end of Leg 1. 
 
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program - 21-23 July (Leg 1) 
PR goes through the figure and presents details on the various grid lines that were flown. 
PR: Vessels had come in by this date. You can see the track. We recorded no narwhal at Baffin Bay floe edge, and 
then moved over towards the west. You can see that we had some photographic captures. 
 
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program – 2019 Results 
PR: We’re still looking at Admiralty Inlet results and actively going through the Eclipse Sound. We observed bowhead 
whale and killer whale sightings in Navy Board and Milne Inlet. We saw them at the entrance of Baffin Bay as early 
as July 23.  
 
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program – Digital Photography 
PR: Digital photography occurs at 2,000 ft altitude. This occurred at Navy Board Inlet when we were getting very high 
densities of narwhal along the shore.  

Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program - 25-26 Aug (Leg 2)  
PR: We will be using the data with the most precise coefficient of variation (CV). Photographic datasets are 
preferable as they provide the most accurate estimates. In August, most narwhal were concentrated in Koluktoo, 
Milne Inlet, and this is where all data was mostly based on photographic. The tech memo includes the data from this 
specific period.   
 
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program - Annual Comparisons 
PR: The lowest row shown on this table has the best data. We are now dealing with a CV of 0.07. This is essentially 
an index of how much precision you can get. The goal is to get the lowest CV. This is why we run 5 or 6 surveys in a 
summer to maximize opportunity to get the best estimate. The photographs give you an absolute count from an 
area versus the difficulty of the bubble window. Bubble window visuals have wider track lines, and you are assuming 
animals are evenly distributed even though this may not be the case. Fortunately, the chance of getting 
photographic surveys in Eclipse Sound are increased when animals are more concentrated. We will be presenting all 
of the data in the report for both Admiralty Inlet and Eclipse Sound.  
PR opens up the floor for questions. 
SA: Going back to original T&Cs and the requirement to run periodic aerial surveys. What is the frequency? There 
was a discussion of using abundance surveys and whether you plan on doing power analyses. I have worked on 
these types of abundance surveys and with the range of CVs, you may be able to detect trends before you detect 
meaningful changes in abundance. You were suggesting this morning of looking at abundance estimates as an EWI, 
that you would use standard deviation (SD) estimates and would look for a decline that is almost at 60%. Are you 
planning on doing power analyses? 
PR: Yes, we will be including a power analysis in the report. 
CV: To look at abundance through time, in the statistical analysis, you have to start looking at whether there were 
relations to ice conditions, shipping, etc. There are all of these confounding effects that may influence results.  
PR: We are only looking at open-water season when completing abundance estimates. The early Leg 1 was just to 
get a feeling for what was happening at the floe edge, but the floe edge was already degraded. The first leg was 
more about answering whether the animals had entered the system, is there a floe edge, where are they hanging 
out? When we are looking at the stock population, we are doing the survey during open water conditions. The 
number of transits is therefore irrelevant. If shipping is going to have an overall negative effect, we would assume 
that the numbers would drop with increase in shipping. If you are seeing an increase in shipping and then you see 
higher estimates, then shipping is not having an effect.  
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AS: If we go back to EWIs and setting thresholds. Two SDs were shown for abundance. How did Baffinland come up 
with this? Was this discussed with Inuit communities?  
PR: The 2 SDs were based on blending and when a trigger could be set. At one point, we need to move further from 
50% to 10% change in population levels because 10% change in abundance is nearly impossible to measure. When 
we present the power analysis in the report we will provide more information. I would not put too much emphasis 
on what PA presented on the 2 SD. It is an example of where we could go if we were to set something for an EWI 
and associated threshold. 
MM: I understand that you will be giving us a report. These are oblique photos. How did you stitch them together 
and figure out duplicates? And how did you deal with the detection function? And also how do you measure your 
reader repeatability? Your measure of your confidence in your reader and increase your CV. We will need to see the 
calculation for your CV. (ACTION) 
PR: A lot of those responses are provided in the Baffinland technical memo that was recently submitted as part of 
Phase 2. We did include information on detection function. It is also a blended approach similar to DFO’s approach.  
AD: The technical memo submitted as part of Phase 2 does not appear to be posted on the NIRB registry.  
EM: The technical memo is an appendix to our Phase 2 submission package to the NIRB. The full technical report will 
be available for review by MEWG members sometime in April.    
SA: Are your photos being taken oblique? 
PR: No, they are not oblique photos. 
SA: Photographic surveys will have lower CV in comparison to visual surveys. You could have all 10,000 photos be 
reviewed by local Pond Inlet-based Inuit researchers.  
PR: The August 25 survey is pretty much a full photographic survey because on that specific day, narwhal were 
concentrated in specific areas. The challenge is if you are running tight surveys, it would take too long to run through 
total area and you risk having whales move through various strata. That is why we run parallel surveys from Arctic 
Bay and Eclipse Sound.  
 
2017-2018 Integrated Narwhal Tagging Report 
PR: The objective was to look at narwhal response to vessel traffic using tagged narwhal. The dataset is based on 20 
animals tagged in 2017, and four in 2018. This was a collaboration with DFO and was a DFO-led tagging program and 
added onto their ecosystem-based Tremblay Sound program. Various components were measured. Different tags 
were used, and each type allows to support various objectives. Not all tags deployed provided sufficient data 
resolution. We basically take the data from all tags, and then combine that with ship track lines. And we look at any 
interaction events (within 3 km) based on tag and vessel track data.   
PR describes V-shaped dives.  
PR: How long did those v-shaped dives last? We ask the same question. We look at both before the vessels pass 
through, and after the vessels, so before exposure and non-exposure and what it was doing, (e.g., foraging event 
versus other events).  
PR explains the various series of figures being shown, including observations of behavior and noise, and distance 
considerations from vessels.  
PR: Multiple sesponse variables were investigated. For example, surface time, dive rate, etc. We teased apart 
surface time (above 7 m from surface – surface) dive, greater than 7 m. We looked at bottom dives, time of depth 
(e.g., time of time spent at bottom, per dive depth). We also looked at turning angles (e.g., is it avoiding vessel).  
PR: A number of sub-surface (dive) and surface movements were analyzed using a number of parameters defining 
dive response. There were a number of non-statistically significant findings for dive Rate, time at depth (deepest 
20% of dive, not bottom dives) and descent speed and no differences between exposure versus non-exposure 
events. 
PR: There were some parameters that define dive response that were found to be statistically significant for vessel 
events in comparison to no vessel events. Specifics are summarized in this slide and will be described in detail in the 
integrated tagging report. These included: 
Surface time: close distances only, with surface time decreasing when within 1 km from a vessel. 
Dive Duration: At 1 km, dive duration decreased. If we convert that to a time period. At a vessel traveling at 9 knots 
(17 km/hour) a response zone is 2 km (approaching and departing), this would translate to a 7-mins exposure 
period). You would expect this response for those 7 mins. 
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Performance bottom dives: Narwhal that are already exhibiting feeding behaviours prior to vessel event differs 
significantly (statistically) from those not already engaged in feeding. This is equivalent to a 10 km response period, a 
30 min change for a vessel traveling at 9 knot.There were also a number of parameters describing surface 
movements that were statistically significantly between vessel events and non-vessel events. These included turning 
angle (angles higher when within 4 km of a vessel) and Travel Orientation. For the latter, within 5 km of a ship 
approaching, and still apparent for 10 km during departure. Animals presented significant differences in response for 
this variable. You’re not mirroring the distance, you are adding the 5 km and 10 km (15 km total), so response period 
is just below 1 hour. 
PR: In summary, close vessel traffic events with narwhal resulted in a decreased surface time and dive durations, and 
for distances between 4-10 km, some changes were observed that were tied to whether individuals were feeding 
prior to event, and they typically oriented themselves away from vessels. 
PR: As expected, and consistent with the predictions of the FEIS, temporary effects were observed. Results support a 
temporary, localized avoidance but no long-term abandonment of area. All of this data is being pulled together into 
a technical report. It is an updated report with newest analyses, based on input provided by the MEWG last year.  
PR opens up the floor for questions by MEWG meeting attendees. 
BS: How might the use of modelled rather than measured noise levels have affected analysis of the narwhals 
behavioural reactions?  
PR: Using measured data would shrink the exposure distances, so they would be conservative.  Might be useful to 
look at the data to determine the real ranges.  We don’t think sound is the only thing whales are necessarily 
responding to (e.g., visual cues as well). 
AJ: It would be helpful to have a comparison of data with the effects predictions. If it is having a localized effect, how 
do those localized effects would support the cumulative effects.  This is leading me to believe that there could be a 
cumulative effect, so how has this been carried forward in the assessment? 
SA: When you say no long-term abandonment. You cannot conclude this on this short-term dataset. Second point. I 
have not seen the details of the analysis. Based on what I heard, you have limited your findings to within 10 km, 
versus greater than 10 km away. 
PR: These are two separate questions. The first to abandonment. It is referring to the tagged animals only. And their 
seasonal abandonment of where we know is their hot spot. Where we know narwhal like to hang out, we know 
where the animal is and where it hung out. The second piece. We felt confident with the acoustic modeling where 
beyond 10 km there was no exposure. The behaviours were not going to be influenced by non-AIS vessel activity. 
The upper levels of the 8-10 km, you may have exposure from non-AIS vessels. How confident are we that 10 km is 
the farthest? Based at the time, we felt that this was the right number, and it was a balance of sample sizes.  
GG: This is a world class dataset. This could be multiple theses. 
PR: We have dealt with it in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Addendum. This is with DFO and 
they could start looking at it in different ways.  
MM: We plan on doing more with this data.  
SA: It is a small dataset. But do you have daily exposure period based on the daily vessel, and individual movement. 
EI: Any vocal changes behaviour? 
PR: That is a tricky thing and we are trying to address.  When you are not hearing a narwhal, does it mean it left the 
area, or it is focusing its head away from the recorder, or it is masked and you cannot hear it from vessel masking. 
For example, with calling rate changes, if you are getting lower rate, it may just be that the animal turned away, or it 
simply stopped calling. The AcousondeTM are a great idea, but the recorders are on the back of animals while the 
animal is traveling, they do not work well when they are on the back on the animal and when they are vocalizing 
from the head. And then also they are stressed because you just captured them to install them. Essentially you are 
getting a good idea of when the animal is stressed.  
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Meeting is adjourned at 5pm. It was decided by all attendees that the remaining agenda item (2019 Physical 
Oceanography and Marine Environmental Effects Monitoring Program (MEEMP)) would be discussed during a 
scheduled teleconference the following week. (ACTION) 

 

Continuation of agenda items resumed during a teleconference call held on Thursday, March 5 from 2-4pm (EST).  
Attendees included the following: 
Baffinland: Emma Malcolm (EM), Genevieve Morinville (GM), Lou Kamermans (LK) 
Golder: Christine Bylenga (CB), Phil Rouget (PR), Phil Osborne (PO), Patrick Abgrall (PA), Julia Horgan (PH) 
GN: Brad Pirie (BP) 
DFO: Alexandra Sorckoff (ASo), Kim Howland (KH), Marianne Marcoux (MM) 
MHTO: Amanda Hanson-Main (AMH) 
QIA: Bruce Stewart (BS) 
Oceans North: Amanda Joynt (AJ) 
ECCC: Anne Wilson (AW) 
CANNOR: no attendees 
NIRB: no attendees 
 
2019 Physical Oceanography 
PR: We will walk through the slides that are specific to Physical Oceanography because PO will be available only for 
questions at the beginning of this call. There are numerous T&Cs associated with physical oceanographic monitoring 
components. These include water column properties for both salinity and temperature, and we also have a tidal 
station at Milne Port to monitor tidal levels and storm surges. Bruce Head mooring location changed slightly 
westward near Poirier island from 2019. The purpose of that was to collect data on the center part of the channel 
where there was a better defined slope so that there was fewer interference from the islands. This was basically just 
to get it into an area with better defined flow conditions through the area. Moorings were deployed on August 6 and 
the data is currently being processed. This will be included in the MEEMP/ Aquatic Invasive Species report.  
PO: One of the other components this year is that we were asked to look at what dynamics were influencing 
sediment transport near Phillips Creek to address a NIRB Board Recommendation on this from their 2017-2018 
Annual Report. So the approach we took was to look at historical dynamics and historical data of the creek mouth 
morphology which included morphological conditions through aerial photography analysis. The area is a creek delta, 
so there is a quite a large and extensive delta from sediments delivered mostly during freshet conditions and snow 
melt, and precipitation events. It is a very dynamic area that has formed and is influenced by freshet events quite 
significantly. The delta is also being modified by waves so that contributes to a considerable amount of dynamics in 
that area. Historically the delta has been reworked by natural geomorphic processes including sediment deposition, 
migration and avulsion of Phillip’s Creek and the westward extension of a coastal spit on its eastern side. This 
information has been documented in more detail in a memo summarizing the discharge regime of the area. The 
study will be included as an appendix within the MEEMP/ Aquatic Invasive Species report.  
PR: Do we have any questions for physical oceanography? Otherwise I will refer back to MEEMP (slide 71). 
AJ: Looking at slide 88 and particularly with respect to T&C 83a, how does that link to the DFO authorization 
conditions and how does this program meet the conditions.  

***ACTIONS*** 
6. Golder/Baffinland to provide as part of the 2019 Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program report the 

calculations associated with the coefficients of variation for abundance estimates and also confirm 
with DFO the level of detail that DFO would like to see as part of calculations. 

7. Baffinland to schedule a teleconference for week of March 2, 2020, to resume discussion of 
outstanding agenda items (i.e., 2019 Physical Oceanography and 2019 MEEMP).  
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PR: These are basically handled through the NIRB Project Certificate. DFO Authorization is really only for 
construction and maintenance of the ore dock. There is a T&C as part of the Environmental Effects Monitoring (EEM) 
that has a sediment sampling design that is gauged to test the impact predictions made in the EA and against the 
modelling. That is also what Phil was referring to with the Phillips Creek memo; when we observed a greater number 
of sediment fines, we wanted to further investigate.  
BS: Are any field studies planned on the actual specific field sampling of sediment accumulation? Will further work 
be done around the Phillips creek sediment sampling in 2020? 
PR: We are not there yet in terms of what we may plan for. We are going to look at 2019 data, once we have that 
data in hand and we are able to look at the results of the Phillips Creek study, we will determine if that is a 
recommendation we put forward to BIM.  

 
MEEMP Program 
PR: There are several T&Cs that have informed the design of the MEEMP. There were several drivers of the program, 
and these include the potential for sediment redistribution, potential effects associated with ballast water, etc. The 
MEEMP was originally designed by previous consultant, SEM and the original frequency had studies being conducted 
on a tri-annual basis, however we have continued to sample on an annual basis. I wanted to mention this because of 
the fact that the frequency for running these programs have come up several times in the past meetings.  
PR: As you are aware we changed the sampling design program, particularly on the benthic and sediment side, which 
could have been completed in 2019 if the research vessel had been available on time, but we were not able to 
complete fully without this vessel. The intention is to use this vessel in 2020 to run the full program.  
PR: Field program ran from 24 July to 6 October. We had an incident in the small field vessel so the program was put 
on hold for several weeks and then that program resumed in the start of September. As mentioned previously we’ve 
just received the last of our taxonomic results from the lab and chemical results, but these results are still being 
worked up. For water quality sampling, this was done at a level of effort consistent with past years. 6 times over a 6-
week period. We did a number of CTD profiles, both in the Port and at BH. CTD profiles provides information on 
temperature, salinity and PH. We also had depth vertical profiles conducted.  
 
Marine Sediment Quality and Benthic Infauna  
PR: We had a change in sampling design that was introduced last year as a result of the MEEMP Power analysis, 
identifying that we needed to increase the number of sampling stations to get to the number of samples to 
discriminate Project effects. We were trying to achieve 15 sampling stations per transect, we were able to achieve 
10. This was because of the lack of research vessel. We intended 74, but we were only able to sample 32 sediment 
stations. We used a combination of Ponar and Van Veen sampling. Because the Van Veen sampler has a larger grab, 
the sample was split. Samples for sediment chemistry were sent for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), inorganic 
carbon, etc.  
 
Remotely Operated Vehicle (ROV) Program 
PR: We introduced rectangular belt transect plots in 2018. We previously conducted epifauna surveys using video 
along transects that were not marked, so we revised this to have a semi-permanent belt transects installed, both in 
reference and monitored areas (five in each area). Feedback from MEWG indicated that we should consider belt 
transects in reference and monitored areas. Those sites were resampled in 2019, three of which had been moved 
from the ice. Where these are installed, it seems like the ice drags the belt transect into a new location. So 
unfortunately we were not able to sample these because the belts were no longer there. We could possibly move 
into deeper water, but then you get away from the productive area. We know that the most productive area is the 
10-15 m contour area, so if we move to deeper water to deal with ice effect, we would lose the productive area to 
sample. Otherwise, we may want to use something else than does not get moved by ice, so we would like feedback 
on MEWG on whether or not we change approach or location.  
PR: Our Aquatic Invasive Species program is multi-trophic. We have dedicated transect lines that radiate out from 
the ore dock, which are reserved for species ID as part of the Aquatic Invasive Species program. We also added a 
new site in 2019 near the floating freight dock which was installed in 2019. Another transect had to be moved 
because there was a grounded iceberg that was sitting on top of the previous transect.  
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MEEMP - Marine Fish 
PR: The program covers a mixture of different sampling methods, using both trawling and jigging, gill netting fukui 
traps and fyke nets, which we’re exploring as an alternative to the fukui traps because in past year we did not have 
great results on Catch Per Unit Effort (CPUE). We did change location of some of the fukui traps, and added weights 
on to the nets based on advice from BS from QIA (a follow-up action from previous June 2019 MEWG meeting). 
There were a total of 279 fish captures in 2019; including sculpin and Arctic char. A total of 47 Arctic char and 30 
slimy sculpin were retained for body burden analysis. Results have just come in and we are working on that. We also 
collected Hiatella arctica which was sent for aging and tissue analysis.  
 
Aquatic Invasive Species Program 
PR: The main focus areas for the Aquatic Invasive Species program is in Assomption Harbour where most of the 
anchorage occurs, and where loading occurs. We also run Aquatic Invasive Species monitoring at Ragged Island, 
which is where vessels are holding when anchorages are full at Milne Port. In 2019, our intention was to incorporate 
otter trawls and beam trawls, but this could not be completed because the research vessel did not come in. We also 
got an improved ROV for 2019, so the resolution is much better for species identification.  A remaining challenge 
however is the amount of plankton in the water, making it difficult to see with the ROV. 

MEEMP – End of Season Interview 
PR: Suggestions from participants varied from H&S related to comments related to see reduced fish handling times 
and they also recommended that they should dissect in the field, remove the otoliths, stomachs, so that the rest of 
the fish can be provided to the community country foods kitchen.  Participants also made suggestions to improve 
accessibility of the MEEMP program data.  
 
2019 Marine Fish Habitat Offset Monitoring Program 
PR: Year 5 is completed. Those results were provided to DFO at the end of December. Year 5 was focused on 
structural integrity of the ore dock. Main findings were that the offset habitat was stable; no slumping or failure of 
the structure. Every year that we’ve been monitoring we’ve seen continued growth of algae year-over-year and 
noted an increase in the number of fish utilizing the habitat. Several species were shown to be using the habitat, 
including both sculpin species, cod, prickleback. We also saw an increase in encrusting epifauna abundance and 
diversity based on settlement plate basket retrieval. Overall habitat appears to be functioning as intended.  
 
PR opens up the floor for questions from MEWG members. 
 
BS: For Slide 79, you have noted 8 benthic, 10 sediment sampling sites: why is it not the same numbers and why 
didn’t you just run them in parallel? 
PR: Basically we were running out of time at the end of the season. We were moving into end of September and into 
October. The sediment grabs are not a composite; they are a unique grab. We were able to do the unique composite 
grabs and we were basically trying to work our ways out at the deeper sections. The deeper you went, the more 
challenging it was with the Ponar. It was very challenging to get appropriate grabs. The further we went out we had 
to rely on the Van Veen. My understanding from the field crews is that they were still done on the same days, but 
they were unable to get full composite grabs, and made a decision to at least get single chemistry grabs.  
BS: Do you really think you will be able to meet the full sampling design for 2020? 
PR: Yes. The new boat has an A-frame with a powerful davit system. We designed the vessel in that way so we can 
accomplish the full sediment programs. The new boat will have a much better sediment sampling apparatus. It 
should take about 4 weeks. The speed of recovery, working space. These smaller vessels are quite awkward to work 
on. We had to build a davit system for the smaller boat. The mining engineering team modified a small crane system 
from a rescue vehicle. We fabricated a boom system. We were still needing the right clearance. There wasn’t a tuna 
door so had to haul over the top. We did what we could given the circumstance. It’s a lot of samples at 78 stations. 
We will need to split samples, which is fine and standard approach with the Van Veen. If the grab success is not as 
good, we will be able to add lead plates too it if we need more weight.  
KH: Do you do any sieving in the field for your sediment samples? 
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PR: Yes this is done in the field. 
KH: And you’re still ending up with a large volume? We typically don’t to do subsamples for Van Veen.  
CB: Yes. 12 L of sample jars after processing.  
KH: Ok, we should talk about the methods then, because we have never gotten that volume. Perhaps the methods 
for doing this could be modified. Sieving at the large end and small end would help.  
PR: Yes, we can talk about that. It is a lot of work, and it is very costly to send all that back to the labs. (ACTION) 
BS: I was curious about the ninespine stickleback and whether or not you sent that specimen to the museum? 
CB: I believe these were caught in our seine nets which would have been right off the west side of the ore dock. We 
did look into Aquatic Invasive Species data. The finding is consistent with historical records of what is present in our 
area.  
BS: It would be useful saving the sample because it is not frequently there. I was surprised to see this. 
CB: These were caught in seine nets. 
BS: That’s great. Done for the moment.  
KH: You mentioned adding in new sites to the transects, I am having trouble seeing what you added. Are the new 
ones added to the end of existing transects or denser sampling within the transects?  
PR: That’s a good question. They were intermixed, so they were tighter.  
KH: That is good for increasing your power, because otherwise you would have more variability as you move away. 
This is what I would have suggested. I could not tell from the map. 
PR: The blue is showing where we did not get to sample, the yellow is showing how far we got with sediment, 
benthic, etc. In the report, I can include additional figure of what was done in 2019 versus earlier year (ACTION).  
AW: Were you able to get the original 5 sites?  
PR. Yes. I will include a figure in the report, clearly distinguishing new and historical sites.  
AW: Will you be doing a power analysis on the five sites to see these newest results? 
PR: Yes, this will be included in report. (ACTION) 
KH: Why did you not use Van Veen in shallower sites? 
PR: Depth difference. The Ponar sampler was more convenient with the Davit system. Ultimately it was just a 
decision in the field.  
KH: So going forward the plan is to use Van Veen at all sites? 
PR: Yes.  
KH: I would recommend doing parallel sampling with Van Veen and Ponar grabs at a few sites to compare if results 
are the same. The Ponar may not dig down deep enough compare to the Van Veen. They may not be comparable; 
you may not get the same species. You may pick up different things. You may want to start checking that and see if 
the older results are comparable to the newer results because the way you are sampling may affect the results of 
each grab. That way you could confirm how comparable your new results are to.  
KH: What is difference between Aquatic Invasive Species transects and regular transects? 
PR: One is just species identification using underwater video, and then the belt transect is quantification of epi and 
infaunal, separate components of the MEEMP versus AIS. Everything gets identified into AIS. But in addition, we 
have aquatic invasive species-specific transects for presence/absence. One is essentially just a detection program, 
we’re not quantifying. 
KH: So I assume any samples you are taking are still being sent for sampling? 
PR: Yes.  
KH: I have said this before but I do not think the ROV sampling will get you the resolution that you need to identify 
the species that may be of concern and for non-indigenous species (NIS). I guess it will help to know you can do 
additional sampling. I don’t know if there is any way of doing another type of sampling along those transects. 
PR: I agree it is probably the least powerful sampling approach, however it has been a traditional component of the 
program since Golder took over the work. When we removed the Environmental Effects Monitoring (EEM) video 
transects, we did not remove the Aquatic Invasive Species transects.  
KH: Can you describe details on number of hours /effort for different sampling methods for fish? How is effort 
distributed? Do you sample throughout the season? How often are you going out and are you going back out to the 
same location? 
PR: We try to even it out over the season and depends on the fishing technique, and shoreline topography. In terms 
of gillnetting, after 4 years of gillnetting, we know where we can go and have successful catch rates and those areas 
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are resampled. We do try and put a lot of effort in the front end of the season when Arctic char, are present. They 
typically leave by end of August. It is a hard question to answer for this year because we were basically working to 
recover from a loss of time in the schedule. What we will try to do moving forward is focus in on regular sampling 
throughout the season.  
KH. I recognize that this year was odd. Important to know that it is over the season. That is good to hear.  
KH: I am not remembering what you are doing with all samples. Are you interested in demographic changes or just 
tissue contaminants? 
PR: We are interested in both.  
KH:  I think the sample size is low for doing a demographic assessment. Although you could look at overall range of 
ages to determine if your sample size is appropriate.  
PR: The permit issued to us by DFO is only a maximum of 100 Arctic Char. 
CB: We are not allowed to kill, just incidental mortalities. 
KH: You could use fin clips for Arctic char if you can only take live samples. You can check the literature on aging 
comparisons. 
PR: If we could put Ross at DFO in touch with Christine, that would be great. (ACTION) 
KH: You said the ROV had improved camera resolution, by how much? Are you actually noticing a difference in the 
number of species you can identify? 
PR: I do not have numbers yet, but that is the feedback we received from the operator. There is still a limited species 
identification. We looked at installing mechanical arms on the ROV, but it is not possible without getting into ship-
based ROV systems. We can re-evaluate once we get all the results.  
KH: Even for EEM ROV sampling, it would be good to do some sampling so you can compare video results from 
sampling. It may be good to do some concurrent real time sampling to see what you’re missing from ROV.  
KH: Are the tows being done only at one time for zooplankton and tows? 
PR: Yes. We were only able to do once at Ragged Island, but typically we try and do it twice. At Milne Port sampling 
was done evenly throughout summer.  
KH: So what is the frequency?  
PR: We can include a table in the report that shows the schedule. (ACTION) 
KH: I was curious about the Inuit researcher knowledge shares regarding the benthic infauna sample? I was 
wondering whether there was knowledge that the Inuit wanted to know. Do you do in-field benthic identification? 
CB: Yes.  
 
No additional questions from MEWG participants.  

  

Next Steps 

EM: Thanks everyone.  I am going to wrap up our call here. A couple of notes. PR and PO will be aiming to get drafts 
out on MEEMP/AIS report by early April based on current schedule. It is a bit delayed because of timing for samples 
being processed as a result of later field season. I want to make a note that the DFO Habitat Offset Report was sent 

***ACTIONS*** 
9. Golder/Baffinland to further discuss with DFO (Kim Howland) sampling methods/processes related to 

benthic grabs 
10. Golder/Baffinland to include power analysis results using the newly added sampling sites and will 

clearly indicate in report figures new and historical sites. 
11. DFO (KH) to connect Golder with DFO Arctic Char aging specialist. 
12. Golder/Baffinland to include a sampling frequency (field schedule) as part of 2019 reporting.  
13. MEWG members to provide comments on past draft meeting minutes distributed by Baffinland on by 

March 13, 2020. 
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out when the last set of minutes (June and October 2019) were distributed for comment. We also are waiting on 
comments from the meeting minutes before finalizing. Please send them in to EM by March 13, 2020. (ACTION)  
For anyone that is newer in participating in these meetings, we will be focusing our next meeting on upcoming 2020 
programs. This will likely be in the spring but our timelines are a bit more tentative.  
KH: I was just wondering about the location for the next meeting?  
EM: If we do a face to face, it will likely be in Iqaluit because we typically try to rotate between Iqaluit and Ottawa.  
KM: There is the coastal zone meeting in June in Iqaluit so it may be a difficult time to find accommodations, but 
perhaps others would already be up there for that.  
 
Baffinland will provide date and location at a later time for the next MEWG in-person meeting. (ACTION) 

No additional comments. Call is adjourned. 

 

Tables that follow provide summary of i) action items from current, ii) status update on action items from previous 
June 21, 2019, and iii) October 7, 2019 meetings. 

 

 

Table 1. Summary of action items update from February 25, 2020 MEWG Meeting 

# Action Item Action By Status Update 
1 GN to distribute to MEWG 

members the latest draft of ToR 
showing track changes. 

Government of 
Nunavut 

In progress. GN distributed latest draft 
version to MEWG members for comment on 
March 9, 2020. Specific period over which 
comments will be received was not specified 
by GN. 

2 DFO to review availability of long-
term datasets that may help to 
support selection of adequate 
EWI(s) relevant to the Project 

Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada 

No update. DFO to provide update during 
review of draft minutes and this will be 
updated in final minutes. 

3 Baffinland/Golder will provide an 
EWI “What we Heard” summary 
document to MEWG members to 
comment. 

Baffinland/Golder In progress. In Q2 Baffinland will submit a 
summary to NIRB on the EWIs it is moving 
forward with for 2020 season. Further 
discussions can be held with the MEWG on 
the selection of indicators as part of future 
meetings.  

4 MEWG to provide feedback to 
Baffinland/Golder on EWI 
summary document.  

All Not yet started. Dependent on completion 
of Action No. 3 to proceed. 

5 Baffinland to organize a 
dedicated teleconference call to 
further discuss selection of EWI(s) 
based on feedback received from 
Action No. 4. 

Baffinland Not yet started. Dependent on completion 
of Action No. 4 to proceed. 

***ACTION*** 
15. Baffinland to plan for next upcoming in-person meeting to be held likely sometime in June 2020. 
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7 Golder/Baffinland to provide 
calculations for coefficients of 
variation for abundance 
estimates in 2019 aerial survey 
report. 

Golder/Baffinland Completed. Request will be included in 2019 
Draft Aerial Survey Report.  

8 Baffinland to schedule a 
teleconference for week of 
March 2, 2020 to resume 
discussion of outstanding agenda 
items. 

Baffinland/All Completed. Teleconference was scheduled 
on March 5, 2020. 

9 Golder/Baffinland to further 
discuss with DFO sampling 
methods/sample processing 
during benthic grabs. 

Golder/Baffinland/DFO Not yet started. Discussions to proceed 
during 2020 field season planning. 

11 Golder/Baffinland to include 
power analysis results using the 
newly added sampling sites and 
will clearly indicate in report 
figures new and historical sites. 

Golder/Baffinland Completed. Request will be included in 2019 
Draft MEEMP Report. 

12 DFO to connect Golder with DFO 
Arctic char aging specialist 

DFO Not yet started.  

13 Golder/Baffinland to include 
sampling frequency as part of 
2019 MEEMP/Aquatic Invasive 
Species reporting 

Golder/Baffinland Completed. Request will be included in 2019 
Draft MEEMP Report.  

14 MEWG members to provide 
comments on past draft meeting 
minutes by March 13, 2020. 

All Completed. No comments received during 
comment period by any MEWG member. 

15 Baffinland to plan for next 
upcoming in-person meeting to 
be held likely sometime in June 
2020 

Baffinland Not yet started. In light of recent COVID-19 
travel and work restrictions, no additional 
update is available at this time. 

  

Table 2. Summary of action items update from October 7, 2019 MEWG Meeting 

# Action Item Action By Status Update 
1 Baffinland to plan for next 

upcoming in-person meeting to be 
held in late 2019/early 2020 

Baffinland Completed. Meeting rescheduled for February 
25 2020 following request by MEWG members 
to reschedule, as initiated by PC on January 8, 
2020. 

 

Table 3. Summary of action items from June 21, 2019 MEWG Meeting 

 Action Item Action By Status Update 
1 Baffinland to meet with the MHTO 

during the June 25, 2019 pre-
shipping season meeting in Pond 
Inlet to discuss restricted zone and 
drifting zones for the 2019 shipping 
season. 

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland met with MHTO on June 25, 
2019 and discussed potential options. A response 
was provided in a letter addressed to the MHTO, 
dated July 16, 2019, announcing the start of the 
shipping season. 
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2 Baffinland to provide clear 
information on when ice navigators 
need to be present onboard. 
 

Baffinland Completed. Ice analyst will be stationed on 
icebreaker when escort by icebreaker is required for 
safe travel to and from Milne Port.  

3 Baffinland to verify how many vessels 
used in 2018 had D2 treatment 
systems installed.  

Baffinland Completed. In 2018 and 2019, 9 vessels procured by 
Baffinland had a D2 Ballast Water Treatment System 
(BWTS) installed on vessels.  

4 Baffinland to look at alternative 
methods other than SITMs that can 
be used to communicate to vessel 
operators of the various mitigation 
and management measures to be 
implemented when sailing through 
the Regional Study Area.  

Baffinland Completed. A number of different communications 
occur before, during and after shipping season 
between Baffinland Shipping and Sustainable 
Development departments with Port Captain, vessel 
captains of Baffinland-procured vessels and Fednav 
to provide messaging around expectations regarding 
mitigation measures committed to by Baffinland.   

5 All participating MEWG members to 
provide comments on the ToR to the 
GN 

All Completed. Comments provided by QIA, PC and GN 
on first version distributed by GN. Revisions to ToR 
were submitted by Baffinland on October 15 as part 
of responses to Final Written Submissions on the 
Phase 2 proposal.  

6 Baffinland to reformat meeting 
minutes to include a table that clearly 
tracks “decisions” that were made at 
a meeting. 

Baffinland Completed. Draft minutes have been reformatted to 
reflect member comments. Capturing of specific 
recommendations will follow once revisions to the 
ToR are finalized. 

7 Baffinland to include a section in 
future monitoring reports on the 
“Use of Community Input and IQ (or 
Inuit Perspectives) for the monitoring 
program.  

Baffinland Completed. Where relevant these will be included in 
2019 Monitoring Reports (MEEMP/AIS, Aerial 
Survey, Bruce Head, SBO).  

8 Baffinland to report back to the 
MEWG on what will happen to the 
spud barge during winter.  

Baffinland Completed. The spud barge, Nunavut Spirit, was 
used to facilitate transport of materials at Port. It 
left site in September 2019. 

9 Baffinland to amend proposed 
sampling locations based on further 
conversations between Baffinland 
and the QIA. 
 

Baffinland/G
older and 
QIA 

Completed. Discussion occurred on Friday, Sept 13 
with QIA consultant (BS) where an amended map 
was presented on proposed sampling locations.  

1
0 

QIA (via BS) to share most recent 
literature on use of fukui trap 
sampling with Golder. 

QIA Completed. BS provided literature on use of fukui 
trap sampling to Golder on June 27, 2019. 

1
1 

QIA (via BS) to share historical 
literature on marine sampling from 
Nanisivik Mine. 

QIA Completed. BS provided literature on use of fukui 
trap sampling to Golder on June 27, 2019. 

1
2 

All members to start considering the 
use of Non-indigenous species (NIS) 
instead of using the term “Aquatic 
Invasive Species (AIS)”. Baffinland 
would use the revised term in reports 
going forward. 

All 
participants/
Baffinland 

In progress. Subsequent presentations/reports will 
use the revised term. 
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1
3 

Baffinland/DFO to make available the 
Marine Fish Habitat Offset 
Monitoring report available to 
MEWG members. 

Baffinland/D
FO 

Completed. 2019 report was provided to DFO on 
December 31, 2019, and will be distributed to 
MEWG members.  

1
4 

Baffinland to include in the Table of 
Contents responses to reviewer 
comments in final versions of 
program reports. 

Baffinland In progress. Baffinland will proceed with request in 
subsequent final versions of program reports. 

1
5 

Baffinland/Golder to further discuss 
with DFO methods (including survey 
track lines) to be implemented during 
2019 aerial survey program. 

Baffinland/G
older and 
DFO 

Completed. Golder, QIA and DFO discussed survey 
track lines and methodology in advance of 
completing surveys. Email correspondence 
confirmed approval of methods on August 13, 2019.  

1
6 

Golder/Baffinland to provide the 
model(s) being used to estimate 
abundance.  

Golder/Baffi
nland 

Completed. Aerial surveys completed in 2019. 
Request will be included in 2019 Draft Aerial Survey 
Monitoring Report. 

1
7 

Golder/Baffinland to provide 
description of aerial survey methods 
as part of report including use of 
geometer, tablets, etc.  

Golder/Baffi
nland 

Completed. Aerial surveys completed in 2019. 
Request will be included in 2019 Draft Aerial Survey 
Monitoring Report.  

1
9 

QIA (via JH) to provide walrus 
haulout locations and relevant 
literature with the MEWG. 
 

QIA Completed. JH shared via email to MEWG on June 
28, 2019 the list of known Foxe Basin walrus haulout 
locations (active and uncertain) and relevant 
literature. Additional literature was shared by DFO 
with the MEWG on July 8, 2019 upon request from 
QIA.   

2
0 

Baffinland Sustainable Development 
(SD) team to share the locations of 
walrus haulouts with the Baffinland 
Exploration team including a map 
showing these locations. 
 

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland SD team shared locations (via 
waypoints and map) of walrus haulout locations 
with Exploration team on July 3, 2019 including 
guidance for helicopter pilots (e.g., maintaining 
minimum distance of 5 km from known locations), if 
any travel were to occur in proximity of walrus 
haulouts. Subsequently, Baffinland provided follow-
up to the MEWG via email sent on July 19, 2019, on 
subsequent actions that had taken place in response 
to QIA’s email. This included a map that was 
developed by Baffinland showing each haulout 
location and the 2018 helicopter flight tracks 
separated by month, confirming that helicopters 
maintained >5 km distances from known haulout 
locations. QIA acknowledged Baffinland’s response 
via email on September 16, 2019. 
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Name:  D. Bruce Stewart, Jeff W. Higdon 

 

Agency / Organization:  Qikiqtani Inuit Association 

 

Date of Comment Submission: 30 April 2020 

 

# Document 
Name Section Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Participants, p. 1 Grant Gilchrist and Gregor Gilbert 
both have the same “GG” initials. This 
should be changed for tracking in 
case both attend a meeting.  
 
Insert “(MA)” after Melanie Austin.  

Edit complete.  

2 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

General Mentions of “this figure”, “this slide”, 
and “right upper panel” work during 
the presentation but not always in 
the minutes.  Including the 
presentation slide number with these 
references would make the minutes 
and presentations easier to correlate 
and thereby avoid misinterpretation. 

Efforts to better characterize 
correlating slides will be captured 
in future minutes.  

3 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

2019 Shipping 
Season Update, p. 2 

Please clarify whether the icebreaker 
convoys included up to a maximum 
of 4 vessels. 
 
 

Confirmed. Revision made in 
minutes to clarify.  

4 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

2019 Shipping 
Season Update, p. 2 

Slide 6 of the introductory 
presentation (LK) indicated that 
shipping began on July 17 and that 
the number of transits was limited by 
ice until July 30.  Why did the 
icebreaker Botnica stop escorting 
vessels on July 26? 

To clarify. The transit restrictions 
apply up until July 30 or until ice 
conditions are less than 3/10 
(whichever comes first). As 
transits through ice conditions of 
less than 3/10 were possible 
before July 30, the transit 
restrictions were lifted before 
then, and escort was no longer 
required.  
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# Document 
Name Section Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

5 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

2019 Shipping 
Season Update, p. 2 

Did the operations supply and 
infrastructure cargo vessels only 
make a single voyage each in 2019? 

Each of the 9 freight vessels, 3 
heavy sealifts and 5 fuel tankers 
made a voyage in 2019.  

6 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Vessel Management 
Protocols/Mitigation 
Measures, p. 2 

Please clarify where the vessel 
exchanged its ballast water after 
being found non-compliant with the 
D1 ballast water requirements (i.e., 
>30 ppt).  

Following instruction from 
Transport Canada, the vessel 
proceeded to 073W. Following 
exchange, an amended form was 
provided to Transport Canada.  

7 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Vessel Management 
Protocols/Mitigation 
Measures, p. 2 

This section could include the steps 
taken to minimize potential impacts 
on the bowhead hunt. 

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting. Additional information 
regarding these steps were 
previously provided Baffinland’s 
response to Final Written 
Submission (Appendix O, 
Attachment 5, October 2019).   

8 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Vessel Management 
Protocols/Mitigation 
Measures, p. 2 

RE: “Routing in designated shipping 
corridor”, what is considered a 
“minor” deviation cf. a moderate or 
major deviation? 

In sensitive areas, alerts are set 
up 1nm from the designated 
waypoints of the shipping 
corridor.  

9 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Vessel Management 
Protocols/Mitigation 
Measures, p. 2 

RE: 2nd last bullet – change 
*considerations are warranted” to 
“considerations warranted”. 

Edit complete.  

10 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Vessel Management 
Protocols/Mitigation 
Measures, p. 3, line 
4 

Change “that” to “than”. Edit complete.  

11 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

General RE: 
presentations 

Presentations were not available to 
AW on the phone and details of the 
slide presentations were not legible 
from across the meeting room.  
Please email participants the pdfs a 
few days prior to each working group 
meeting. 

Efforts to meet this request will 
be made.  
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# Document 
Name Section Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

12 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

MEWG Terms of 
Reference (ToR), p. 
4 

"LK: The Working Group is an 
important component of what we are 
proposing for Phase 2." 
 
This isn't clear. The MEWG was a 
requirement in the original Project 
Certificate, it isn't being proposed for 
Phase 2. The Working Group will 
continue (and requires changes as 
identified in these TOR discussions) 
whether Phase 2 is approved or not. 

The Phase 2 proposal is an 
amendment to the existing PC. 
Baffinland has not suggested the 
term and condition requiring 
establishment and operation of 
the Working Groups be removed 
as part of the amendment 
process.  

13 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Proposed Indicators 
and Indicator 
Species, p. 5 

Line 5: delete “related”. 
  
4th line from bottom of section: 
change “screened it out” to 
“screened out”. 

Edits complete.  

14 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Thresholds – Calving 
Rate, p. 7 

Change "JH: Is calves total number of 
population or females?" to "JH: are 
calves reported as proportion of total 
population or proportion of adult 
females?"   

Edit complete.  

15 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

ACTIONS, p. 8, bullet 
2 

RE: bullet 2, Some narwhal datasets 
that may provide a baseline for 
morphometric comparisons include: 
 
Mansfield, A.W., Smith, T.G., and 
Beck, B. 1975. The narwhal, Monodon 
monoceros, in eastern Canadian 
waters. J. Fish. Res. Board Can. 32: 
1041-1046.  

Finley, K. J., and E. J. Gibb. 1982. 
Summer diet of the narwhal 
(Monodon monoceros) in Pond Inlet, 

Comment noted.   
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# Document 
Name Section Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

northern Baffin Island. Canadian 
Journal of Zoology 60: 3353-3363. 
[seasonal blubber thickness of males 
and females in 1978 and 1979 Pond 
Inlet catches; Kerry Finley or Rolf 
Davis might have the dataset.] 

Hay, K.A. 1984. The life history of the 
narwhal (Monodon monoceros L.) in 
the eastern Canadian Arctic. Ph. D. 
Thesis, Institute of Oceanography, 
McGill University, Montreal, QC. xvi + 
254 p. [morphometric and 
reproductive data from scientific 
netting in 1963-65 and hunter 
catches in 1974-76] 
 
Roberge, M.M. and J.B. Dunn. 1990. 
Assessment of the subsistence 
harvest and biology of narwhal 
(Monodon monoceros L.) from 
Admiralty Inlet, Baffin Island, N.W.T., 
1983 and 1986-89. Can. Tech. Rep. 
Fish. Aquat. Sci. 1747: vi + 32 p.  
[includes morphometric data on 
harvested narwhals from 1983, and 
1986-89] 
http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/45
9973/publication.html 
 
Weaver, P.A. and Walker, R.S. 1988. 
The narwhal (Monodon monoceros 
L.) harvest in Pond Inlet, Northwest 
Territories:  hunt documentation and 
biological sampling, 1982-1983. Can. 
Manuscr. Rep. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 1975: 
iv + 26 p. [morphometrics of narwhal 
from 1982 and 1983 Pond Inlet 
catches]  
https://www.researchgate.net/public
ation/294736701_The_narwhal_harv
est_in_Pond_Inlet_NWT_hunt_docu
mentation_and_biological_sampling_
1982-

http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/459973/publication.html
http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/459973/publication.html
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/294736701_The_narwhal_harvest_in_Pond_Inlet_NWT_hunt_documentation_and_biological_sampling_1982-1983_Can_Manuscr_Rep_Fish_Aquat_Sci_1975
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/294736701_The_narwhal_harvest_in_Pond_Inlet_NWT_hunt_documentation_and_biological_sampling_1982-1983_Can_Manuscr_Rep_Fish_Aquat_Sci_1975
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/294736701_The_narwhal_harvest_in_Pond_Inlet_NWT_hunt_documentation_and_biological_sampling_1982-1983_Can_Manuscr_Rep_Fish_Aquat_Sci_1975
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/294736701_The_narwhal_harvest_in_Pond_Inlet_NWT_hunt_documentation_and_biological_sampling_1982-1983_Can_Manuscr_Rep_Fish_Aquat_Sci_1975
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/294736701_The_narwhal_harvest_in_Pond_Inlet_NWT_hunt_documentation_and_biological_sampling_1982-1983_Can_Manuscr_Rep_Fish_Aquat_Sci_1975
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# Document 
Name Section Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1983_Can_Manuscr_Rep_Fish_Aquat
_Sci_1975 

16 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Bruce Head Shore-
based Monitoring 
Program, p. 9 

Have you identified factors that could 
account for the greater number of 
narwhals reported in 2016 (total and 
per unit of monitoring effort) cf. 
other years?  

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting. These comments are 
best suited for discussion during 
the meeting or submitted as 
comments on the monitoring 
reports.  
 
 

17 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Bruce Head Shor-
based Monitoring 
Program – Drone 
Study, p. 9 

What type of acoustic recorder is 
being used to detect hunting? 
 

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting. These comments are 
best suited for discussion during 
the meeting or submitted as 
comments on the monitoring 
reports.  
 

18 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Bruce Head Shor-
based Monitoring 
Program – Drone 
Study, p. 9 

Will a drone with camera resolution 
capable of distinguishing juveniles 
and identifying group composition be 
used in 2020?  Is the camera lens 
polarized? 

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting. These comments are 
best suited for discussion during 
the meeting or submitted as 
comments on the monitoring 
reports.  
 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/294736701_The_narwhal_harvest_in_Pond_Inlet_NWT_hunt_documentation_and_biological_sampling_1982-1983_Can_Manuscr_Rep_Fish_Aquat_Sci_1975
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/294736701_The_narwhal_harvest_in_Pond_Inlet_NWT_hunt_documentation_and_biological_sampling_1982-1983_Can_Manuscr_Rep_Fish_Aquat_Sci_1975
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# Document 
Name Section Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

19 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Bruce Head Shor-
based Monitoring 
Program – End of 
Season Interview, p. 
9 

PE comment - "sight" narwhal, not 
"cite" narwhal. 

Edit complete.  

20 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Bruce Head Shor-
based Monitoring 
Program – End of 
Season Interview, p. 
9 

Our notes suggest that the last line of 
PE: which reads “…also the narwhals 
are very skinny.” might better reflect 
the discussion if it read “…also for the 
past 2 years the narwhals caught in 
the shipping route were very skinny.” 

Edit complete.  

21 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Ship-based Observer 
(SBO) Program, p. 
10 

The minutes should note that the end 
of season aerial clearance survey on 
30-31 October saw narwhals on the 
30th and possible narwhal footprints 
in ice concentrations of 7/10ths or 
greater on both days. 

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting.  

22 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

2019 Passive 
Acoustic 
Monitoring, p. 11 

Acoustic hourly means presented in 
slides 38, 42, and 43 often exceed 120 
dB—and some are around 140 dB re 1 
µPA.  It would be useful to see the 
variance around these means. Or at least 
more detail on how means are 
calculated.  

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting. These comments are 
best suited for discussion during 
the meeting or submitted as 
comments on the monitoring 
reports.  

23 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Acoustic Monitoring 
–Daily Noise 
Exposure Period 
Estimates (120 dB), 
p. 12 

Who is HC? Corrected to read: CV.  

24 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Marine Mammal 
Aerial Survey 
Program – Eclipse 
Inlet and Admiralty 
Inlet, p. 13 

Section title (yellow highlights) 
should read: “Eclipse Sound”. 

Edit complete.  
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25 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Marine Mammal 
Aerial Survey 
Program – Annual 
Comparisons, p. 14 

RE: Line 1 of the section: “We are 
now dealing with a CV of 0.7.”  This 
should be 0.07 based on a comment 
by PR (a correction of the CV of 0.14 
on slide 58 in the presentation). 

Edit complete.  

26 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Marine Mammal 
Aerial Survey 
Program – Annual 
Comparisons, p. 14 

Line 5 of section: “change” should be 
“chance”. 
 
 

Edit complete.  
 

27 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Marine Mammal 
Aerial Survey 
Program - Annual 
Comparisons, p. 15 

"SA: Photographic surveys will have 
higher CV.” 
 
This should say "lower", not "higher", 
and should specify that it is in 
comparison to visual surveys.   

Edit complete.  

28  February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Marine mammal 
Aerial Survey 
Program – End of 
Season Interview  

Aerial observers provided interesting 
information in their end of season 
interviews (slides 59 and 60) that is 
not captured in the Minutes. 

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting.  

29 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

2017-2018 
Integrated Narwhal 
Tagging Report, p. 
15 

RE: PR: “A number of sub-
surface…There were a number of 
non-statistically significant findings 
for dive Rate, time at depth (deepest 
20% of dive, not bottom dives) and 
descent speed. There were no 
differences between exposure versus 
non-exposure.”  The last two 
sentences should be revised and 
combined into one clear sentence.  

Edit complete.  

30 February 25, 
2020 MEWG 
Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

2017-2018 
Integrated Narwhal 
Tagging Report, p. 
16. 

Discussion immediately after line 13 
was missed, essentially:  
BS: How might the use of modelled 
rather than measured noise levels 
have affected analysis of the 
narwhals behavioural reactions?  
PR: Using measured data would 
shrink the exposure distances, so 
they would be conservative.  Might 
be useful to look at the data to 
determine the real ranges.  We don’t 

Edit complete.  
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think sound is the only thing whales 
are necessarily responding to (e.g., 
visual cues as well). 
------------ 
 
QIA agrees that there is value in re-
examining the data to determine 
within the 10 km assessment range 
what level of noise the narwhals are 
really reacting to.  Is it at 120 dB or 
are they reacting at lower or higher 
noise levels?  This information may 
be useful for noise threshold 
establishment.  
 
 

  
Agenda completed by teleconference on Thursday March 5, 2020 

 

31 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Participants Add: ECCC - Anne Wilson (AW). 
 
Insert (KH) after Kim Howland. 

Edit complete.  
 

 

32 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

2019 Physical 
Oceanography, p. 
17, 7 lines from the 
bottom 

Please clarify this sentence: 
“Historically the delta was being 
modified by wave action, and 
extending from, areas from the ore 
dock.”   

Edit complete.  

33 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Remotely Operated 
Vehicle (ROV) 
program, p. 18 

Alternative methods of delimiting the 
belt transect plots such that they are 
less susceptible to ice scour should 
be considered for 2020. 

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting. These comments are 
best suited for discussion during 
the meeting or submitted as 
comments on the monitoring 
reports. 

34 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

MEEMP – Marine 
Fish, p. 19 

Second sentence—not sure the Fukui 
traps were moved but I believe they 
were modified by adding weights and 
attaching a leader—check with PR.  

The location of the fukui traps 
was modified in 2019 as captured 
in minutes. Edit made regarding 
addition of weights for clarity.  
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35 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

MEEMP – End of 
Season Interview 

“…before sending everything in the 
field…” needs editing for clarification. 

Edit complete.  

36 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Questions from 
MEWG members, p. 
19 

Change “boon” to “boom”? Edit complete.  

37 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Table 1, Item 3, pg. 
24 

Some narwhal data sets from ca. 
1963 to 1989 that may help inform 
selection of EWIs are identified above 
(see #15). 

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting. These comments are 
best suited for discussion during 
the meeting or submitted as 
comments on the monitoring 
reports. 

 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Table 3, Item 3, pg. 
24 

Please clarify if the 9 vessels with D2 
ballast water treatment systems 
installed were using them and how 
many return trips they took in total in 
2018 and 2019. 
 

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting. These comments are 
best suited for discussion during 
the meeting or submitted as 
comments on the monitoring 
reports. 

 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Table 3, Item 9, pg. 
24 

Regarding the Status Update:  “An 
agreement was subsequently made 
via email correspondence between 
Golder (on behalf of Baffinland) and 
QIA consultant on amended survey 
design.”  There is no mention in the 
email string of “an agreement”.  It 
was a discussion of design changes 
recommended by QIA. The changes 
Golder (PR) proposed for sediment 
and benthic sampling in 2019 
monitoring were recognized by QIA 
(BS) in the email string as “a big 
improvement.” Sampling stations to 
monitor alluvial sediment inputs 
were not included in the amended 
survey design but may be added 

Removed reference to 
“agreement”.  
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depending upon the outcome of a 
desktop study. 

 March 5, 2020 
MEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT 
for MEWG.pdf 

Table 3, Item 11, pg. 
24 

Column 2: Replace “…on sculpin 
sampling…” with “…on marine 
sampling…” 
Column 3: Replace “…on sculpin 
sampling…” with “…on marine 
sampling…” 
 
 
 

Edit complete.  
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Name: Jacquie Bastick/Chantal Vis/Allison Stoddart 

 
Agency / Organization: Parks Canada 

 
Date of Comment Submission: April 30, 2020 

 

# Document 
Name Section Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1 

Feb 25 2020 
Meeting 
Minutes 

Pdf p 6, CV comments 
"Parks Canada is 
struggling with 
establishing 
quantitative 
thresholds because it 
is fairly 
difficult to determine 
so we are relying on 
expert opinions" 

PCA would like this comment 
clarified to indicate the following 
two points:  
• The difficulty lies in the fact 

that it takes many years of 
baseline data before 
quantitative thresholds can be 
established (to account for 
factors such as natural 
variability and, increasingly, 
climate change).  

• This is why PCA is suggesting 
that EWIs include indicators 
and thresholds based on expert 
opinion (western science 
and/or IQ or a combination of 
both).  

Edit complete.   

2 

Feb 25 2020 
Meeting 
Minutes 

Pdf p 6, PA comments 
"…. IQ has told us that 
there have been 
changes to body 
condition long before 
shipping started" 

Please provide a reference(s) for 
this statement (e.g.: when/where 
was this IQ collected and from 
whom) and also describe if there 
has been any IQ collected that 
describes different understandings 
of when changes to body condition 
were first noticed.  

For clarity, meeting minutes are 
meant to capture items of 
discussion shared within the 
meeting.  
 
References for anecdotal 
statements during MEWG meetings 
will not be provided in this version 
of, or future meeting minutes. Edit 
to minutes has been made to 
clarify this is feedback Golder has 
heard during community 
engagement sessions.  
 
Information collected by the 
Nunavut Wildlife Management 
Board’s Inuit Quajimajatuqangit 
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Coordinator in July 2016 is 
available online, which can provide 
PC with some insights into the 
question being asked here.  

3 

Feb 25 2020 
Meeting 
Minutes 

Pdf p 7 re: discussion 
on EWIs 

Is there a delivery date for the 
"What We Heard" summary re: 
EWI? (mentioned as an action item 
on page 8 of the minutes) 
 

An update on the EWIs will be 
provided during the next MEWG 
meeting.  
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ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ   ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 25, 2020 
9:00 ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ – 5:00 ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᔅᓯᐊᒍᑦ)   
Lord Elgin Hotel – 100 Elgin Street, Ottawa, ON 

ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᖄᓚᕝᕕᒃ: +1-416-814-2855   ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ: 064701805 

*** ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ.  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᑎᖅᑰᒥ,  ᒫᔾᔨ 5, 2-4 (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᔅᓯᐊᒍᑦ).*** 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᑉ  ᑎᒥᐅᕝᕕᐊ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ   ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᑉ  ᑎᒥᐅᕝᕕᐊ    ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ   
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑕ  
ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖓᑦ 
(ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯᑦ) 

ᓘ  ᑳᒧᒪᓐᔅ     (ᓘᑳ   ) ᐃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
(ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯ)  

ᐋᓕᓴᓐ  ᔅᑖᑐᑦ   (ᐋᔅ) ᐃ 
ᐃᐊᒪ  ᒫᓪᑲᒻ  (ᐃᒫ) ᐃ ᓵᓐᑖᓪ  ᕕᔅ  (ᓵᕕ) ᐃ 

ᔮᑭ  ᐹᔅᑎᒃ  (ᔮᐹ) ᐃ
ᓚ 

ᔨᓂᕖᕝ  ᒧᐊᕆᓐᕕᓪ  (ᔨᒧ) ᐃ ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒃ ᒍᕆᒍ  ᒋᐅᓪᐳᑦ (ᒍᒋ2) ᐃ
ᓚ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ   
(ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᑯᑦ ) 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐳᕉᔅ  ᔅᑑᕋᑦ  (ᐳᔅᑑ) ᐃ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ  
(ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᐸᓄᐃᓕ  ᐃᓄᐊᕋᖅ  
(ᐸᐃ)  

ᐃ 
ᔨᐊᕝ  ᕼᐃᒡᑕᓐ   (ᔨH) ᐃ 

ᔭᕆᐊᑦ  ᐊᑕᓐᕼᐊᕝ  (ᔭᐊ)  ᐃ
ᓚ 

ᐃᓅᑭ  ᐃᓄᐊᕋᖅ  (ᐃᐃ) ᐃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
 (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᑭᒻ ᕼᐊᐅᓚᓐᑦ  (ᑭH)  ᐃ ᐊᒫᓐᑕ  ᕼᐋᓐᓴᓐ  ᒪᐃᓐ   
(ᐊHᒪ) 

ᑕ 
ᒪᕆᐊᓐ  ᒪᕐᑯ  (ᒪᒪ) ᐃ 
ᐊᓕᒃᓴᓐᑐᕋ  ᓱᐊᑲᕝ  (ᐊᓱ) ᐃ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᑎᒥ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  
ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ    

ᒍᕋᓐᑦ  ᒋᓪᑯᕆᔅᑦ  (ᒍᒋ) ᐃ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖏᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ   

ᐋᓐᓄᕈ  ᑐᒻᐳᕆᓪ  (ᐋᑐ) ᐃ 
ᐋᓐ  ᕕᐅᓴᓐ  (ᐋᕕ) ᐃ ᐳᕌᓐᑕᓐ  ᓚᕗᐊᕋᔅᑦ 

(ᐳᓚ) 
ᐃ
ᓚ 

ᕼᐋᓕ  ᕼᐃᐊᓐᓇᓐ  (HH) ᐃ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
(ᐆᓴᓐᔅ  ᓄᐊᑦ) 

ᐊᒫᓐᑕ  ᔪᐊᐃᓐᑦ  (ᐊᔭ) ᐃ 
ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᐳᕋᑦ  ᐱᕆ  (ᐳᐱ) ᐃ 

ᓈᑕᓕ  ᐅᒍᕋᐃᑎ  (ᓈᐅ) ᐃ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ) 

ᑯᐊᕆ  ᐹᑯ    (ᑯ  ᐸ) ᐃ 
ᔅᑏᕙᓐ  ᐋᑦᑭᓐᓴᓐ  (ᔅᐋ) ᐃ ᓵᓚᒪᓐ  ᐊᒨᓄ   (ᓵᐊ1) ᐃ

ᓚ 
ᔮᓐ  ᕆᖕᕉᔅ  (ᔮᕆ) ᐃ

ᓚ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓂ  
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓕᕆᔩᑦ   

ᐊᕈᓴ  ᓴᕕ  (ᐊᓴ) ᐃ 

ᐊᓕᒃᓵᓐᑐ  ᑭᐊᓕ  (ᐊᑭ) ᐃ
ᓚ 

ᐊᑎᕆᐊᓐ  ᐸᕋᑎ ᐃ
ᓚ 

 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ  
ᒍᓪᑐ   ᐸᑐᕆᒃ ᐊᑉᒍᕋᓪ  (ᐸᐊ) ᐃ 

ᕕᐅᓪ  ᕈᔭᐃ  (ᕕᕈ) ᐃ 
ᔭᔅᑯ ᒥᓚᓂ  ᐋᔅᑎᓐ  (ᒥᐋ) ᐃ 
ᐃᓐᕙᐃᐅᓐᒥᐊᓐᑕᓪ  ᑕᐃᓈᒥᒃᔅ  
ᐃᓐᑯᐊᐳᕋᐃᑕᑦ 

ᒪᐃᒃ ᓯᐊᑐᕆᖕᑕᓐ  (ᒪᓯ) ᐃ 

ᑕ-ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖅ,  ᐃ – ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖅ,  ᐃᓚ- ᐃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

**ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ** 
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ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ   ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  (ᓘᑳ) ᑐᙵᓴᐃᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ  ᑎᒥᓂᑦ,  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᒥᒡᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ  
ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒧᑦ  ᓯᓚᕈᔪᖕᒧᑦ, ᖁᐊᐃᓐᓃᑦ,  ᐹᓪᓚᖕᓃᑦ  ᓄᓇᒧᓪᓗ  ᑐᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
 
ᓘᑳ:  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᕗᖅ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᖅ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᑐᙵᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᓄᑦ 
ᑐᙵᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑐᕋᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᒪᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᕌᑐᕋᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇ.  
 
ᓘᑳ:  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕋᑦᑕ, ᐊᑐᓂ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᑰᕋᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᓯᓚᖅᑯᑦᑎᓇᓱᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑕᓗ.  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕇᕈᑎᒃ   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ,  ᐅᓪᓛᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᑕ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  (ᓘᑳ)ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᒥᒃ,  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  
ᑲᓇᓂ: 
 
2019ᒥ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ: 

ᓘᑳ: ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᔪᓚᐃ  17ᒥ. ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ.  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖅ  ᐃᓚᖓᑦ  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ  
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ.  ᐃᓯᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ,  ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᓯᓈᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᕉᖅ.  ᑐᓴᓚᐅᕆᕗᒍᑦ  
ᑐᕙᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᕉᖅ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᓕᒫᒃᑯᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᕕᑭᓕᐅᖅᖢᑕ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓃᑦ: 6/10  ᖁᓛᓂᓗ, 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᕐᒥᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᒃ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂ  24 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂ, 3/10  ᖁᓛᓂᓗ, ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᒧᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓗᑎᒃ 24 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂ, 3/10 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒥᓄᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ.  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᑎᓴᒪᐅᓚᐅᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᒻᔅᕝ ᐸᑦᓂᑲ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᐊᓄᑦ  2018ᒧᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂ. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐸᑦᓂᑲᒥ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ  ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ  ᐃᓱᓕᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ. 

ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᔪᓚᐃ  19ᒥ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂᓗ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 30ᒧᑦ.  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  82  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ 5.86  ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  ᑕᓐᔅ  ᐅᓯᓕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔪᑎᒡᓗ  2019ᒥ.  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᖁᑎᒡᒋᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓪᓗ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂ  9 ᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐅᑏᑦ,  ᐱᖓᓱᑦ  ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓪᓗ  
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑏᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ.                 
                                                                                                                        
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᓰᑦ/ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᓰᑦ 

ᓘᑳ:  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᓰᓪᓗ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ  ᐅᑯᓂᖓ: 

 ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓃᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᒃᑕᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ  ᐃᒥᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓃᑦ: 
 ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥᑦ  ᕿᒫᕐᔪᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔭᑦ  ᑲᑉᑕᓐ ᖏᑦ  ᓯᑯᒧᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓛᖓᓄᑦ. 

 ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕋᓱᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ (ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ,  ᑐᕙᖅ  ᓯᖁᓕᔪᖅ)   
 ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᖅᑯᓰᑦ  
 ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕐᓃᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓱᒃᑲᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᑕᒻᒪᕇᒃᑯᑕᑎᒍᑦ 
 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕐᓂᖅ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ 
 ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐃᓕᕝᕕᓕᐅᖅᖢᓂ 40 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᓄᓇᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ  ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖁᓇᖏᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ  ᓯᓈᓂ 
 ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑐᐊᖑᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᑭᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐃᒥᓕᖕᓂ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ – ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ  ᓄᖅᑲᖔᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᓐᓇᓱᒋᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᑕ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
 ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᖢᒋᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑕ  ᒪᓕᖕᓂᖏᑦ  
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ᓘᑳ: ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  99%ᒧᑦ  ᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᔪᓚᐃ 17, 2019ᒥᑦ  ᓯᑎᐱᕆ  10, 2019ᒧᑦ.  ᐳᓴᑎᒍᑦ  ᒪᓕᖕᓃᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᓕᒫᒧᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓛᖅᑐᑦ 2019ᒧᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᑦ  ᐱᖁᑎᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᒪᓕᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ 90%ᒧᑦ),  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐱᐅᒋᓯᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᒪᓕᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓱᒃᑲᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ  
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕈᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐱᐅᓯᑎᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  
ᒪᓕᖕᓂᕗᑦ.  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖏᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕆᙱᑕᒥᓄᑦ, ᓱᒃᑲᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᐅᔪᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕗᓪᓗ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ  
ᓱᒃᑲᓕᓗᐊᕆᐊᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.       

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎ  2018-2019  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ   
ᓘᑳ:     
ᐃᓚᖓᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖓᓂᑦ  2018ᒥᑦ 2019ᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᒥᒃ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
ᑐᕌᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐱᕕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐅᓪᓛᖑᔪᖅ  ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑎᑐᑦ   ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᐅᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏ ᓐᓂᑦ.  ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ  ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2018  ᐅᐱᕐᖔᕐᓗ  2019ᒥ,  ᑐᓴᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ,  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓇᓱᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ      ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏ ᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  
ᑐᕌᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑉᒍᑦ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ.                
                                                                                                                          2019ᒥ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ: ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ  
ᓘᑳ:  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  2019ᒥ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑕ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᕐᑦ..  
 
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  2019ᒥ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑕ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐱᕕᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐅᑎᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒍ  ᓂᓪᓕᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐃᓱᓕᑎᓪᓗᒍ  
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥᑦ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓂᑦ.  2019ᒥ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᑦ  ᐃᒡᓗᓕᖕᒥᓪᓗ.  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  710  
ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓄᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 6,500ᓗ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 
 
2019ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ:  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᓪᓚᑦᑖᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕗᑦ.  2019ᒥ  
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔾᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒥᕗᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ  ᑐᙵᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒡᓗ.  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ,  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
ᑐᑭᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᑭᓱᑦ  ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕ,  ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ,  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  
ᑕᑯᔭᕐᒥᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 

2019ᒥ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕕᒃᓴᖏᑦ 
ᓘᑳ:  ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᓪᓗᑕ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ  ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᓂ  ᒫᔾᔨ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᐅᓪᓗ  2020ᒥ.  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓛᖅᐸᕗᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏ ᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᕈᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ. 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐃᒫ: ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ  ᐊᓯᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᓂ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᓯᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ  ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ  2019.  ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᓄᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ,  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒋᓚᐅᖅᐸᕗᑦ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᒪᔭᕗᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᑐᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᑎᑐᑦ  ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ  ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐊᖏᖅᐸᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑎᓗᕈᑏᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ.  ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 10, 2020ᒥᑦ,  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᓚᒍᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ.  ᒪᑐᐃᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  ᑭᓇᓕᒫᒧᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒍ  ᑖᓐᓇ.   
ᐋᓯ: ᑐᑭᓯᔪᒍᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ  ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂ  ᐱᕕᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ.  ᐱᓕᕐᒥᓪᓗᑕ  ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᓂᒃ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᐅᑐᐱᕆᒥ.  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᐳᖃᐃ  “ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ” ᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔨᓱᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ  ᑎᒥᓕᒫᑦ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᑐᑭᓯᔭᕐᒥᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ.  ᐱᑕᖃᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂ.  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᐸᖃᐃ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ.    
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ᓇᐅ:  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᕙᒋᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᓱᓕ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ.  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 15ᒥ  ᐃᒻᒥᒍᓪᓗ  ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ.  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕈᓂ,  
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᓐᓇᔾᔮᖅᑰᖏᓐᓇᑦᑎᒍᑦ  
ᐅᓪᓗᒥ.  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᖓ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᑭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓄᑦ.   
ᓯᐊ:   ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ  ᐊᓯᔾᔩᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ.  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓄᑦ  ᓄᑖᖅᑕᖃᓕᕆᓪᓗᓂᓗ  
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᖐᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᓂᒃ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
ᑐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆᒥ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᑎᓗᕈᑎᒋᔭᑦᑕ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖁᔨᓪᓗᑕ  ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   
ᓘᑳ:  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓂ.  
ᐋᓯ:  ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᓂ.  
ᑭᑲ:  ᑕᖁᔪᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ   ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  
ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᔨᕗᑦ  ᑭᓲᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᕗᑦ. 
ᐊᕼᒪ:  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᐸᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᑭᐅᔾᔪᓯᕗᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  
ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖓ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ,  ᐱᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᓕᖕᓂᒡᓗ  
ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑕ.       
ᓯᐊ:  ᐱᓕᕆᕕᑖ  ᐃᓱᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᑲᑕᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ?  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᖃᖓᒨᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ  
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᒍᓂ  ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓛᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ,  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᓕᕐᒥᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᐅᑉ  
ᓄᙳᐊᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕆᐊᖃᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᑎᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑯᑦᑕ,  ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᒪᐃᒥ (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ).      
ᓘᑳ:  ᐲᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ,  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓲᑎᒧᑦ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ / 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓂᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂ . ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓂ  ᐱᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᓴᐱᖏᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᑲᑕᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᑐᑭᓯᕗᖓ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑑᑉ  ᐃᓱᐊᓂ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒥᒃ  ᑲᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ      ᐅᑐᐱᕆᒥᑦ  ᓴᓇᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ  ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ.  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᐅᑉ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂ  
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐊᓂ  ᑕᕝᕙ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᐅᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ.                        

 

ᐊᑐᓕᕆᐊᖃᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓰᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ.   

 

 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ  (ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ) – ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ  110 and 112. 
ᐸᐊ:     ᒪᕉᖖᓂᒃ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑑᒃ.  ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ  110  112ᓗ.  ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ 110  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖕᒪᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ  ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ   ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᕿᓚᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ.   ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ 112 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ   
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᕿᓚᒥᒃᑯᑦ   ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᐃᑦ.  ᑭᒡᓕᓂᒃ  
ᓴᓇᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᖁᓪᓗᑕ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᖕᓂᖕᓂᒃ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓂᐱᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᖔᑕ.  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓗᒍ  

***ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ*** 

1. ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ   ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ  
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019ᒥ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᑎᒍᑦ  
ᑭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᕐᓂᓴᓕᒫᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓕᒫᓪᓗ  
ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.   ᐅᓪᓗᖅ  ᑐᓂᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᒪᕗᖅ  ᒫᔾᔨ 6,  2020ᒧᑦ.      
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ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓃᑦ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᒥᑭᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᖕᓃᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  
ᓂᐱᖏᓐᓂᑦ.    
 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕ (ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕs) – ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  ᖃᖓᒧᑐᖃᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗ  ᖃᖓᒨᖓᓂᖅ    
ᐸᐊ:  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  ᖃᖓᒧᑐᖃᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᐃᓱᒪᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2018ᒥ.  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ  
ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ 2019.  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᕙᕗᑦ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  ᖃᖓᒨᓂᖏᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ.   
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᔫᓂ  2018ᒥ,  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᓯᑎᐱᕆ  2018ᒥ,  ᑲᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᓪᓗᑕ  ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2018ᒥ.  
ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ,  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ.  
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ.   ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ.      

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
ᐸᐊ:  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᑭᓱᑦ  ᑭᒡᓖᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ.  ᐃᑲᔪᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ.  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓃᑦ  
ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ:    

‐ ᓇᐃᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓗᓂ    
‐ ᐊᔾᔨᓪᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ    
‐ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ  ᐅᐸᒐᕐᓃᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ    
‐ ᕿᓚᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑲᐅᖅᑐᖅᐸᒡᓗᑎᒃ / ᑭᖑᕚᖓᓂᑭᓪᓗᓂ   
‐ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᓴᐳᑎᔭᒃᓴᐅᓗᓂ 
‐ ᐊᑯᓂᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ  
‐ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
‐ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ   

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ    
ᐸᐊ: ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑎᓪᓗᑕ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ.  ᐃᓚᖓᑦ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓕᒑᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᓲᕐᓗ,  ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ,  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓕᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  
ᑐᑭᖃᓗᐊᖅᑰᔨᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ  ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᕆᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ.    
ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑲᑦᑕ  ᓇᓕᐊᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂᒃ  ᓇᑦᑎᓂᒃ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒡᓗ.  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ,   
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᓱᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᓛᖑᖕᒪᑕ  ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᑰᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᓂᑲᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  (ᓲᕐᓗ  
ᓯᑯᐃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᑕᒪᐅᙵᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ). 

ᐅᖃᕆᕗᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᑕ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ.  ᐅᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᓴᓇᓯᒪᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕋᑦᑕ      
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᓂᒃ,  ᑐᑭᖃᙱᓚᖅ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
/ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓲᓂᒃ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ.   ᓲᕐᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐃᓚᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᑕᐅᑐᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒥᓪᓗ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᔪᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ,  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᒃᑎᒍᓪᓗ.  ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᒐᑦᑕ  
ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒃ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓴᓇᔪᒪᓇᑕ  
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᕌᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ  
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ  (ᐱᕕᖃᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ).  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋᓗᐊᕗᑦ  ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓃᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖁᔭᓈᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐱᕕᑭᓐᓇᒥᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ.  
ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᖁᔪᓪᓗ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ)  ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒦᑦᑐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒧᑦ  
ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᓂᓗ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ.  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᓯᒧᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᓂᓛᒧᑦ  ᖃᒡᓕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ.   
 
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓃᑦ:   
ᐸᐊ:  ᓂᕐᔪᑎ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᐊᕈᓂ  ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᑭᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ) ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᐳᖅ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ  
ᓂᕈᐊᕋᔭᕋᒥᒃ  ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᐳᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓃᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐊᒍᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ.  ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑎᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᓱᓕ  ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᑲᐅᑎᒋᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ,  
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓈᒻᒪᒐᓱᒋᔭᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᖔᑕ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
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ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ  ᑐᑭᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑭᓱᑦ ᐊᓰᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᖃᓄᐃᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᕕᖕᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯᓪᓗ)  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᕿᑐᕐᖕᓂᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ,  
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐃᓱᐊᓂ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓛᖑᕗᖅ  ᓈᒻᒪᒍᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᔭᕗᑦ.      
ᓯᐊ:  ᐃᓚᖓᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᓗᐊᖅᑕᕋ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒍᕕᒋᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᖏᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖅᑳᓛᖏᑦ  ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒎᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ,  ᑕᕝᕙᓗ  
ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᒥᓗᑎᒃ,  ᑕᕝᕙᐅᓕᕐᒥᓗᓂ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓂ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ,  ᑕᕝᕙᐅᓕᕐᒥᓗᓂ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᑦ.    
ᐱᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ,  ᑎᒥᖏᑕ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᓪᓚᖕᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓕᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒡᓗᒍ  ᓈᒻᒪᒐᓱᒋᓇᒋᑦ.  ᑎᓕᐅᕋᔭᖅᐸᔅᓯ  ᕿᒪᒃᓯᓂᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓕᐅᕐᓗᓯ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑎᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᕋᔅᓯᐅᒃ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓗᓂᓗ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ.  ᐊᖏᕐᒥᔪᖓᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ.    
ᓯᐊ:  ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᒋᓪᓗᖓ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᓯᐅᒃ  ᐋᒃᑲᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᓯᑯᖏᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕋᔅᓯ  ᑕᑯᓗᓯᓗ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᓯᑯᐊᓂᒃ  ᐊᑯᓂᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᑐᖅᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒥᓪᓗᓂᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.     
ᓵᕕ:  ᐅᖃᖅᐸᒃᑲ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᑯᒍᕕᒋᑦ “ᐊᑭᓕᒃᓴᖃᓕᕇᕋᕕᑦ”.  
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᐊᒃᓱᕉᓴᖕᒪᑕ  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐸᓗᖕᒪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᕐᓂᑦ  
ᒪᓕᒃᐳᒍᑦ.  ᑎᓕᐅᕋᔭᕆᕙᒋᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑎᒎᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᒪᑐᐃᕐᓗᒍ  ᑐᙵᓗᓯ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᐊᑕᓪᓗ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ  ᐅᕙᓃᒻᒪᑦ,  ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑭᒡᓖᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᓂᓗ  ᓯᓚᐅᑉ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ).   
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  PCA  ᑎᓕᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ  ᑭᒡᓕᓂᒡᓗ  ᑐᙵᔪᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᕐᓂᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ (ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ / ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᑲᑎᖓᓗᑎᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ).  
ᐃᐃ: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ,  ᑕᑯᖅᑲᐅᖏᑦᑐᖓ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᐅᓗᓂ.  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᐅᖕᒪᑕ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ.  ᓄᓇᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᖃᖓᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕗᒍᑦ  
ᓇᒧᙵᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ.  ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ,  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᑦᑕ  ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᖃᖓᓗ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  
ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖅ.  ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ.  2018ᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ,  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᒃᑲ    ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ,  ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᕖᑦ  ᐊᕐᕖᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓪᓗ?  
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᙶᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᖢᖓ  ᑕᑯᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᓇᑦᑎᕐᓂᒃ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕈᓂ  ᐱᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ.  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᓗᓂ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᐸᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖁᓪᓗᒍ?    
ᐸᐅ: ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ,  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕋᑦᑕ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓂ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᖓᓗ  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᓂ.  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᓇᑦᑎᓕᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐅᒡᔪᓂᒡᓗ.  
ᐃᖃᓗᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕆᓪᓗᑕᓗ  ᑕᓯᕐᓂ  ᑰᖕᓂᓗ  ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ.  ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ  ᕿᑎᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ,  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕕᓖᑦ  
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐊᓂ.  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᑕᑉᐹᓃᓕᕈᑎᒃ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᑕᐃᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᖏᑦ  ᓄᖑᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ.  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
ᑕᑯᔭᕇᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐅᒡᔪᒃᑎᒍᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑎᒍᓪᓗ.  
ᐊᕼᒪ: ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᕙᒃᑲ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ  ᕿᒪᒃᓯᓃᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᐳᑦ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ   
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ.  ᐅᖃᕈᒪᒋᓪᓗᖓᓗ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ  2014ᒥ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ  
ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᑦ  2018ᒥ  ᑭᖑᕙᖓᓪᓚᖕᒪᑦ  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.  ᐅᖃᕈᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦᑕᐅᖅ  
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖏᑦ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ.  ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ  ᓇᑦᑎᓂᒃ  
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᕋ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ.  ᐊᓯᖓᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᓗᓂ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᓂ  
ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᒐᔭᖅᐳᖅ  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ.     
ᒪᒪ:  ᐅᖃᕆᕗᖓ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓛᓘᖕᒪᑦ,  ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑎᑦᑐᒪᒍᕕᐅᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐅᖃᕆᕙᒃᑲ  ᓯᐊ  
ᐅᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐱᖏᒐᒃᐳᖓ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᕿᒫᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐅᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᐱᖅᑲᐃ  ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ  
ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓃᑦ  ᑎᒥᐅᓪᓗ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᑦ.  ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᖕᓂᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᕐᒪᑕ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒍ  ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓃᑦ.   ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᖓ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ  
ᕿᓚᒥᐸᓘᔪᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᐸᐊ:  ᐊᑯᓂᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᕋᓗᐊᕈᓂ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ,  ᒎᑐ  ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕᒎᖅ  
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ.  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖃᕈᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᕋᔭᖏᑉᐳᖅ  
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑦ.     
ᒪᒪ:  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᖓ  ᐊᑯᓂᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑰᖅᑐᒍᑦ. (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
ᐸᐊ:  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋᒧᑦ  ᐅᑎᕆᐊᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕᑭᐊᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᐅᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕋᑖᖅᑐᑦ  ᑭᐳᒦᑦᑐᓂᑦ,  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑲᐅᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  ᕿᒫᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᕿᒫᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᖃᐃ  ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᕗᒍᑦ  
ᐊᖏᓛᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑐᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᑐᑦ ᕿᒫᔪᓄᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓗᖅᑐᑦ  2019ᒥ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  2018ᒥ  ᓇᐅᓴᐅᑏᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑕ  ᓯᑯᖃᓪᓚᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  2018ᒥ,  ᐋᕐᓘᓚᐅᖅᐹᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓚᐅᖅᐹᑦ;  ᑭᓱᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ?  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  2019ᒥ.  ᕿᒪᒃᓯᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ  ᑭᓱ  ᓈᒻᒪᒡᓗᓂ  ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᐊᖏᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ.          
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ᓯᐊ:  ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᑐᖓ  ᕿᒫᓂᖅ  ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑕᐅᓗᓂ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᓪᓗᒍ. ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᑕᑯᓇᒍᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ  ᕿᒫᓂᕐᓂᒃ. ᑭᒡᓕᓄᓪᓕ,  ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᖏᓐᓇᕕᑦ,  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᒡᓗ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓄᑦ  ᑐᕌᕋᑎᒃ.  ᐃᓱᒪᔪᖓ  ᑭᖅᓕᖅ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ “ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕈᓂ  ᐱᖏᒐᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐱᑦ”.  ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐅᖃᕋᔭᖅᐳᖓ  ᖃᖓᓕᒫᖅ  
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔪᓐᓇᕈᕕᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ,  ᐱᖏᒐᒋᐊᖃᖅᐳᑎᑦ.     
ᐸᐊ:  ᐅᖃᕋᓱᖅᑰᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ “ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕈᓂ  ᐱᖏᒐᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐱᑦ” – ᓴᖅᑭᔮᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ.  
ᖁᔭᒋᕙᕋ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓄᑦ.  
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᓕᕇᖅᑐᖅ.  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᑦᑎᕐᓂᒃ,  ᐱᑕᖃᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᒐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂᒧᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᑐᑭᖃᙱᓚᖅ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᖏᑦᑑᓇᓱᒋᒐᑦᑎᒍᑦ.   ᓇᑦᑎᕋᓱᖕᓂᖃᐃ  
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᐃ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈᑦᑕ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑎᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ,  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  ᐊᖏᙱᓛᑦ  
ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᕙᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ.  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᓯᑯᐊᓂᒡᓕ  ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ,  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ  
ᑐᑎᓪᓗᑕ  ᓯᕗᒧᐊᐸᓗᒃᑲᑦᑕ,  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ  ᐅᑎᕆᐊᖅᖢᑕ.  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕈᑦᑕ,  ᐱᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕐᒥᓗᑕ.  ᐊᕼᒪ  ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᖕᒪᑦ  
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐃᓕᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑲᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒥ,  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᕙᑎᑦ  
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ.  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖅ  ᐱᕕᑭᑦᑐᓛᓘᖕᒪᑦ.    
ᓯᐊ:  ᓴᓇᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓯᖃᐃ ᓇᐃᓴᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑭᒡᓕᓂᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑕᐅᑐᓪᓚᑦᑖᕆᐊᖃᓗᐊᙱᑕᓯ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᒧᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑐᑦ.  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒋᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᒋᔅᓯ  ᑭᓱᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ   ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑑᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓗᒋᖅᑲᐃ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ (ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ) ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  ᐊᑐᓕᕐᒥᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  ᐊᑐᓕᕆᒥᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᕐᓄᑦ.    ᑕᑯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᒃᑲ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᓯᑯᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ.     
ᒍᒋ: ᐊᖏᖅᑐᖓ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᓂ  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᓯᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ.  ᐊᑭᑐᒐᔭᕋᓱᒋᙱᑕᕋ  ᓇᒧᙵᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ.  
ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᕆᓪᓗᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅᑎᑐᑦ.  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  50  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂ,  ᓴᙱᔪᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᖓᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ   ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐃᑲᔪᕆᓪᓗᓂ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ.    ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ  
ᑕᑯᔪᒪᒐᔭᖅᑕᕋ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂ.  ᖃᓄᕈᓘᔭᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᖅᑰᔨᒐᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ   ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑐᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᖅᑰᖏᒻᒪᑕ.  ᐸᕐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᒍᑎᒃ,  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ.  ᑎᓕᐅᕋᔭᕆᕙᒋᑦ  
ᓇᑦᑏᐃᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᖁᓗᒋᑦ  ᓇᑦᑏᑦ  ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ.  ᓇᑦᑏᑦ  ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓪᓚᖕᒪᑕ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ,  
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᓐᓇᕕᑦ.  ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᖓ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ.  ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ,  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᑲᓪᓚᒃ.  
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᔭᕋᓱᒋᓐᓂᑕᕋᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ.     
ᒪᒪ:  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᕙᒋᑦ  ᐊᐅᖕᒥᒃ  ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑎᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐅᖁᓱᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ,  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᓲᖑᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᒪᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᓄᑦ  ᑕᖅᑭᓂ  
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.      
ᐸᐊ:   ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᕕᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᐸᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ.   
ᒪᒪ:  ᓂᐱᑐᐊᕐᒥᖃᐃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐱᑕ,  ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᒨᙱᖔᖅᑐᖅ. 
ᐸᐊ: ᐊᖏᖅᑐᖓ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᒃ,  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᓂᓗ   ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎ  005  
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᓂᓐᓂᒃ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ.     
ᔨH:  ᐅᖃᕐᓂᐊᕋᑖᖅᑐᖓ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᓪᓗ  ᑐᕌᓪᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓂᐱᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ  
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓇᑦᑏᑦ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ.  ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕋᔅᓯᐅᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᑭᓱᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᓈᒻᒪᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕᓗ.    
ᓵᕕ:   ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑰᔨᕗᑎᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᖅᑰᔨᓪᓗᓂᓗ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑲᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑭᒡᓖᑦ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  
ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᖏᓐᓇᕕᒋᑦ  ᐊᑐᓃᖑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐃᑲᔫᐅᑎᒋᒐᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᕙᒡᓗᒍ  ᓵᒋᐊᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ / 
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑭᒡᓖᑦ.   
 
ᑭᒡᓖᑦ -  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓃᑦ   
ᐸᐊ:  ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒥᑕᕆᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ,  ᑕᑯᓇᖕᓂᐊᕋᒃᑭᑦ  ᐅᑯᐊ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑭᒡᓕᑎᑐᑦ  
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐅᑯᐊ  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ  
ᓇᐃᓴᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᓕᒃᑎᒍᑦ.  ᐅᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯ  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ.  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐱᐅᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  ᐅᓄᓛᓄᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓄᐊᕆᐊᖃᕋᕕᑦ,  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᕗᖔᓘᖓᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ.  
ᔨH: ᐅᒋᐊᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑐᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓄᑦ?  
ᔨH: 2019ᒥᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ  ᒎᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ? ᐃ  
ᐱᕋ: ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᒎᑐᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  2019ᒥ.  
ᓯᐊ: ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓯᒪᕕᒋᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᖔᖅ  ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓅᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ?   
ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᕋᕕᑦ  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᒧᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ.      
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ᐸᐊ: ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖅᑲᐅᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ. ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᒥ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ.   (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ).  ᑕᕝᕙ  ᑐᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓕᕐᒥᓗᑕ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ  
(ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ)  ᑕᕝᕙ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓗᑕ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᕙᕗᑦ.  (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ). 

 

2019  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  
ᕕᕈ:  (ᒎᑐ)  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓄᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ    ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ  
2019ᒥ  ᐱᖅᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᓛᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃ,  ᖃᓄᕐᓗ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ.   
    
ᕕᕈ: 2019ᒥ  ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ,  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᓂ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ,  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ /  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ,  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ,  ᓂᐱᖃᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓂᐱᓕᕆᐅᕆᓃᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  2017-2018ᒧᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒃ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ.  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  2017ᒥ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑕᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᖕᓇᙵᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᑑᖕᓂᑦ (2017, 2018).   

ᖃᐅᓯᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ   
ᕕᕈ: ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ,  ᓇᐃᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᐊᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ,  ᓇᓗᐊᓂᕐᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᓰᑦ  ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕌᖓᒥᒃ.   
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ (2015ᒥᑦ)  ᕕᕈ: ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ.  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓲᖑᕗᑦ,  ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓕ  ᖃᖓᓪᓗᐊᒃᑰᖅᖢᑎᒃ.   
 
ᐃᓗᕕᓂᖕᓂ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓃᑦ:  
ᕕᕈ: ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᓯᒪᔪᖅ  2014ᒥᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂ  2018ᒥ. 
 
ᐃᓗᕕᓂᖕᓂ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓃᑦ:  
- ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ 
ᕕᕈ: ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᐅᖕᒪᑕ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎ 005ᒧᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓗᕕᓖᑦ  ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ   (ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ) 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᓕᕋᓱᒃᑕᖏᑦ.  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᓂᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ (ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ)  126ᒧᑦ  ᐃᓚᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐃᓱᐊᓂ  ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  ᓯᕗᒧᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ  
99 101ᓗ  ᑐᕌᖓᓪᓗᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  109  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᓴᓇᓗᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒥᒃ  ᐃᓕᖕᓂᒃ  
ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ.      PC 110, 111,  112ᓗ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔭᕆᐊᖃᕆᕗᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓂᐱᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔾᕗᖅ  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᒃ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᖢᒋᑦ  
ᓈᓚᒃᖢᒋᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ.      
 
ᐃᓗᕕᓂᖕᓂ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓃᑦ - ᑕᖕᒫᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᓅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᕕᕈ: ᑕᖕᒫᕐᕕᒃ  ᓅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᓅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂᓗ  2019ᒥ  ᓵᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
ᑕᖕᒫᕐᕕᒃ  ᖃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᖢᒍ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓗᐊᒪᔭᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒃ  ᐃᓂᑐᖃᒥᓃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 

***ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ*** 

2. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑯᓂᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 9ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ,  
ᑎᒥᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ,  ᑎᒦᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ,  suli0  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ   
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓂᓗ,  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. 

3. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯ ᑦ /ᒎᑐ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  “ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ”  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᑐᓂᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂᒋᑦ.      

4. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏ   ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯ ᑦ /ᒎᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᒧᑦ  ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᓂᐊᕋᒥᒋᑦ  ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ (ᑦ).   

5. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑕ  ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖓᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᖕᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᕌᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒋᑦ  ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓃᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᕐᓂᒃ   ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᖏᑦ  
ᑎᑎᕋᑎᒍᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ  #4.      
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ᐃᓗᕕᓂᖕᓂ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓃᑦ  
ᕕᕈ:  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᓄᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᑎᖅᑐᓄᑦ.  
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔪᑦ  ᐃᓄᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ,  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓇᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒡᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  
ᓇᓄᓕᕆᔩᑦ.  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᒧᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᔨᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᑕᖕᒫᖅᓯᒪᕝᕕᐊᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒥᒃ.  

ᐃᓗᕕᓂᖕᓂ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓃᑦ   
ᕕᕈ: ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  2019ᒥ.  ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥ.  
ᐊᓯᒍᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᕿᒪᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ.   ᖄᒃᑲᓂᐊᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ  
ᓄᖅᑲᖓᕕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓂ  ᐃᓗᕕᓖᑦ.  ᑐᒃᑯᐊᕈᑎᒥᒡᓗ  ᐃᓕᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ  
ᖃᔅᓯᓄᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᑉ  ᐊᕙᑖᓂ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓄᑦ  
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᑉ  ᖁᓛᒎᖅᑐᑦ  ᓂᐱᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᒥᓅᑐᐊᖓᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᓈᓂᑦ  ᐅᒋᐊᕐᒥᓄᑦ.      

ᕕᕈ: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019ᒥ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᓪᓗᓂ  
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂᓗ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ.  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᒍᑦ  ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓄᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ,  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑕ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᑯᒍᕕᒋᑦ  ᑕᒃᑯᐊ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᖕᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ.       

ᐃᓗᕕᓂᖕᓂ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓃᑦ  -  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᒃ 
ᕕᕈ: ᐊᑑᑎᖓ  ᖃᖓᑕᔅᓲᑉ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᐅᑉ  ᑐᑭᓯᖁᓪᓗᑕ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᓱᓕᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕗᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒧᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᖕᒧᑦ,  ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᕿᓪᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓕᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.      ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  
ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓚᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᓱᓕᓂᖏᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᕈᓘᔭᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᖓᑦᓲᒧᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᖕᒧᑦ: ᕚᑐᑦ,  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ,  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᙵᓂᖅ  
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒧᑦ  ᓇᐸᔪᐊᓄᓪᓗ,  ᐊᓄᕆᓗ.  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎ  ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑎᐊᙱᓗᐊᕐᒪᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᐅᒋᐊᓂᒃ -  ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.   
  
ᐃᓗᕕᓖᑦ  ᓯᒡᔭᖓᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ   -  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓱᐊᓂ  ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓃᑦ  
ᕕᕈ: 2019ᒥ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑕᕌᖓᑦ  
ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ.  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐅᓂᑳᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓃᑦ,  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᑕᐅᑐᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᓄᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᑦ).  ᐱᓇᓱᒃᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓃᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᒎᑐᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.   
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓛᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒧᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ.   
ᐸᐊ:  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ,  ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ,  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖅᑰᔨᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᑕᑯᔭᑦᑕ  
ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᓪᓗ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᖅᑰᔨᕗᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓂᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᓱᖏᐅᑎᔪᓄᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ.    
ᐸᐅ: ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᒃᑭᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᓐᓂᒃ.  ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ  ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᓐᓂᑦ  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒦᓯᒪᒐᒪ.  ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑕᐃᑲᓃᓚᐅᕋᒪ.  
ᕿᓂᕐᕕᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒡᓗ  ᑕᑯᓗᓂ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᖢᓂ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᑐᖃᕆᒐᑦᑎᒍᑦ.  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  
ᑎᑭᖃᑦᑕᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᕿᒫᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᑎᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ  ᐊᓂᒍᕌᖓᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒍᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᐅᑎᓲᑦ  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᑎᑐᑦ.  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᓴᓗᒃᑐᐊᓘᓕᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ   ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕗᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᓕᒃ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  
ᔨᕼ:  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᓯᒪᕖᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐅᒋᐊᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᖏᒻᒪᖔᑦ  ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ?  ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓚᖅ  ᑖᓱᒥᖓ  ᑕᑯᓇᒋᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᒧᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ? 
ᐸᕋ:  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ  ᐱᑕᓕᒃ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓄᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ)  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖁᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒧᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓴᖅᑭᑎᔪᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᓕᒫᒃᑯᑦ.    
ᓵᕕ: 2019ᒥ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕋᐅᔭᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᒥᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᓯ.  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᑐᕌᕆᕙᑦ?   
ᐸᕋ: ᐋᒃᑲ.  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᒪᐅᓂᖓᓂ.  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᒃ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖕᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ  
ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒍ  ᑐᑭᓯᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᙱᑕᐃᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓇᖔᓲᖑᔪᒍᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᓕᐊᖅᑐᖅ,  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ ᓂᒋᓕᐊᖅᑐᖅ).  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ  ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  
ᐱᕕᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᕿᓚᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᓂᐱᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ.  
ᒪᒪ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᖃᐃ  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒧᑦ  ᐃᒻᒪᖄᖃᐃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᓂ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒥ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗᖃᐃ.    
ᐸᕋ: ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒧᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᖓ.  
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ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐸᐅ:  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  ᑦ+ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ 106, 123, 126ᓗ.  ᐱᖃᕆᐊᖃᕆᓪᓗᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓗᖅᑐᓄᑦ   (123 ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ).  
ᐊᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ  ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᖅ.    

 ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  250  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᐸᓘᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎ 1ᒧᑦ.  ᐅᓇ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒨᖅᑐᖅ,  
ᑐᙵᓪᓗᓂ  ᓇᒧᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᙱᓚᒍᑦ  ᑲᑎᙵᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓘᓃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ,   ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᐊᕐᔪᒃᖢᓂ   ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᓂᓗ  ᖃᐅᔾᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ  
ᐊᕐᕖᓪᓗ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎ 1ᒥ 2019ᒥ.  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᑕᑯᓃᑦ  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᕐᒧᐊᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  ᓇᓂ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓕᒻᒑᖓᒍᑦ (ᐸᐅ  ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎ 1ᒥ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ).  ᓄᓇᓂ  
ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓘᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᓛᖅ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᖅ  ᑎᙱᐊᒥᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  2019ᒥ  ᐊᒃᐸᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ.  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑎᖖᒥᐊᓄᑦ  
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓛᖅᑐᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓃᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ.  
 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓱᐊᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ  ᐃᓚᐃᒡᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᓪᓘᖕᓄᑦ  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ  ᖃᐅᖕᒪᓪᓗ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᐊᓂ.  
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᒃᑕᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒍ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑉ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖓ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᓯᒃᑯᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓃᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᓚᐅᙱᑕᕗᑦ.  
 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  – ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓱᐊᓂ  ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓃᑦ 
ᐋᑐ: ᖃᓄᕐᓕ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᕙ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ?  
ᑐᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ,  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᖓ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔪᓄᑦ.     
ᒍᒋ:  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖃᑦᑕᓚᓗᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ  
ᑕᑯᓕᖅᑕᕗᑦ.  ᑕᑯᔪᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ;  ᑕᑯᔪᒍᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ,  ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ,  ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ,  
ᑐᑭᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑎᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᕐᓗ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ.  ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑎᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒋᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓱᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓐᓇᖓᑦ  
ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᓕᖕᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐱᔨᐊᕆᐊᕋᒥᑭᐊᖅ  ᐋᒃᑲᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.     
ᔨᕼ: ᓇᐅᔭᕙᖕᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ  ᑕᑯᔪᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ? 
ᕕᕈ: ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑕᑯᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᑕᑯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ. 
ᐊᓴ:  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᓯᒪᕕᓰ  ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᓕᒫᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᒃᑯᓄᑦ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ?  
ᕕᕈ: ᐃᓚᖏᑎᒍᑦ,  ᐄ,  ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔪᓂᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᔭᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ.    
ᐊᓴ:  ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕆᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᒍ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᑕᑯᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓇᓱᒃᐸᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ?    
ᕕᕈ:  ᐱᓕᕆᓇᓱᓪᓗᐊᑕᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  
ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  ᐱᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ,  ᐱᕕᑭᓐᓇᕕᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ,  
ᐃᓗᐊᓃᖏᓐᓇᐅᔭᕋᕕᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᐅᑉ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑎᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᑐᐊᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖅ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ,  ᓇᐃᓴᕐᓗᒍᓗ  ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᓄᑦ  
ᐅᑭᓴᖅᑕᕇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗᓄᑦ.  ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ.   
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᙱᓛᖑᕗᖅ  ᑕᑯᓇᐅᑎᒋᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ.  
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓐᓇᕋᑎᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᖢᒍ.    
ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒧᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᒍᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᕿᑎᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ  ᑖᒃᑯᖕᓄᖓ  
ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᖕᓄᑦ.  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖕᒪᑦ.  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑭᓱᒥᒃ  ᑕᑯᙱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑎᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓃᕈᑦᑕ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒡᓘᓃᑦ 
ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓂ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂ,  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖕᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ.  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᐊᕐᔪᐃᓪᓗ  
ᕿᓂᖅᐸᒃᖢᒋᑦ.  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ,  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑐᕌᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ.      
ᐊᕼᒪ:  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖓ  ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᒃ  20ᓂ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓗᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.   
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ᕕᕈ:  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᑐᕌᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ,  ᓯᓚᑖᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓕᕈᑦᑕ.  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ. 
ᒍᒋ:  ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ  ᐋᑎ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ,  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᑕᑯᓇᓱᒃᑐᖓ  ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓗᐊᕐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ  
ᑲᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᓛᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ.  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓇᓱᒃᑕᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒧᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ)  ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᓛᖑᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑏᑦ  ᐅᖃᕐᒪᑕ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᒐᑦᑕ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓄᙳᐊᓕᐅᕋᓱᒃᑲᑦᑕᒎᖅ  ᑲᒻᐸᓂᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕋᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᑕᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᓄᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕆᕗᒍᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ.  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᕙᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑎᒍᑦ  ᑭᓱᑦ  
ᖃᖓᓗ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓃᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  
ᐃᐃ:  ᐅᖃᕈᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᖓ.  ᑐᕌᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᕕᐅᓪᑉ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ  13  16ᓗ,  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥᓪᓗ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊᖃᐃ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᓯᐅᒃ   ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑐᐊᖑᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ.    
ᐃᒫ:  ᐊᖏᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᕕᑭᒻᒪᑕ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ.  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᕗᓄᓇ  ᐱᓕᕐᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑖᕈᒪᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᑕᑯᓗᑕᓗ  ᓇᓕᖅᑭᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᒎᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ  
ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᐅᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙳᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᕋᑦᑕ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓃᓕᕌᖓᑦᑕ. ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴᕐᓗᑕ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ  ᑐᓴᕐᓗᑕ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᑦᑎ  
ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓪᒍ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᑐᙵᔪᓄᑦ  
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ   
2019  ᓂᐱᖃᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᕆᐅᕆᓂᖅ   
ᒥᐋ:  ᓯᑯᐃᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᒪᕐᕉᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᒃ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᒃ  ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᕐᒥ.  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  
ᖃᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᒥᓕᖕᓄᑦ  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  ᐊᑭᐊᑦ  ᓂᒋᐊᓃᖦᖢᓂ.  ᐃᒪᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓂ  ᓄᓇᓂ,  
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ.  ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒦᑦᑐᖅ  6  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥᒃ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᓕᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒧᑦ.  
 
2019  ᓂᐱᐅᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ – ᓯᑯᐃᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᒥᐋ:  ᐃᓕᓯᓃᑦ  19ᒥᑦ 20ᒨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᒪᐃ  2019ᒥ.  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ  ᑕᓕᖅᐱᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ  ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑕᓂᒃ  ᓱᓪᓗᓕᖕᓂᒃ.  
ᓯᐊᕐᓇᖅ  ᓱᓪᓗᓕᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᓪᓗᓂ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᖓᓃᓲᑦ  ᓂᐱᖃᕋᑎᒃ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓴᒃᒃᑕᐅᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ  ᐳᒃᑕᓪᓚᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  
ᐱᔭᐅᓗᑦᒃ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓂᐱᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ,  ᓈᒻᒪᓗᐊᕐᓗᓂ  
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᓗᕈᓂ.  ᓇᒧᑦ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓃᖦᖢᓂ  ᑐᓄᐊᓂᓗ  ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᐅᑉ  ᓇᐃᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᓂᐱᖓ  ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎ  
ᐊᒡᒋᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᕿᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ.  ᒪᕐᕉᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᒃ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓂᐱᓂᒃ  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  
ᓯᑯᐃᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐃᔭᐅᓛᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐋᒡᒌᓯ  2020ᒥ.  ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᔪᓚᐃ 
2020ᒥ  “ᓯᓂᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ”  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2017ᒥ.     
 
2019  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᑎᑐᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ – ᓯᑯᐃᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  
ᒥᐋ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᑭᐊᓂ  ᐃᒥᓕᖕᓂᓗ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᑦ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᓯᑯᐃᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓛᑐᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᓂᐱᖃᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ.   
ᒥᐋ: ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑕᖅ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ  ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑕᕐᓗ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  
ᓂᐱᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᓂᐲᑦ  75 dbᒥᑦ 135 dbᒧᑦ  ᓂᐱᖃᖅᑎᒋᕗᑦ.  ᐃᒫᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ 
(ᐊᕙᑎᓂᑦ  ᓂᐲᑦ) ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᒋᕗᑦ.   ᐃᒥᓕᖕᓂ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᑎᒥᑦ  (ᑕᓕᖅᐱᖕᒥ  ᖁᓪᓕᖅ),  ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ 
(ᓂᐱᑭᐋᑦ – ᐊᓄᕆ,  ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖅ).  ᑐᓴᕈᒥᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ  ᓯᓚᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ  ᓂᐲᑦ  ᓂᐱᖃᕐᓂᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  120ᒥᑦ  
135 dbᓄᑦ.  ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ.  ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᒫᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓪᓗ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅᑕᖃᕌᖓᑦ. ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓂᐱᖏᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᐊᕌᖓᑕ  
120 db,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐊᕙᑎᓐᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᕆᓪᓗᑕ  ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ 120 db ᒥᑦ.  ᓂᐱᖃᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᐋᒡᒌᓯ  3ᒥ  
ᑎᓴᒪᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ (ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ).   
 
ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᕐᒥ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᖢᓂᒋᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᕙᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  
ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓂᖅᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  120 dbᓄᑦ (ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓗᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᑭᒡᓖᑦ)  ᐅᑯᐊᓕ  ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒃᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᐳᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᙳᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  (> 120 
db).  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑎ  MSV  ᐹᑦᓂᑲᐅᑉ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᖁᓛᒍᓪᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ  
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐃᓄᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ.  120 ᒦᑕᑦ  ᑎᒫᓂ  ᖃᓂᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ.   ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ,  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  
ᐱᕕᖕᒥᒃ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂ  120 dbᓄᑦ,  ᑖᓐᓇᓗ  ᓇᓕᒧᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒧᑦ ᐊᕝᕙᕐᒧᓪᓗ  ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᖕᓄᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔨᒧᓪᓗ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓪᓗᑎᒃ  9  ᓈᑦᔅᓄᑦ  ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ.   ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  
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ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  ᐱᓗᐊᒪᔮᖏᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ,  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ,  
ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 9 ᓈᑦᔅᓄᑦ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᕐᒥᒃ ,  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎ  ᒪᕐᕉᒡᓗ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑏᒃ.  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᒧᑦ  ᓄᖅᑲᖔᖅᑐᒧᑦ  ᖃᔅᓰᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓴᓂᖅᑯᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐋᖅᑮᙳᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  3.1  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᖢᑕ  1.3  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  ᐅᓇ  
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓃᙳᐊᕐᓗᓂ,  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑐᑭᖃᖅᐳᖅ  12.4  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐱᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
5.2  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᐅᕗᑦ.   
 
2019  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ – ᐃᒪᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᒥᐋ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᑦ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 5ᒥᑦ  ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 28ᒧᑦ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ   
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᒪᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓛᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂ.    
ᒥᐋ:  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑉᒍᑦ ᕖᕗᐊᕆᒥ  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᑕᐃᖕᓇ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 5ᒥᑦ  ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 28ᒧᑦ.  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓂ  
ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ,  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᕗᖅ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎ 1 (ᐃᓕᓚᐅᔪᖅ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐊᓂ) ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎ 2ᓗ (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᒧᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ).  
ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᑳᓚᖕᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ,  ᖃᔅᓰᓪᓗ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑎᒍᑦ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖕᓃᑦ  
ᓂᐱᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ  ᓂᐱᓖᐅᕈᑎ 2ᒥ  (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ)  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎ  1ᒥᑦ (ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐊᓂ).  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂᑦ  ᓂᐲᑦ 
(ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑦ)  120db  ᐅᖓᑖᓂ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᒥᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  ᓂᐱᖃᓂᐅᓛᖑᓲᑦ  ᓂᐱᖃᓛᓪᓗ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᓄᓇᓂ,  
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ.  ᑕᑯᔫᓇᖅᐸᑎᑦ  ᐳᓴᒃᑯᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᑦ  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖕᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ > 120 db 
ᐊᑐᓂ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᒧᑦ,  ᐊᕕᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐅᒧᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᐊᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.   
 
ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ – ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖕᓃᑦ  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ (120 db) 
ᒥᐋ:  ᑕᕝᕙᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᙳᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  
ᐃᒪᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  “ᐅᓪᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ”  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂ.  ᐃᓱᒪᖃᕇᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐱᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓂᑦ  ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᙳᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ,  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 120 db  ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  
2.2ᓗ  ᐊᖏᓛᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ,  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕈᕕᐅᒃ  ᖃᔅᓯᓄᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᑖᓐᓇ  11.4  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᐅᒐᔭᖅᐳᑦ (12.6  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  
ᑐᓵᑎᑕᐅᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ  >120 dbᒧᑦ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖏᑦᑐᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ,  ᐅᓪᓘᑉ  ᐊᕝᕙᖓ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᒐᓂ,  ᐅᓪᓘᑉ  ᐊᕝᕙᖓ  ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
<120 dbᒥᑦ.)  ᐊᑐᕈᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᐅᒃᑰᖅᑐᑦ,  ᐃᓄᑐᐊᖅ  ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ  0.2  ᐃᑳᕋᒥᐅᕗᖅ,  
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐊᖏᓛᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕌᕐᔪᒃᐳᖅ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒧᑦ.  ᓴᖅᑭᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  22.3  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᒃ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  
ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ.   
ᐊᔪ:ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᕋᒪ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓄᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ.  ᖄᓕᕇᒃᑐᓄᑯᐊ? 
ᒥᐋ: ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ  ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ.    
ᐋᔅ: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑲᐅᖅᑐᕐᓗᒍ.  ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ?      
ᒥᐋ: ᖁᓚᐅᑕᐅᓃᑦ  ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᙶᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᖁᓕᑦᑎᓪᓚᕆᒍᒪᓇᑎᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᓯᑯ  ᐃᔾᔪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  
ᐋᔅ:  ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᓯᒃᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ.   
ᒥᐋ:  ᖃᖓᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᓯᑯᐃᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.    
ᐋᔅ: ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᕕᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᙳᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑕᕕᓂᖅᐱᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᙳᐊᖅᑕᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒻᒪᑦ  
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ. 
ᒥᐋ:  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒍᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᙳᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ  ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ.    
ᓵᕕ:  ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓂ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᐅᑉ,  ᑐᑭᓯᔪᖓ  ᓯᑯᐃᓐᓇ  ᓱᕋᒃᑐᖅ  ᓂᐱᐊᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸ.    
ᒥᐋ: ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ  ᓯᑯᓂᒃ  ᓱᕋᐃᔪᖔᓗᐊᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᓂ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕈᓂ  
ᓯᑯᒃᑰᕋᓱᒡᓗᓂ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᕗᖅ  ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒃᑕᕗᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥ.   
HC:  ᓯᑰᑉ  ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓅᑦ?  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᕐᒪᑕ,  ᓂᐱᖃᓛᓂᒃ  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕕᓰ?  
ᒥᐋ: ᐄ,  ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓕᖓᑎᖦᖢᑎᒋᓪᓗ  ᓂᐱᖃᓛᑦ.  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ  ᐱᔾᔪᓯᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ.  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓪᓚᕆᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓂᐲᑦ  ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔮᙱᓚᑦ  
ᑐᓵᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ  ᐊᑯᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ  ᑐᓵᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᐊᑯᓂᒧᓪᓘᓃᑦ  ᑐᓵᓗᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᔪᐊᓗᒃ  ᑎᑕᒃᑐᓂ  ᑐᓵᔪᓐᓇᙱᓚᐅᑲᒃᖢᑎᑦ),  ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᓱᕋᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ  ᑕᐅᕗᖓᓕᒫᖅ  ᑐᓵᓂᖓ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑯᓂ.  
ᑕᑯᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ.   
ᒪᒪ: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐱᐅᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖓ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ?  
ᒥᐋ: ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐋᕿᒋᐊᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᓱᓕᓂᕋᐃᔪᓂᒃ  2018  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓᓂ.  ᖃᔅᓯᐊᕐᔪᖕᓂᒃ  ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᖃᕐᒪᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓗᐊᒪᔮᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᓂᐱᓄᑦ  10 ᑦᑉ  
ᑎᒫᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᕐᒧᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᒥᐅᑉ  ᐃᑎᓂᖓ  ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᑦᑎᑑᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ  ᓱᓕᖏᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᒥᑦ  ᖄᖓᓄᑦ  
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᑦᑎᑑᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ.  ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖑᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ  ᐃᖅᑲᖓᑕ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  
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ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᙵᔪᕐᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᔾᔩᖏᑦᑐᓄᐊᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᐅᖕᒪᑕ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᙳᐊᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ,  
ᐊᑯᓂᒨᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  ᑕᒻᒪᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.     
ᐊᔪ:  ᖃᓄᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᕕᓯ  2020ᒧᑦ?  ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᕚᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ.  ᑐᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᐱᑖ 
ᐃᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓂᓪᓗ  ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ?  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐱᒌᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ?    
ᕕ?:  ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᐃᖅᑲᖕᓇᓃᑦᑐᑦ.  
ᒥᐋ:  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᖕᓂᐊᖅᑑᖕᓂᒃ  ᔪᓚᐃ 2020ᒥ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᓯᑯᐃᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  2020ᒥ.  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᐅᓪᓗ  ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.    
ᔨH: ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑯᔅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ,  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᙱᓚᓰ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑯᔅᓱᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ?  
ᒥᐋ:  ᐄ,  ᑕᒻᒪᖏᑦᑐᑎᑦ,  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐱᖃᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑯᔅᓱᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ. ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  1.7 ᒥᒃ  ᑐᙵᓪᓗᑦᒃ  
ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒧᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒧᑦ.  
ᐸᐃ: ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒐ.  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑯᔅᓱᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓕᕈᒪᔭᓯ,  ᑲᖏᖅᖢᓄᓪᓗ.  ᐃᑎᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ.  
ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᔪᓪᓛᓘᓛᕐᒪᑦ.  ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓚᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᔅᓯᓐᓂᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᐃᒪᐅᑉ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ  ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  ᐃᒃᑲᑦᑐᖃᕐᒪᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ,  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᕕᒋᑦ  ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᔅᓯᓐᓂᑦ?     
ᐸᐃ: ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᕋᕕᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕝᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ,  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓪᓗ  ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᙳᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᙳᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᒪᐃᑦ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.  ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ  
ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  2019ᒥᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ  ᐃᑎᓂᕐᓃᒻᒪᑕ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒍ  ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥ ~ 120 ᒦᑕᑦ,  ᐊᓰᓪᓗ  ᐃᑎᓂᖅᓴᓂ.     
ᐸᐅ:  ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᔪᓪᓛᓘᓛᖅᑐᑦ.  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᕕᓯ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ?  ᓂᕿᒋᒐᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  
ᐆᒪᔪᑦ  ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᓂᑦ.  ᕿᒫᑎᒃᑯᕕᒋᑦ,  ᕿᒻᒥᕗᓪᓗ  ᕿᒥᕆᕙᒃᖢᑎᒍᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᖑᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᓂᑦ.  
ᕿᒻᒥᖃᕈᓐᓇᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᕿᒻᒥᕗᑦ  ᖁᔭᓈᕐᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕗᑦ  ᖁᔭᓈᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐃᓅᓇᓱᒡᓗᑕ.      
ᐃᒪ:  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒍᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᑯᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᓱᒃᖢᑕ.  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᒍᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕈᓘᔭᕐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᕿᒫᓪᓗᑎᒡᓘᓃᑦ  ᑕᒫᙵᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᑕᒪᓃᓕᕌᖓᑕ.  ᓂᐱᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓕᕌᖓᑦᑕ,  
ᑕᑯᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᒡᕕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓈᓕᕌᖓᑕ.  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᓪᓗᓂ,  
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᓕᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᓂᐲᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᓯᓄᐊᕆᐊᕈᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᕗᖅ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓴᓂᓕᕇᖕᓂᒡᓗ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᑕ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᖃᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 

 
2019  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  
ᕕᕈ:  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑉ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  
ᐊᑑᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ.  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒦᑦᑐᒧᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᓕᓵᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑕ  ᓇᒦᒻᒪᖔᑕ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕᓗ  ᓯᑯᓄᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᓪᓗ.  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᑐᕌᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒥ  
ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔫᓪᓗ  ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑎᒌᑦ  ᑐᙵᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᓗ.  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔪᑦ  ᐃᓄᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᒎᑐᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ,  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ  ᒎᑐᒃᑯᓐᓂᓪᓗ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᔨᒥᒃ.  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᒪᕐᕈᓕᕋᓛᓅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ  ᐅᓄᓗᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ  
ᓇᐃᓴᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᑕᐅᑐᒡᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᒪᓕᕋᒥᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅ  ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒧᐊᓲᖅ.  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓪᓗ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
ᑲᑎᙵᔪᒥᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ.   ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᒃᐳᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ,  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ.  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.    
  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ - ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅ  ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔫᓪᓗ  ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊ 
ᕕᕈ:  ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒃᓴᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᕐᒥ  ᑕᑯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᑕᕝᕗᖓᓗ  ᒥᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᑲᑕᕈᓘᔭᓚᐅᖅᖢᑕ.    
 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ - 12-13 ᔪᓚᐃ (ᐊᖅᑯᑎ 1)  
ᕕᕈ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᕙᐅᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᓂᒋᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᕈᓘᔭᕐᓂ  ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᓂ  ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ. 
ᕕᕈ:  ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ  ᓯᑯᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᒪᐅᖓ.  ᓯᕗᓪᓖᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  
ᑕᑯᓇᒋᐊᖅᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᐸᓇᖕᓇᕐᒧᐊᖅᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒐᑦᑕ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᓯᑯ  ᓱᕋᒃᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ  
ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎ 1  ᐃᓱᐊᓄᑦ.   
 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ - 21-23 ᔪᓚᐃ (ᐊᖅᑯᑎ 1) 
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ᕕᕈ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᕙᐅᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᓂᒋᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᕈᓘᔭᕐᓂ  ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᓂ  ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ.  
ᕕᕈ: ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ.  ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᓯᐅᒃ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖓ.  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒃ  ᓯᓈᓂ,  
ᐸᓇᖕᓇᕐᒧᐊᓕᕆᓪᓗᑕ.  ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑎᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ.   
 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ – 2019 ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᕕᕈ: ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑐᒍᑦ  ᓱᓕ   ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔫᑉ  ᑲᖏᖅᖢᖓᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓇᓪᓚᒃᖢᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅ.  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᕐᕕᕐᓂᒃ  
ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓂᒡᓗ  ᐃᒡᓗᐊᑕ  ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓂ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂᓗ.  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ  ᔪᓚᐃ 23 ᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.     
 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ – ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᓄᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ 
ᕕᕈ:  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᓄᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓲᖑᕗᖅ  2,000 ᐃᓯᒐᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᒡᓗᐊᑕ  
ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓂ  ᕿᓚᓗᒑᓘᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓯᒡᔭᓂ.     

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ - 25-26 ᐋᒡᒌᓯ (ᐊᖅᑯᑎ 2)  
ᕕᕈ:  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᓛᓕᖕᒥᒃ  ᐃᓚᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᖕᒥᒃ.  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑎᒍᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑕ  
ᓱᓕᓛᓂᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓇᕐᒪᑕ.  ᐋᒡᒌᓯᒥ,  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓕᒫᑲᓴᑦ  ᑲᑎᙵᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥ,  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  
ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᖅ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑕᕝᕙᙵᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  
ᖃᖓᒥᑦ.    
 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ - ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓃᑦ 
ᕕᕈ: ᐳᒃᑭᓛᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᐱᐅᓛᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖃᖅᐳᖅ.  ᐱᓕᕆᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 0.07ᒧᑦ.  
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑎᑦ.  ᐱᓇᓱᒃᐳᒍᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᓛᒧᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓗᑕ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  5ᖏᖅᓱᖅᖢᑕ  
6ᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᐅᔭᕐᒥ  ᐱᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᓛᖑᓇᓱᒃᖢᑕ  ᓱᓕᓛᒥᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕋᓱᒃᖢᑕ.  ᐊᔾᔨᖑᐊᓂᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᕚᑎᑦ  ᓇᑭᒥᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᐊᑕ  ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᑉ.  ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᖢᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ   ᓯᓕᖕᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᖦᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᕕᒃᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖅᑰᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᐊᒃᓱᖦᖤᑐᐊᖅ,  
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒥ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓲᖑᕗᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᑲᑎᙵᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ.  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓛᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ  
ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔫᑉ  ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᓄᑦ  ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒧᓪᓗ.  
ᕕᕈ  ᒪᑐᐃᖅᐸᐅᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ.    
ᔅᐋ:  ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᒡᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦ?  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᖅᓯᓗ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᓯᒪᔪᖓ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ  ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓃᓪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ, ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᕐᓂ  ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ.  
ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᒐᕕᑦ  ᐅᓪᓛᖅ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑐᑦ,  ᐊᑐᕋᔭᕋᕕᑦ  
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᕐᓂᒡᓗ  60%  ᑲᓴᓄᑦ.  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᐲᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ?     
ᕕᕈ:  ᐄ,  ᐱᖃᓯᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ.   
ᓵᕕ:  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᓂ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ,  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᑕᑯᓇᒋᐊᖃᕋᕕᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᓚᐅᒪᖔᑕ  ᓯᑯᐃᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ.  ᐅᑯᐊᕈᓘᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.    
ᕕᕈ:  ᑕᑯᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕ  ᐃᒪᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓕᕌᖓᑦᑕ.  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑰᖅᑐᖅ  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᖔᑕ  
ᓯᓈᓂ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓯᓈᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑰᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑭᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᑕᒪᐅᖓ  ᐃᓯᕐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ,  
ᓯᓈᖃᖅᐹ,   ᓇᓃᑲᑕᒃᐸᓪᓗ?  ᑕᑯᓇᓕᕌᖓᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᖑᕗᒍᑦ  ᐃᒪᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓃᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᙱᓚᑦ.  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᐃᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ,  ᐃᓱᒪᒐᔭᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ  
ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃ.  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒡᓗ  
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ,  ᑕᕝᕙ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᙱᓚᖅ.        
ᐊᔅ: ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒍᒋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᒡᓗ.   ᒪᕐᕉᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ  
ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᖃᓄᕐᓕ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐸᑦ?  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᐸᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ?   
ᕕᕈ: ᒪᕐᕉᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᑐᙵᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐅᑎᒥᒃ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᒍᑦᑕ.  ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ,  
ᐅᖓᓯᒃᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  50%ᒥᑦ  10%ᒧᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓂ  ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  10%ᒧᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓂ  
ᓇᐃᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᙱᑲᓴᖕᒪᑦ.  ᐅᖁᓴᐅᓯᕆᒍᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᓛᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  
ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑎᒋᓗᐊᕋᔭᙱᓚᕋ ᐸ ᐊ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᖏᑦ  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ  ᓈᒪᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓇᖅᑐᓂ.  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᖅ  ᓇᒧᙵᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  
ᑭᓱᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᓪᓗ  ᑭᒡᓕᓄᑦ.    
ᒪᒪ: ᑐᑭᓯᔪᖓ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥᒃ  ᖃᐃᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ.  ᐅᑯᐊ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ  ᓴᒡᓗᖕᒪᑕ.  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᑲᑎᓚᐅᖅᐱᓯᐅᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᓖᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓪᓗᒋᑦ? 
ᖃᓄᕐᓕ  ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᖅᐱᓯᐅᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓯ?  ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᓇᐃᓴᓲᕆᕕᓯᐅᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕈᑎᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᓯ?  ᓇᐃᓴᕐᓗᒍ  



 

15 
 

ᐅᒃᐱᕆᓃᑦ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕈᑎᖕᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ.   ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᓯ  ᑕᑯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  
ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
ᕕᕈ: ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  ᑭᐅᔾᔪᓰᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖓᓂ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ.  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑲᑎᓯᒪᒋᓪᓗᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔾᔪᓯᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒋᕐᓚᐅᔭᖅᖢᓂᐅᒃ  
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖓᓄᑦ.    
ᐋᑐ:  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᐃᓕᓯᒪᖅᑰᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐊᐃᖅᑮᕕᐊᓂ.  
ᐃᒫ:  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ  ᐊᑕᕗᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ   ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᖅ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᒥ  ᖃᖓᑭᐊᖅ. 
ᔅᐋ: ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓯ ᐅᕕᖓᔪᓂᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕚᑦ?    
ᕕᕈ: ᐋᒃᑲ  ᐅᕕᖓᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 
ᔅᐋ:  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  
ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐸᑎᑦ  ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ  10,000  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ.   
ᕕᕈ:  ᐋᒡᒌᓯ  25ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑎᒎᖅᐳᖅ  ᑕᐃᑲᓂ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᑲᑎᙵᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᓇᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂ.  
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᓂᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᕕᑦ  ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓗᐊᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ  ᓇᐅᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅ  ᐅᐸᒐᓱᒡᓗᒍ  ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓗ  ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  
ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ  ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒥᓗ.     
 
2017-2018  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒃ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ   ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ   
ᕕᕈ:  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑕ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  
ᑐᙵᕗᑦ  20ᓄᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  2017ᒥ,  ᑎᓴᒪᓄᓪᓗ  2018ᒥ.   ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ  
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ.  ᑭᓱᕈᓘᔭᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ,  ᐊᑐᓂᓗ  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖑᑦᑐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᑕᖏᐊᓗᒐᑎᒃ  ᓈᓚᐅᑏᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᒫᓂᑦ  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓇᖃᑦᑕᕆᓪᓗᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ  ᑲᑎᓐᓃᑦ  (3  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ)  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓪᓗ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᑦ.        
ᕕᕈ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᕙᐃᑦ  ᕖᖑᖅᑰᔨᔪᑦ  ᐊᖅᑲᕐᓃᑦ.    
ᕕᕈ: ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᕖᖑᖅᑰᔨᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐸᑦ? ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᑕ  ᐊᔾᔨᐊᓂᒃ  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ.  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  
ᑕᒪᐅᓈᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ  ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ,  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ    ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ, (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ  
ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ).      
ᕕᕈ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᕙᐃᑦ   ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓂᐱᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓃᓪᓗ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ.       
ᕕᕈ:  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᐳᐃᓴᔪᑦ,  ᐊᖅᑲᕐᓂᖏᑦ,  ᐊᓰᓪᓗ.  
ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐳᐃᓴᓂᖏᑦ (ᖁᓛᓂ  7 ᒦᑕᑦ  ᐃᒪᐅᑉ  ᖄᖓᓂᑦ)  ᐊᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ,  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ  7  ᒦᑕᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  
ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ,  ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ,  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᐃᑎᓂᕐᓂ).  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑕᓗ  
ᓴᖑᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᒃ  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᕚ).      
ᕕᕈ: ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ  ᐊᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᒪᐅᓪᓗ  ᖄᖓᓂ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ  ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᖢᒋᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖅᑲᖅᑐᓄᑦ.  
ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᒪᑐᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᐃᑎᔪᕐᒦᑦᑐᖅ (ᐃᑎᓛᖓᓂ  20%  ᐊᖅᑲᖅᑑᑉ,  
ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓄᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ)  ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᖅᑲᕋᒥᒃ  ᐊᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅᑕᕋᓂ  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ.      
ᕕᕈ:  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᖅᑲᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖃᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᕐᒥ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ  
ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ.   ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᖅᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ  ᐅᑯᓂᖓ:   
ᐃᒪᐅᑉ  ᖄᖓᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ:  ᖃᓂᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,  ᐃᒪᐅᑉ  ᖄᖓᓃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ  1  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ.  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᔅᓲᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ:  
1  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥᑦ,  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  ᖃᖕᒨᖅᑎᒃᑯᕕᐅᒃ,  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓗᓂ 9 ᓈᑦᔅᓄᑦ (17 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒥ)  
ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃ  2  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᐅᕗᖅ (ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᓪᓗ),  ᑖᓐᓇ  7  ᒥᓂᑦᔅᖑᒐᔭᖅᐳᖅ  ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᔭᐅᓗᓂ.  ᓂᕆᐅᒋᒐᔭᖅᑕᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 7 ᒥᓂᑦᔅᓄᑦ.  ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ:  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑉᐸᒌᖅᑐᑦ  ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒃᑐᑐᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ  
ᐊᔾᔨᖏᖏᓪᓚᒃᐸᐅᒃ (ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ)  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ  ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒃᐸᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓇᓕᒧᑉᐳᖅ  10  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ,  30 
ᒥᓂᑦᔅᒧᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖅ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᒧᑦ  9 ᓈᑦᔅᓄᑦ.  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᒋᕗᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᐃᒪᐃᑦ  ᖄᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ  
ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᓄᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅᑕᖃᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
ᓴᖑᓂᕐᓂᒃ (ᓴᖑᓃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ  4 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓄᑦ  ᖃᓂᒃᑯᓂ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ)  ᓇᒧᙵᐅᕕᒋᔭᒥᑕᓗ  ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ,  
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ  5  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  ᐊᒡᒡᕿᑐᒥᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ,  ᓇᓗᓇᕋᑎᒡᓗ  ᓱᓕ  10  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓄᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ  ᕿᒪᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓪᓚᖕᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ.  ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᙱᑕᐃᑦ  
ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓ,  ᐃᓚᔭᐃᑦ  5  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  10  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓄᑦ (15  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᑎᒃ),  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᐅᑉ  
ᐊᑎᑦᑎᐊᖓᓃᑉᐳᖅ.       
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ᕕᕈ: ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒍ,  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᖃᓂᑦᑐᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᐃᒪᐅᑉ  ᖄᖓᓃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓂᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ,  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ 4  
ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥᑦ  10  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓄᑦ,  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᓂᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ,  ᑐᖑᙵᒐᔪᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ. 
ᕕᕈ: ᓂᕆᐅᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ,  ᓇᓕᒧᖦᖢᓂᓗ  ᓇᓗᓇᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ,  ᕿᓚᒥᒧᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ  
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᐳᑦ  ᕿᓚᒥᒧᑦ  ᖃᒪᐃᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ  ᕿᒪᐃᓇᑎᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓕᒫᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ.  ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓂᑦ,  
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑐᐊᐅᔪᑦ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᓂ.     
ᕕᕈ  ᒪᑐᐃᖅᐸᐅᒃ  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ.    
ᑉᔅ: ᖃᓄᖅ  ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᖔᖅ  ᓂᐱᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᒐᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ?    
ᕕᕈ: ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᓂᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐅᓄᕋᔭᙱᓚᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ.  
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓪᓚᑦᑖᑦ.  ᐃᓱᒪᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᓂᐲᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᑐᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᓇᒋᑦ  (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᒥᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ).       
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᐳᖅ  ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑯᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᓇᓂᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓂ,  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᓇᓃᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ  ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᓕᕋᒪ  
ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕋᓱᒋᓪᓗᒍ,  ᖃᓄᕐᓕ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓂ?     
ᔅᐋ:  ᐅᖃᕌᖓᕕᑦ  ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ  ᖁᔭᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ  ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑎᑦ  ᒪᐅᖓᑦᑎᐊᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓗ,  
ᑕᑯᓯᒪᙱᑕᒃᑲ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐅᑉ.  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᒃᑲ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑎᑦ  10  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ,  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  10 
ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂᑦ.     
ᕕᕈ: ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒃ  ᒪᕐᕉᒃ  ᐊᓯᓅᖓᔫᒃ  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᒃ.    ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ  ᖁᔭᓈᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᒃ  ᓈᓚᐅᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑐᐊᖅ.  
ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᓪᓗ  ᕿᒪᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᐸᒍᒪᓛᕆᓲᒥᓂᒃ.  ᓇᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ   ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᔪᒪᓲᖏᓐᓂ,  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕗᒍᑦ  
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ  ᓇᓃᒻᒪᖔᑦ   ᓇᓃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᓪᓗ.  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ.  ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᓂᐱᓄᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ  10  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ.  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔮᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ 8-10 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓄᑦ,  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑎᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ.  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑎᒋᕕᑕ  10  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᓛᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ?  ᑐᙵᓪᓗᓂ  ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᒧᑦ,  ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇ  
ᓈᒻᒪᒐᓱᒋᓪᓗᒍ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎ,  ᓇᓕᒧᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ  ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓄᑦ.   
ᒪᒪ: ᐅᑯᐊ  ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ  ᐱᐅᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐅᓄᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.   
ᕕᕈ:   ᐱᓕᕆᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒧᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓃᑦᑐᖅ  
ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂᐅᒡᔪᒡᓗ  ᐊᔾᔨᖐᖏᑐᑎᒍᑦ.     
ᒪᒪ: ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒋᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ.    
ᔅᐋ:  ᐅᓄᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᒧᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐱᓯᒪᕗᓯ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖃᕐᓃᑦ,  ᐊᑐᓂᓗ  
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.       
ᐃᐃ:  ᓂᐱᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᕙᑦ?  
ᕕᕈ:  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᓵᓐᓇᓱᒃᑕᕗᑦ.  ᑐᓵᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᕕᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᒥᒃ  ᑐᑭᖃᖅᐸ  ᕿᒪᖕᒪᒍ  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ,  ᓂᐊᖁᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ  
ᑐᖑᙵᖕᒪᒍ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᒧᑦ,  ᑐᓴᖅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᖏᒻᒪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᑐᓵᔪᓐᓇᙱᓚᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑉ  ᓂᐱᐊᓄᑦ.  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  
ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᑎᒃ,  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᐃ  ᑐᓄᒻᒪᑦ,  ᓂᐱᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᒪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᐳᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᑉ  ᑐᓄᐊᓃᒻᒪᑕ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑎᓪᓗᒍ,  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᑉ  ᑐᓄᐊᓃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᓂᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓂᐊᖁᐊᓂᑦ.  ᐊᒃᓱᕉᓴᒃᑭᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᕋᑖᑦᑎᐊᕋᕕᒋᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᕋᓱᒃᖢᒋᑦ.  ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖅ  
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.    
 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ  ᒪᑐᕗᖅ  5ᒥ  ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ.  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ  ᓱᓕ 2019  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ   
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓗ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓛᕐᒪᑕ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᓛᖅᑐᒥ.  (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
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ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᕿᑎᖅᑰᒥ,  ᒫᔾᔨ 5, 2ᒥᑦ 4ᒧᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᔅᓯᖓ).  
 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᔪᑦ  ᐅᑯᐊᖑᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ: 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑕ  ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖓᑦ : ᐃᐊᒪ  ᒫᓪᑲᒻ (ᐃᐊ ᒫ),  ᔨᓂᕖᕝ  ᒧᐊᕆᓐᕕᐅᓪ (ᔨ ᒧ),  ᓘ  ᑳᒧᒪᓐᔅ     (ᓘᑳ  
) 
ᒎᑐ: ᑯᕆᔅᑏᓐ  ᐸᐃᓕᙵ (ᑯ ᐸ),  ᕕᐅᓪ  ᕉᔭᐃ ( ᕕ ᕉ),  ᕕᐅᓪ  ᐋᔅᐳᐊᓐ (ᕕ ᐋ),  ᐹᑐᕆᒃ  ᐋᐳᕆᒑᓪ (ᐹ ᐋ),  ᔫᓕᐊ  ᕼᐅᐊᒐᓐ (ᔫ ᕼᐅ)    
ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ:  ᐳᕌᑦ  ᐱᕆ (ᐳ ᐱ)    
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ:   ᐊᓕᒃᓵᓐᑐᕋ  ᓱᐊᑳᕝ (ᐊ ᓱ),  ᑭᒻ  ᕼᐊᐅᓚᓐ (ᑭ ᕼᐊ),  ᒪᕆᐊᓐ  ᒫᑰ  (ᒪ ᒪ) 
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ:   ᐊᒪᓐᑕ  ᕼᐊᓐᓴᓐ  ᒪᐃᓐ (ᐊ ᕼᐊ ᒪ) 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ  : ᐳᕉᔅ  ᔅᑑᕋᑦ (ᐳ ᔅ) 
ᐅᓴᓐᔅ  ᓄᐊᑦ:  ᐊᒫᓐᑕ  ᔪᐊᐃᓐᑦ  (ᐅᔪ) 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ:  ᐋᓐ  ᕕᐅᓪᓴᓐ (ᐋ ᕕ)   
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓂ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓕᕆᔩᑦ: ᐅᐸᒃᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ:  ᐅᐸᒃᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
 
2019  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖓ 
ᕕᕈ: ᑕᑯᓇᖕᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ  ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  ᕕᐋ  ᑕᕝᕙᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ  
ᑖᔅᓱᒪ  ᑕᓚᕘᖅᑑᑉ  ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ.  ᐅᓄᕐᒪᑕ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ  ᐃᒦᑦ  ᖁᒻᒧᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᖑᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᓂᒡᓕᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ,  ᐅᓕᓐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖃᖅᖢᑕ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᓕᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓃᑦ  
ᒪᓪᓕᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᒪᐃᑦ  ᐊᔭᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ  ᑭᓴᖅᓯᒪᕝᕕᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐊᕐᔪᒃᖢᓂ  ᐸᓇᖕᓇᕐᒧᐊᕆᐊᕌᕐᔪᒃᖢᓂ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓄᑦ  
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᑕᓐᓇᐅᑉ  2019ᒥ.  ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᐸᐅᒃ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᕿᑎᐊᓂ  ᓱᓪᓘᑉ  ᓯᕕᖓᓂᖅᓴ ᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ  
ᐃᓂᒧᐊᕋᓱᒃᖢᑕ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᑦᑎᐊᓕᖕᒧᑦ  ᑕᕝᕘᓇ  ᓱᓪᓗᒃᑯᑦ.  ᑭᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐋᒡᒌᓯ  6ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ/ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  
ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑲᕐᒥ.   
ᕕ ᐋ: ᕕ ᐋ:  ᐃᓚᖓᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ  ᑕᑯᓇᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᑭᓱᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᒪᕐᕋᐃᑦ  ᓅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᕿᙳᐊᑕ  ᑰᖓᓂ  ᓵᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ  2017-
1018ᒧᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᒧᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᓂ.  ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕋᑦᑕ  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑰᑉ  ᐊᑯᐊᓂ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑰᑉ  ᐊᑯᒋᖕᒪᒍ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐊᑯᖃᓪᓚᒃᐳᖅ  ᒪᕐᕋᓂᑦ  ᑕᒪᐅᙵᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ  
ᐊᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ,  ᖃᓐᓂᕐᓂᓪᓗ  ᒪᖁᖕᓂᕐᓂᓪᓗ. ᖃᓄᐃᒐᔪᖕᒪᑦ  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᒃᐸᒃᖢᓂᓗ  ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ  
ᐊᐅᒃᑐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᑯᐊᑕᐅᖅ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑦ  ᒪᓕᖕᓄᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᕈᓘᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᖅ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᑯᐊᓂ.  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑯᐊᖓ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑦ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖅᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᑐᓂ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒍ  ᒪᕐᕆᑕᐅᓃᑦ,  ᓅᓐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓚᙵᖅᑕᐅᓃᓪᓗ  
ᕿᙳᐊᑕ  ᑰᖓᓂ  ᐸᖕᓇᕐᒧᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᕐᒧᓪᓗ  ᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ  ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒦᑐᒥᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ   
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᒥ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᓂᒃ  ᑯᕕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᑕᓗᓂ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ/ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑲᕐᒥ. 
ᕕᕈ:  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᐱᑕ  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ?  ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑉᐸᑦ  ᐅᑎᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖓ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 71). 
ᐊ ᔪ: ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒍ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 88 ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖑᓪᓗ  83ᐊ,  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑲᑎᑉᐸ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓄᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᕐᓗ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᒪᓕᒃᐸ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ.    

***ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ*** 

6.   ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ  2019  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ   ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᒃ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ  
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 

7.   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᓛᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐊᓄᑦ  ᒫᔾᔨ 2, 2020ᒥ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ  ᓱᓕ (ᓲᕐᓗ  2019ᒥ  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019ᓗ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  
ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ). 
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 ᕕᕈ: ᑖᒃᑯ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓᒍᑦ.   ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎ  
ᓴᓇᓂᕐᒧᑐᐊᖑᖕᒪᑦ   ᐸᖅᑭᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ.  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᒃᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒡᓗ  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑳᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒋᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᒐᐃᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐋᕿᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇᐅᕗᖅᑕᐅᖅ  ᕕᐅᓪ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ  ᕿᙳᐊᑕ  ᑰᖓᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᕐᒥ; ᑕᑯᒐᑦᑕ  
ᒪᕐᕋᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ.      
ᐳ ᔅ: ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐅᐸᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓛᕋᓱᒃᐱᓰ  ᐅᐸᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓗᒍ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑕᕐᓗᓯ?  ᐱᓕᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᓛᖅᐱᓰ  ᕿᙳᐊᑕ  ᑰᖓᓂ  
ᒪᕐᕋᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑕᕐᓗᓯ  2020ᒥ?     
ᕕᕈ: ᑎᑭᙱᑕᕗᑦ  ᓱᓕ  ᑭᓱᓄᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑲᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦᑕ. ᑕᑯᓇᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ  2019ᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ,  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕈᑦᑎᒍᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᕗᒍᑦ  ᕿᙳᐊᑕ  ᑰᖓᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ.    

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ   
ᕕᕈ: ᐅᓄᕐᒪᑕ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᓪᓗ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ.  ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  ᑖᑯᐊᓗ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ  ᒪᕐᕋᐃᑦ  
ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᐃᒃᑕᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ.  ᑕᕆᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ   
ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ    ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ SEM  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑕᖏᓪᓗ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐱᖓᓱᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ.  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᒪᖅᑲᐅᔭᕋ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐃᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂ.       
ᕕᕈ: ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᕖᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ,  ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᒪᕐᕋᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ,  
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ  2019ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎ  ᐅᒥᐊᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᐅᓚᐅᕈᓂ  ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᓚᐅᙱᑕᕗᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᖃᖏᓪᓗᑕ.  ᐱᓛᕈᒪᕗᒍᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᖅ  ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ  2020ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᓕᒫᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ.     
ᕕᕈ: ᓄᓇᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  24  ᔪᓚᐃᒥᑦ  6  ᐅᑐᐱᕆᒧᑦ.  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕋᓛᕐᒥ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔭᐅᓲᒧᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᓄᖅᑲᖔᓚᐅᑲᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᓄᑦ  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᓄᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕆᓪᓗᓂ  ᓯᑎᐱᕆᐅᑉ  ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ.  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖅᑲᐅᔪᖅ  
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ  ᑭᓱᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ,  
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ  ᓱᓕ.  ᐃᒦᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ.  6ᖏᖅᓱᖅᖢᑎᒃ  6  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᓂ.  ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᖃᒃᑭᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᓂᒡᓕᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  
ᐃᑎᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ,  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᓂᓗ.  ᖃᒃᑭᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᓂᒡᓕᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐃᑎᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ  ᓂᒡᓕᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᑕᕆᐅᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᙱᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑕᓗ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ  ᐃᑎᓂᕐᓂ.     
 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᒪᕐᕋᐃᑦ  ᐱᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᒥᐅᑦ   
ᕕᕈ: ᐊᓯᔾᔩᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒧᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᓂᒥᑦ    ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ    ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓂᑦ,  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᖢᒍ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᖁᓪᓗᑕ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐱᓇᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  15ᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑕ  ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᐊᑐᓂᒥ,  10ᓂᒃ  ᐊᔪᓚᐅᙱᓚᒍᑦ.  
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᖃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ.  74ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔪᒪᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  32ᓂᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑕ.  
ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐴᓈᕐ ᕚᓐ  ᕖᓐ ᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᓂᑦ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᐸᕗᑦ.  ᕚᓐ  ᕖᓐ   ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᑦ  ᐲᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ  
ᑎᒍᓯᔪᓐᓇᕋᒥ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ  ᐊᕕᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᑦ  ᒪᕐᕋᑦ  ᑭᓱᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ,  
ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᕕᓃᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ.     
 
ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒥᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  
ᕕᕈ: ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᑭᑉᐹᕆᑯᑖᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ  2018ᒥ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᑉ  ᖄᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑕ  
ᑕᕐᕆᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐃᓕᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᑲᓴᓛᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓕᖅᖢᒋᑦ,  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᓗ (ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂ).  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕝᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  2019ᒥ,  ᐱᖓᓱᑦ  ᓅᑕᐅᓐᓂᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᓯᑯᒥᑦ.  ᓇᓂ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ,  ᓯᑯᒧᑦ  
ᐅᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖅᑰᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᒧᑦ.    ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐊᐃᑦᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓚᕗᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑏᑦ  
ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᓐᓃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ.  ᐃᑎᓂᖅᓴᒧᐊᕈᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑕ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐃᑎᓂᖅᓴᒧᐊᕈᑦᑕ  ᓯᑯᒥᑦ  ᕿᒪᒋᐊᕐᓗᑕ,  ᐆᒪᔪᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
ᕿᒪᐃᒐᔭᕋᑦᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᖃᐃ  ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕈᒪᒐᔭᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᓯᑯᒧᑦ  ᓅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ,  ᑐᓴᕈᒪᕗᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕᑭᐊᖅ  ᐋᒃᑲᓘᓐᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᓇᒧᙵᕐᓗᒍᓘᒋᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.    
 
ᕕᕈ: ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕗᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ  ᓱᕈᖏᑦ  ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᓯᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓅᖓᖕᒪᑦ.  ᑐᕌᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐃᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  
ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓄᑖᒥᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᐃᓚᓯᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ  2019ᒥ  ᐳᒃᑕᓛᖅᑑᑉ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ  
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ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ  2019ᒥ.  ᐊᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᓅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᐱᖃᓗᔭᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᐃᒃᑲᕆᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  
ᖄᖓᓃᖦᖢᓂ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔫᑉ.     
 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ - ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᕕᕈ:  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ,  ᐊᑐᖅᖢᓂ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂᒃ  ᑲᓕᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓴᖅᖢᓂᓗ,  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᒥᑭᓕᕇᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᒥ  ᐃᒃᖠᕐᕕᓄᑦ  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ,  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᒃᖠᕐᕕᓄᑦ  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᓂ  
ᐃᖃᓗᓗᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᑕ  ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂᒧᑦ  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓂᕐᒥ.  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐃᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓚᖏᑕ  ᐃᖅᑲᒥ  ᐃᒃᖠᕐᕕᓄᑦ  
ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑏᑦ  ᐅᖁᒪᐃᖅᑯᑎᓕᖅᖢᒋᓪᓗ  ᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  ᐳ ᔅ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  (ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ  ᔫᓂ  2019ᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ).  279ᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  2019ᒥ;  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᑲᓇᔪᐃᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᓪᓗ.  
ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  47  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  30ᓗ  ᑲᓇᔪᐃᑦ  ᑎᒥᐊᒍᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖅᑕᕗᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓕᖅᖢᒋᓪᓗ.  ᑯᑭᐅᔭᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓚᐅᕆᕗᒍᑦ  ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ.   
 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ                                                                    ᕕᕈ: 
ᑕᑯᓇᒐᒃᓴᓪᓚᑐᐊᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᖕᓇᖕᒦᑉᐳᖅ  ᑭᓴᖅᓯᒪᕝᕕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑲᒥ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  
ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕆᕗᒍᑦ   ᐃᒥᓕᖕᓂ,  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᐅᑕᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᕋᒥᒃ  ᑭᓴᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕌᖓᒥᒃ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ.  
2019ᒥ  ᑲᓕᑦᑐᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᓪᓗ  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎ  ᐅᒥᐊᖅ  ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ.  ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᒡᓗ  ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔪᒥᒃ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᑎᑖᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑕ  2019ᒧᑦ,  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖏᑦ  
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑭᖑᕋᓛᖃᓗᐊᒧᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ,  ᑕᑯᑦᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᙱᓚᖅ  
ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑐᖅ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᖅ.      

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ – ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓱᐊᓂ  ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓃᑦ 
ᕕᕈ:  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓂᑦ   ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᓐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖏᓪᓗ  
ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᕐᕋᕖᔭᐃᕙᒡᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᔭᕐᒥᓂ,  ᐲᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᓯᐅᑎᖏᑕ  ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ  ᓴᐅᓃᑦ,  ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖏᑦ,  
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᐊᔪᕐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  ᓂᕿᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ.  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  
 
2019 ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᓃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅ 
ᕕᕈ: ᐊᕐᕌᒍ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᖓᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ.   ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑎᓯᐱᕆᐅᑉ  ᓄᙳᐊᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ  
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ  ᑐᕌᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ  ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ. ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑦ      ᐃᓂᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ  
ᑐᙵᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ,  ᑲᑕᖓᓇᓂ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂᓗ.  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓕᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ  
ᑕᑯᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ  ᑕᑯᓪᓗᑕᓗ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓂᓕᐊᒥᒃ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  
ᑲᓇᔫᖃᑎᒌᑦ,  ᐆᒐᑦ,  ᐆᒐᕐᔪᐊᓄᓪᓗ.  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᑕᔪᓂᒡᓗ  ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᑉ  
ᐱᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ.  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓂᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑰᔨᕗᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕆᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᑐᑦ. 
 
ᕕᕈ  ᒪᑐᐃᖅᐸᐅᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
 
ᐳ ᔅ: ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ  79ᒧᑦ,  ᐅᔅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓯᒪᒐᕕᑦ  8ᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓂᑦ,  10  ᒪᕐᕋᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ:  ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᖐᙱᓚᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒡᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᖏᑉᐱᓯᐅᒡᓗ?    
ᕕᕈ: ᐱᕖᒍᑎᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐃᓱᓕᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ.  ᓯᑎᐱᕆᐅᑉ  ᓄᙳᐊᓃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆᙳᓕᖅᖢᓂ.  ᒪᕐᕋᓂᑦ  ᐲᔭᐃᓃᑦ  
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᙶᖏᑦᑐᑦ,  ᐊᑐᓃᖓᔪᑦ  ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐲᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓇᓱᕈᓘᔭᓚᐅᖅᖢᑕᓗ  ᐃᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂ.  ᐃᑎᓂᕐᒧᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᑎᒧᑦ.  
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᓪᓚᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕋᓱᒃᖢᓂ.   ᓴᒻᒧᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑕ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᑎ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐸᕗᑦ.  
ᑐᑭᓯᔪᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓂ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᓐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ,  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᒃᓱᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ  ᑭᓱᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ.     
ᐳ ᔅ: ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᓯᐅᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓯ  ᐊᔪᔾᔮᖅᑰᙱᓚᔅᓯᐅᒃ  2020ᒥ? 
ᕕᕈ: ᐄ.  ᓄᑖᖅ  ᐅᒥᐊᖅ  ᐄᙳᐊᕐᒥᒃ  ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᓴᙱᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ  ᑭᕕᒃᓯᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂ.  ᐅᒥᐊᖅ  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ  ᐸᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  
ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  ᒪᕐᕋᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ.  ᓄᑖᖅ  ᐅᒥᐊᖅ  ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ  ᒪᕐᕋᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᓅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ.  ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ,  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖃᕐᕕᒃ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐅᒥᐊᕋᓛᖑᓂᖅᓴᑦ  ᐃᖃᕐᓇᓪᓚᖕᒪᑕ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒋᓇᓱᒃᖢᒋᑦ.  
ᑭᕕᒃᓯᔾᔪᑎᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅ  ᐅᒥᐊᖅ.  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖏᑦ  ᓴᓇᓚᖅᐳᑦ  ᑭᕕᒃᓯᔾᔪᑎᕋᓛᒥᒃ  
ᓴᐳᔾᔨᔨᒥᑦ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᒥᑦ.  ᑕᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᓇᐃᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ.  ᓇᑎᐊᒍᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖃᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᑉ  
ᖁᓛᒍᑦ  ᐃᓯᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕗᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ.  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  78  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ.  ᖁᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ,  ᓱᖁᑕᐅᓇᓂ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᖢᓂᓗ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᒥᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᑎᒧᑦ.  ᒪᕐᕋᐃᑦ  ᐱᔭᖏᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ,  ᑯᓯᖅᓯᐊᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐅᖁᒪᐃᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ  ᐅᖁᒪᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ.      
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ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᐅᔭᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᐱᓯ  ᐃᖅᑲᓂᑦ?  
ᕕᕈ:  ᐄ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᓲᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ.    
ᑭ ᕼᐊ:   ᓱᓕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᓪᓚᑲᑕᒃᖢᓯ?  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᔪᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ  ᐃᖅᑲᐃᑦ  ᖄᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᓂᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᑎᒧᑦ.   
ᑯ ᐸ:  ᐄ.  12  ᓖᑕᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᔭᕇᕋᒥᒃ.    
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᐊᑏ,  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓰᑦ,  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ.  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖏᖅᑲᐃ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᕐᓚᐅᔭᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕐᓂᖅ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᓄᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᖅᐳᖅ.   
ᕕᕈ:  ᐄ,  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᒃᓴᓕᐊᓗᒃ,  ᐊᑭᑐᐊᓗᒃᖢᓂᓗ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓕᒫᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ  ᓇᒃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
(ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
ᐳ ᔅ: ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋ  ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᖅ  ᑕᕆᐅᖑᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᕐᒥᐅᖅ  ᑕᐃᓐᓇᓗ  ᑕᑯᔭᒐᖃᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ  ᓇᒃᓯᐅᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᓯᐅᒃ?     
ᑯ ᐸ:  ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᐳᖓ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐸᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ.  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  
ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᒪᓕᒃᑐᖅ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂ  ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂ.    
ᐳ ᔅ:  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ  ᐱᓯᒪᒍᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᐅᒐᔪᖏᒻᒪᑦ.  ᓂᕆᐅᒋᓚᐅᙱᑕᕋ.   
ᑯ ᐸ: ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.    
ᐳ ᔅ: ᐅᐊᖑᔪᖅ.  ᐱᔭᕇᓚᐅᑲᒃᐳᖅ.  
ᑭ  ᕼᐊ: ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᒐᕕᑦ  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᓯᒐᔅᓯ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ,  ᑕᑯᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᒃᑭᑦ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᑎᑦ. ᓄᑖᑦ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔫᑦ  ᐃᓱᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᕙᒌᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ?      
ᕕᕈ: ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᕗᖅ.  ᑲᑎᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ,  ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.    
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᕗᖅ  ᓴᙲᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ,  ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ  ᕿᒪᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᑦ.   ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ  
ᑎᓕᐅᕆᒐᔭᖅᐳᖓ.  ᓇᓗᓇᕋᑖᕐᒪᑦ  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᕐᒥᑦ.    
ᕕᕈ: ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑕᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ,  ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑕᖅ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᒪᕐᕋᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑕ,  ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓂᑦ,  
ᐊᓰᓪᓗ.  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ  ᐃᓚᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᒥᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ. (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ).  
ᐋᕕ: ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐱᒋᑦ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᕕᓂᑐᖃᑦ?   
ᕕᕈ. ᐄ.   ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖃᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕋ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ,  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᑖᑦ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ.   
ᐋᕕ: ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᐱᓰ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂ  ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕋᔅᓯᐅᒃ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑦ? 
ᕕᕈ:  ᐄ,  ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᕝᕙᓃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ. (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓕ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᖅ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᑎ  ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖏᑉᐱᓯᐅᒃ  ᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂ? 
ᕕᕈ:  ᐃᑎᖏᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅ  ᐊᑲᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᑭᕕᒃᓯᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ.  ᐃᓱᐊᓂ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑕ.      
ᑭ ᕼᐊ:  ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕐᓗᓯ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᐱᓰ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᓯ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓕᒫᓂ?  
ᕕᕈ: ᐄ.  
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᑎᓕᐅᕋᔭᖅᐸᒋᑦ ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᓂ  ᐊᖏᖅᓴᒧᑦ  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᒧᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᑎᒧᑦ  ᓄᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂ  
ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖕᒪᖔᑕ.  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅ  ᖃᒧᖔᓘᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᙱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉ.  
ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒡᓗᑎᒃ   ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖖᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ  ᐱᔭᑎᑦ,  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕋᕕᑦ.  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕋᕕᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ  ᐃᒻᒪᕐᓂᓴᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᒻᒪᖔᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓰᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᐃᖅᑲᒥᑦ  ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᓇᓕᒧᒻᒪᖔᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓕᓵᖅᑕᑎᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᑎᑦ.  
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᑭᓱᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᖐᖏᔾᔪᑎᒋᖕᒪᒋᑦ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᓪᓗ? 
ᕕᕈ:  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᓄᑦ  ᑕᕐᕆᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ,  ᑕᕝᕙᓗ  ᐊᖅᑯᓯᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᐅᕗᖅ  ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᓂᒃ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᕋᓛᓂᒡᓗ,  ᑲᑎᙵᖏᑦᑑᒃ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ   
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ.  ᑭᓱᓕᒫᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ,  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ 
ᑕᑯᓇᓱᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ,  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ.    
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒫᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓯ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐹᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ? 
ᕕᕈ: ᐄ.  
ᑭ ᕼᐊ:  ᐅᓇ  ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔭᕋ  ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᓄᑦ  ᑕᑯᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᔾᔮᙱᑕᓯ  
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ.  ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᖅᐳᖃᐃ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓯ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖓ  ᐊᓯᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᑕᒪᐅᓇ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ.      
ᕕᕈ: ᐊᖏᖅᑐᖓ  ᓴᙱᓛᖑᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᖅ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᑐᖃᐅᖕᒪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒎᑐᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕋᒥ.  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐲᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ,  ᐲᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  
ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 
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ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᐱᒋᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓄᑦ / ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᓄᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ? ᖃᓄᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  
ᐊᕕᒃᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᕙ?  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᖑᕕᓰ  ᐅᓯᑲᕐᓇᓕᒫᒥ?  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓲᖑᕕᓯ  ᑕᕗᖓᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ  ᐅᑎᓲᖑᕕᓰ?   
ᕕᕈ: ᓇᓕᒧᑎᓐᓇᓱᓲᕗᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᕐᒥ  ᒪᓕᓲᕐᓗ  ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒍᓯᕐᓄᑦ,  ᓯᒡᔭᐅᓪᓗ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ,  ᑎᓴᒪᑦ  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ,  ᓇᒧᙵᐅᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒍᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ.  
ᐱᓕᕆᓪᓚᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ  ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᒐᔪᖕᒪᑕ  ᐋᒡᒌᓯᐅᑉ  ᓄᙳᐊᓂ.  
ᑭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓇᓱᒃᑲᑦᑕ  ᐊᙳᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑕ  ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ.  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ  
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕐᓗᑕ  ᑐᕌᕐᓗᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᔪᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ.   
ᑭ ᕼᐊ. ᑐᑭᓯᕗᖓ  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ  ᐅᒡᒋᐊᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ.  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᕗᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓗᓂ  ᐃᓱᓕᒻᒪᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᑐᓴᕈᒥᓇᖅᐳᖅ.    
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᖏᓐᓇᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᒃᑲᓯᐅᑭᐊᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᒫᑦ.  ᑕᑯᔪᒪᕕᓯ  ᓇᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑎᒥᒃᑯᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᓱᕈᐃᔪᓂᒃ?      
ᕕᕈ: ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔪᒍᑦ.  
ᑭ ᕼᐊ:  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᒥᑭᓗᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᒃᑲ  ᓇᓃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᕋᕕᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑎᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ.   
ᕕᕈ: ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᕗᑦ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐅᓄᓛᒧᑐᐊᖑᖕᒪᑦ 100  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ. 
ᑯ ᐸ:  ᑐᖁᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ,  ᐱᔮᖅᑯᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ.    
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᓇᐸᔪᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐲᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑎᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕈᕕᑦ.  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᖅᐳᑎᑦ  
ᐃᓐᓇᕈᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.    
ᕕᕈ: ᕋᔅᔅ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕈᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑯᕆᔅᑏᓐᒥᒃ,  ᐅᐊᖑᒐᔭᖅᐳᖅ. (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
ᑭ ᕼᐊ:  ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᒐᕕᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᑉ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓ  ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑦ,  ᖃᓄᑎᒋᒧᑦ?  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᑐᑭᓯᓪᓚᑦᑖᓕᖅᐱᓰ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᓯᓐᓂ?   
ᕕᕈ:  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖓ  ᓱᓕ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑐᓴᕋᔭᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒥᑦ.  ᐅᓄᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᓱᓕ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ  
ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᕗᒍᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓲᓂᒃ   ᑕᓕᓕᕐᓗᒍ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᖅ,  ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᒪᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ  
ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᒧᑦ.  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐱᒍᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ.    
ᑭ ᕼᐊ:  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᒥᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  
ᑕᑯᓇᖕᓂᐊᕋᕕᒋᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᓂᓪᓗ.  ᐱᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᓂᑭᑦᑖᖅᑑᖕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ  ᑭᓱᓂᒃ   
ᐱᖏᒻᒪᖔᖅᐱᑦ  ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᓲᒧᑦ.    
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᑐᐊᖑᕚᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ?  
ᕕᕈ: ᐄ.  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐃᒥᓕᖕᓂ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᓱᕋᓱᓲᖑᕗᒍᑦ.  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  
ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᐅᔭᓕᒫᒃᑯᑦ.     
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᖃᖓᐅᒃᑰᖅᑎᒋᕙᒃᖢᓂ?  
ᕕᕈ: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ   ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒧᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
ᑭ  ᕼᐊ: ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᒧᑦ?  ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓪᓗᖓ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ?  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᔭᔅᓯᓐᓃᖦᖢᓯ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᐱᓯ?    
ᑯ ᐸ: ᐄ.  

***ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓅᓃᑦ*** 

9. ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ (ᑭᒻ  Hᐅᓚᓐᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓰᑦ/ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓰᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᑦ  ᐲᖅᓯᓂᕐᓂᑦ   

10. ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᑖᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ   ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᓪᓗ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ.  

11. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (ᑭ  ᕼᐊ)  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᒎᑐᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ  
ᐃᓐᓇᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖓᓂᒃ.   

12. ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ (ᓇᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ)  
ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ  2019ᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

13. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ   ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᒫᔾᔨ  13, 2020 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ.   
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ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᖃᒃᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  
  

ᑭᖑᓕᕐᒥ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᑦ 

ᐃᒪ:  ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ.  ᑕᓚᕘᕐᓂᕗᑦ  ᐃᓱᓕᑎᓐᓂᐊᓕᕋᒃᑯ.  ᒪᕐᕉᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᒃ.  ᕕᕈ ᕕᐋᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  
ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ/ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᑳᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᐅᑉ  ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ  
ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ.  ᑭᖑᕙᖓᕈᔪᖕᒪᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ  ᑭᖑᕙᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  ᐅᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᖓ   
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓᑦ  ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ (ᔫᓂᒧᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆᒧᓪᓗ  
2019ᒥ)  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓄᑦ.  ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒃᑐᒍᑦ  ᓱᓕ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓄᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ.  
ᓇᒃᓯᐅᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᓯᐅᒃ  ᐃᐊ  ᒫᒧᑦ  ᒫᔾᔨ 13, 2020ᒧᑦ.    (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ)   
ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᑐᕌᖅᑎᓛᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓄᑦ  2020ᒥ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥᐅᓛᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ  ᑐᙵᓗᐊᖏᒻᒪᑕ.    
ᑭ ᕼᐊ: ᓇᓃᒃᑲᔭᕐᒪᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ?  
ᐃᒪ:  ᑮᓇᒥᑦ  ᑮᓇᒨᕈᑦᑕ,  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓃᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᐳᖅ  ᓂᑭᑦᑖᕋᓱᖃᑦᑕᕋᑦᑕ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  ᐋᑐᕚᒥᓗ.      
KM:  ᓯᒡᔭᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓛᕐᒪᑕ  ᔫᓂᒥ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  ᓯᓂᒡᕕᒃᓴᑭᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᕗᖅ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᖃᐃ  ᐊᓯᖏᑦ  ᑎᑭᓯᒪᕙᒌᕋᔭᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒧᖓ.     
 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒧᑦ  ᓇᓂᓗ  ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᖓᐅᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑮᓇᕐᒥᑦ  ᑮᓇᕐᒧᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᓗᑎᒃ.  (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ)  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦᑐᑦ.  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᑐᔪᖅ.    

  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ   ᐱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᕙᓂ  i) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᒥᑦ,   ii) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᔫᓂ 21, 2019ᒥ, iii) ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2019ᒥ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂᓪᓗ.  

 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1.  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ   ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ  25, 2020ᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ     

# ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ   ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ By ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ 
1 ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ   

ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓄᑦ 
ᓄᑖᖑᓛᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ   

ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ   ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ.  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ   
ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᓂᒃ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᒫᔾᔨ 9, 2020ᒥ.  
ᖃᖓᒧᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓇᓂ  ᓄᓇᕗᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ   

2 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑯᓂᒥᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ  
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ   
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ  ᐊᑑᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ   

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ   

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ   
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇᓗ  
ᓄᑖᕈᖅᓯᒪᓗᓂ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂ.    

***ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓅᓃᑦ*** 

15. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ    ᐸᕐᓇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ  ᑮᓇᒧᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ   ᖃᖓᑭᐊᖅ  ᔫᓂ  2020ᒥᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ 
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3 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯ ᑦ /ᒎᑐ 
ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ “ᑭᓱᓂᒃ  
ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ”  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓗᓂ  
ᑎᑎᕋᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥ    

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   /ᒎᑐ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ. Q2ᒥ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ  ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕈᑎᒥᓂᒃ  2020ᒥ.  
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᐳᑦ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ  
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ  
ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ.    

4 ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯ ᑦ   
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᒥᒃ    

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓱᓕ. ᑐᙵᔪᖅ   
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕇᕐᓂᐊᓄᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎ 3 
ᑲᔪᓯᖁᓪᓗᒍ. 

5 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ    ᐸᕐᓇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓᑐᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ  
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ   
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ  
ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ 
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎ  4ᒥᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ    ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓱᓕ. ᑐᙵᔪᖅ   
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕇᕐᓂᐊᓄᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎ 4 
ᑲᔪᓯᖁᓪᓗᒍ. 

7 ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯ ᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  
ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᓕᖕᓂᒃ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ  
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ    

ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ.  ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  2019ᒧᑦ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ.  

8 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ    ᐸᕐᓇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  
ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ  
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐊᓂ  ᒫᔾᔨ 2, 2020  
ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᒥᓄᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᓱᓕ    

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯ ᑦ / 
ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ.  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ   
ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᒫᔾᔨ 5, 2020ᒥ. 

9 ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ    
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓰᑦ / ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ  
ᐸᕐᓇᖕᓃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓂᑦ  
ᐲᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ      

ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   
/ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓱᓕ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ  
ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ  2020ᒧᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒧᐊᕐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

11 ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ    
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ  
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ  ᓄᑖᓂᑦ  
ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ   

ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ    ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᓂ  
ᐊᓯᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ   ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ 
 

12 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ   
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᒎᑐ  
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ   ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ  
ᐃᓐᓇᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖓᓂᒃ   

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓱᓕ.  
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13 ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯ ᑦ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᒃ   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  
ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  /  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  
ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ  

ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ     ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᓂ  
ᐊᓯᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ   ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ 
 

14 ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂ  ᒫᔾᔨ 13, 
2020ᒧᑦ     

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ  
ᐅᖃᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ   ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒥᑦ. 

15 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᑮᓇᒥᑦ  
ᑮᓇᒧᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒧᑦ  ᔫᓂ  
2020ᒥᖃᐃ      

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ     ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓱᓕ. ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ  
ᓇᒧᙵᕈᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᓗ  
ᐱᕕᑭᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᙱᓚᖅ  
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ. 

  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2.  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2019ᒥ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

# ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ   ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ 
By 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ 

1 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᑮᓇᒥᑦ  
ᑮᓇᒧᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒧᑦ  2019 
ᓄᙳᐊᓂ 2020 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ    ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ  ᓅᑕᐅᔪᖅ  ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 25, 
2020ᒧᑦ  ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᒐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᓅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ,  
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 8, 2020ᒥ.    

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3.  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᔫᓂ  21, 2019ᒥ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ   ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ By ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ 
1 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ  

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᔫᓂ  25, 2019ᒥ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ  
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᓂᒋᑦ  
ᐅᐸᒋᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ  
ᓄᖅᑲᖔᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᕖᓪᓗ  ᑕᕆᐅᓂ  
2019ᒥ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᕐᒥ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᔫᓂ 25, 
2019ᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓐᓗᒋᓐᓗ  
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ.  
ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᒃᑯᑦ  ᑐᕌᖓᔪᒧᑦ  
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ,  
ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ  ᔪᓚᐃ 26, 2019ᒻ  ᐅᖃᖅᖢᑕ  
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᖢᒍ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅ. 

2 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  
ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  
ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ  ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ  ᓇᐅᒃᑰᖅᑏᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ  ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᓯᑯᓂᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔨ  
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᒦᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ  ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ  
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕌᖓᒥᒃ  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
ᓅᒃᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ  
ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᓪᓗ. 
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3 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦ  2018ᒥ  
D2ᓂᒃ  ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᓄᑦ  ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓄᓪᓗ  
ᐅᓄᙱᓛᖑᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. 2018ᒥ  2019ᒥᓗ, 9  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  D2ᓂᒃ  ᐃᒃᑕᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ  
ᑐᖁᓴᐃᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

4 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯᓂᒃ  
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᓯᕐᓂᒃ  
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᕈᓘᔭᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒡᓗ  
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓕᕈᑎᒃ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ  
ᐅᑭᓴᖅᑕᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ  
ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᓴᓇᓂᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ  
ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᑳᑉᑕᓐ ᖓᓂᒃ,  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ  
ᑳᑉᑕᓐ ᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐱᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ  ᕕᐊᑦᓈᕝᑯᓐᓂᒡᓗ  
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

5 ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ 
 

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ,  
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ  
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ.   

6 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂᒋᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  
ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ  
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ  
ᐋᒡᒋᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐱᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᓪᓗᐊᑕᑦ  
ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓰᑦ.    

7 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐊᑐᓃᖓᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂ  
“ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
(ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ)  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᑐᕌᖓᒥᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  2019ᒧᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ (ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  
ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ,   
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ, 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ,  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ,  
ᓯᒡᔭᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ). 

8 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  
ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒧᑦ  ᑐᙵᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ  
ᐅᑭᐅᖑᓂᖓᓂ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᑐᕌᖓᒥᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  2019ᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ (ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ,   ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  
ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ,  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒥ,  ᓯᒡᔭᓂᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ). 

9 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐋᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᒃᓇᓐᓂᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ.  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  /ᒎᑐ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᓪᓗ    

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
ᐅᓪᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ  ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 13,  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖓᑦ (ᐳ ᔅ) ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ.    

1
0 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  (ᐳ ᔅᑯᑦ)  
ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᓂᒃ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᒥ  ᐃᒃᖠᕐᕕᐅᔭᓄᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ      ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐳ ᔅ ᑐᓂᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᒥ  
ᐃᒃᖠᕐᕕᐅᔭᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᒎᑐᒃᑯᓐᓐᓄᑦ  
ᔫᓂ 27,  2019ᒥ. 
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ᒪᑦᑎᑦᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᒎᑐᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.     

11 ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  (ᐳ ᔅᑯᑦ)  ᑐᓂᓯᓗᓂ  
ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᓇᓂᓯᕕᐅᑉ  
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂᑦ. 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐳ ᔅ ᑐᓂᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᒥ  
ᐃᒃᖠᕐᕕᐅᔭᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᒎᑐᒃᑯᓐᓐᓄᑦ  
ᔫᓂ 27,  2019ᒥ. 

1
2 

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓗᓂᐅᒃ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  
ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓇᐅᙱᖔᕐᓗᓂ 
“ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᑕᒫᓃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  
ᐆᒪᔪᑦ”.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᑕᐃᒎᓯᖅ  
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ  ᑕᕝᕙᙵᓂᑦ  ᑕᐅᕗᖓ.    

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  
ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ  ᑕᕐᕆᔭᐅᑎᒍᑦ  
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓪᓗ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᑕᐃᒎᓯᕐᒥᒃ. 

1
3 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ / ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  
ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᓃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᒃ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.     

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
/ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. 2019ᒧᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 31, 2019ᒥ,  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂᓗ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

1
4 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯ ᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᐃᓗᓂᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᕿᒦᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᒃ  ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ.    

1
5 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ/ᒎᑐ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕐᓂᒃ 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ)  
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  2019ᒥ  
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  /ᒎᑐ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᒎᑐ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓂᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᓂᒡᓗ  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᕇᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᑦ  
ᓱᓕᓂᕋᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓰᑦ  
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐋᒡᒌᓯ  13,  2019ᒥ. 

1
6 

ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ. 

ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐱᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  2019ᒥ.  ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  2019ᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ  
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ. 

1
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ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᖅᑯᓯᓂᒃ  
ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ  ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ  
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᔨᒥᒃ,  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ,  
ᐊᓯᓂᒡᓗ.   

ᒎᑐ/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐱᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  2019ᒥ.    ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  2019ᒧᑦ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ. 

1
9 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  (J Hᒃᑯᑦ) ᑐᓐᓯᓗᓂ  
ᐊᐃᕖᑦ  ᐅᒡᓖᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒡᓗ  
ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ . 
 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. JH ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᔫᓂ  
28,  2019ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᒥᑦᑑᑉ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᖓᓂ  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ  ᐅᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
(ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖏᑦᑐᓂᒡᓗ)  
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ  ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᑦ  
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ   ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ   
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᔪᓚᐃ 
8, 2019ᒥ  ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕋᒥᒃ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ.   

2
0 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
ᓴᓇᓂᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  
ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ  ᐅᒡᓕᖏᑦ  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᕿᓂᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᕐᒥᒃ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᒥᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ.    

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ     ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ     ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂᒃ (ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ  
ᐅᒡᓕᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒃᑯᓪᓗ)  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ  ᐅᒡᓕᖏᑕ   
ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᕿᓂᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᔪᓚᐃ 3, 2019ᒥ  
ᐱᖅᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᑦ  
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᖃᓂᓛᕆᕙᒡᓗᒍ  5  
ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂ  ᓄᓇᓂ),  
ᖃᖓᑕᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕈᑎᒃ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᒍᑦ  ᐊᐃᕖᑦ  
ᓄᓈᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ  
ᔪᓚᐃ 19, 2019ᒥ  ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  
ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖓ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  
ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ   
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᓂ  ᐊᑐᓂ  
ᐅᒡᓖᑦ  ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  2018ᒥᓗ  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᑉ  
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᓂ  
ᑕᖅᑭᒨᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ,  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᑦ  
ᐅᖓᓰᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  5  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ   ᐅᖓᑖᓂ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐅᒡᓕᓂᑦ.  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᓂᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑎᑎᕋᖓᓂᒃ  ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 16, 2019ᒥ.     
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Marine Environment Working Group (MEWG) Draft Meeting 22 Minutes  

Dates:   
Day 1: Thursday June 25, 
2020/12:30 pm – 5:00 pm 

(EST)  
Day 2: Friday July 10 2020 2:00 

pm – 4:45 pm (EST) 
 

• From a Computer (PC/Mac) or a Smartphone/Tablet (iOS-Android), click the following link : 
https://cms.baffinland.com/invited.sf?id=064701805&secret=3rqNSk7iCqrsfVLhdIwrOg 

• From a phone, dial +14168142855, and enter the meeting ID (064701805) 
Member Organization Participants Member Organization Participants 
Baffinland Iron Mines 
Corporation 
(Baffinland) 

Lou Kamermans (LK) – (y) Makivik Gregor Gilbert (GG2) – (n) 

Steve Douville (SD)- (y) Mittimatalik Hunters and 
Trappers Organization 
(MHTO) 

Amanda Hanson Main 
(AHM) – (y) 

Connor Devereaux (CD) – (y) 

Emma Malcolm (EM)- (y)  

Genevieve Morinville 
(GM) – (y) 

Qikiqtani Inuit 
Association (QIA) 
and Consultants 

Chris Spencer (CS) – (y) Observer Organization Participants 

Bruce Stewart (BS) – (y) 
Jeff Higdon (JH) – (y) World Wildlife Fund – 

Canada (WWF) 
Andrew Dumbrille (AD) – (y) 

Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada 
(DFO) 

Kim Howland (KH) – (y) Brandon Laforest (BL) – (n) 
Alexandra Sorckoff (AS) – (y) 
Marianne Marcoux 
(MM) – (y) 

Environment and 
Climate Change 
Canada (ECCC) 

Grant Gilchrist (GG) – (y) Oceans North Canada 
(Oceans North) 

Amanda Joynt (AJ) – (y) 

Anne Wilson (AW) – (y) Josh Jones (Scripps 
Institute) – (y) 

Government of Nunavut Brad Pirie (BP) – (y) 
Nunavut Impact Review 
Board (NIRB) 

Solomon Amuno (SA) – (n) 
Natalie O’Grady - (n) Cory Barker (CB) – (y) 

Canadian Northern 
Economic Development 
Agency (CANNOR) 

Arusa Shafi (AS2) – (y) 

Parks Canada Allison Stoddart (AS) – (n) Baffinland Consultants Participants 
Chantal Vis (CV) – (n) Golder Patrick Abgrall (PA) – (y) 

Phil Rouget (PR) – (y) 
Jacquie Bastick (JB) – (y) JASCO Melanie Austin (MA) – (y) 

EDI Mike Setterington (MS) – (y) 

 
 

https://cms.baffinland.com/invited.sf?id=064701805&secret=3rqNSk7iCqrsfVLhdIwrOg
https://cms.baffinland.com/invited.sf?id=064701805&secret=3rqNSk7iCqrsfVLhdIwrOg
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Agenda – Day 1 (June 25, 2020) and Day 2 (July 10, 2020) 
Day Time Activity 

Day 1 12:30pm – 
12:45pm  

Welcome and Rollcall 

12:45pm – 
1:15pm  

Baffinland Update  
• 2020 Shipping Season Overview 
• Update on Extension Request to the Production Increase Proposal  
• Impacts of COVID-19 on 2020 Marine Monitoring Programs 
• MEWG Terms of Reference update 

1:15pm – 
2:45pm 

2020 Marine Monitoring Programs Overview 
- Relevant to Project Certificate Terms and Conditions 1, 45, 76, 

83, 83(a), 87, 89, 91, 99, 101, 103, 105, 109, 111, 112, 113, 114, 
115, 126  

2:45pm – 
3:00pm 

Health Break  

3:00pm – 
5:00pm 

2020 Shipping Mitigation Review 
- Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 77, 87, 91, 102, 103, 

105, 110, 111, 112, 120, 125(a), 183 
Day 2 2:00pm – 

4:45pm 
Welcome and Roll Call 
2020 Shipping Mitigation Review (continued) 
Early Warning Indicator Development Update  

- Relevant to Project Certificate Terms and Conditions 110 and 
112 

 
Day 1: June 25, 2020 

Discussion and Comments 

Baffinland Update 

Baffinland welcomes all participants from member and observer organizations. 

Baffinland (EM) presents a summary of 2019 shipping season update, as described below  

2020 Shipping Season Overview – slide 2 
EM: BIM is gearing up for the shipping season, targeting to ship up to the approved 6 MTPA of iron ore. Expecting to 
begin the shipping season around July 23; however, this is dependent on ice conditions. Expecting 2 tugs and an ice 
breaker (MSV Botnica) to come in at the beginning and end of the season. We also anticipate ~3 cargo vessels at Milne 
Port and 3 - 4 fuel tankers. 
Update on Extension Request to Production Increase Proposal – slide 3 
NIRB’s recommendation to the Minister, extension request was approved to December 31, 2021. Updates to Project 
Certification No. 005 relevant to the marine environment include submission of a “Marine Shipping & Vessel 
Management”(MSVM) report to the NIRB prior to the commencement of the shipping season; modifications to term 
and condition 183: Collaboration with the MEWG on impact avoidance or mitigation strategies to be implemented; 
implementation of direction from DFO regarding any avoidance or mitigation strategies, including the cessation of any 
activity, for the protection of the marine environment; submission of bi-annual tracking table to DFO outlining 
collection of recommendations of the MEWG and any directions from DFO; and, where direction from DFO has been 
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provided, BIM must demonstrate efforts to implement this direction or a rationale if the recommendation has not been 
fully implemented. 
AJ: When will the MSVM report be submitted to the NIRB? It would be helpful before shipping season?  
EM: Before shipping season begins, any project-related vessels will be included in the report. 
AD: Is the anticipated activity much different from last year? 
EM: It is consistent to the 2019 year. Less ore carriers are expected. Due to current stockpile projections, and there will 
be less cargo vessels as well.  
Impacts of COVID-19 on 2020 Marine Monitoring Programs Overview – Slide 4 
EM: A letter was submitted yesterday (June 24, 2020) to the NIRB regarding the challenges BIM has faced due to 
COVID-19 and the impacts it has had on the planning of 2020 environmental programs. This submission should be 
posted on the NIRB Public Registry for your overview. Impacts include delays in securing NRI research permits, and the 
receiving of letters of support from MHTO for DFO license to fish. We are waiting for a QIA letter of support for a 
permit at Bruce Head related to the use of the drone.  Thank you for all the letters of support that have been received 
so far.  
CS: We are currently putting together a letter of support for you. 
EM: Thank you. We are waiting to hear back from NRI on the status of research permits.  We expect to be compliant 
with the terms and conditions of the Marine Environment commitments, however we will not be able to have Inuit 
environmental monitors from local Nunavut communities.  With regard to ballast water sampling, this will be managed 
in two ways – the port captain will sample or provide unit to vessel (***update: Port Captains approved to board vessel 
and complete salinity/temperature ballast water testing***). We were hoping to run a biological sampling program this 
year based on DFO guidance; however, this will be pushed to 2021. Various travel restrictions have impacted Inuit 
participation in marine monitoring programs.  The roles by community members will be filled by Golder staff.  COVID-
19 has caused other considerations such as budget pressures.  For example, the Inuit work force has been sent home 
and replaced with contractors. Further to this, various health and safety procedures have come at additional costs, 
such as dedicated flights to Mary River rather than flying commercially. Labs are also working at a reduced capacity and 
could result in a delay in results and recording deadlines.  Contractors are also working from home dealing with 
daycare issues, etc. 
MEWG Terms of Reference – Status Update – Slide 5 
EM: I want to provide a high level overview, as well as want to quickly summarize what was discussed earlier. 
Conditions associated with the extension request, requirements outlined by the responsible Minister’s for tracking and 
reporting on implementation of recommendations made by the MEWG will need to be integrated into the Terms of 
Reference (ToR). This also includes commitments to collaboration with DFO on marine monitoring programs. The 
timeline for the updated draft ToR is unknown at this time.  
BP: In terms of reference we would prefer to have a concrete timeline to get this back to us. 
EM: We should have something out before the end of summer. 
JB: With regard to the ToR, the MHTO was not on the call in May to provide their feedback. Have you had a chance to 
discuss with them? 
EM: Yes, we shared a meeting and a follow up call was offered. We have not been able to follow up and have a 
dedicated session on the ToR. 
AJ: Thank you. We have noted this. We would hope that the work would occur much sooner so that the time at the 
technical meetings is not spent working on the ToR. (M-25062020-1) 
JB: We second this. We should get ahead before the hearing. You noted there would be inclusion of anchorage 
selection locations. Note that the anchorage location near Bylot Island is within a wildlife sanctuary.  
EM: You are referring to the January 2020 memo. The alternative exercise is that none of the other locations were 
suitable. At present we will continue to use Ragged Island anchorage locations. 
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AD: The agreement between QIA and Baffinland, has this been finalized and signed? 
EM: BIM is working with QIA. 
AS2: Are you complying with the MHTO terms on caribou and dust? 
EM: We are having ongoing dedicated conversations about this with the MHTO. We can follow up on this conversation 
offline. 
EM: The production increase report will indicate the shipping details. The report will be submitted to the NIRB in 
advance of the shipping season and will thus be available on the public record. A meeting date with the MHTO is not 
yet set.  We can let you know once it is available on the public record. (ACTION M-25062020-2) 
AJ: We would like some clarity of the language, if we could have some definitions. Can we use the NIRB report to 
identify this? 
AHM: In the NIRB shipping report, there is no section on the use of icebreakers. Have you had discussions on the use of 
the icebreaker at the front and end of shipping season meetings?   
CB: Going through the expectations, we should have a report in the next few weeks and this will be available on the 
public record through NIRB’s Public Registry. The report will define ice breaking and ice management. The use of 
terminology may have caused some confusion. The use of icebreakers is standard practice for the purpose of assisting 
vessels entering an area.  
AMH: Thank you for the information. I would like to ask someone from Transport Canada whether icebreaker vessels 
have come in before Baffinland vessels. 

2020 Marine Monitoring Studies 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 1, 76, 83, 83(a), 87, 89, 91, 99, 113, 114, and 126 

Golder presents a summary of proposed programs for the 2020 field season 

2020 MEEMP Program (Slide 2)  
PR: The focus of this presentation is to outline what is being proposed for the 2020 marine-based monitoring study 
which includes monitoring at Milne Port, as well as a series of marine mammal-focused studies. We have various 
technical leads on the call standing by if there are any questions you need answers to. The 2020 Milne Port-based 
program is an integrated program that includes the Marine Environmental Effects Monitoring Program (MEEMP) and 
the Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) monitoring program. Both these monitoring programs are integrated along with the 
habitat offset monitoring program which is tied to the fisheries authorization for the existing ore dock and the new 
freight dock that was installed last year (2019). The MEEMP program is a multi-parameter environmental affects 
program. It includes monitoring marine water quality, marine sediment, marine vegetation, fish habitat, and fish 
health. The sampling design is based on metal mining technical guidance for environmental effects monitoring and 
includes statistical approaches for detecting project impacts on the marine environment as predicted in the 
environmental impact statement.  This is the 6th consecutive year of effects monitoring for this program. The field 
program is scheduled to occur over a 28-day program from July 28th to August 18th to accommodate for flight 
schedules at the mine. We have a team of 9-10 people. The sampling design for the MEEMP program is based on a 
radial gradient design extending outwards from the ore dock. The ore dock represents the potential point source for 
contaminants such as ore dust, waste water, as well as physical modifications to the project that might be related to 
the marine infrastructure or the marine vessels using the port. The radial pattern is designed to detect effects based on 

***ACTIONS*** 
1. Baffinland to provide tentative schedule for the ToR amendment process  
2. Baffinland to notify to the Working Group that the Shipping Report has been submitted to the 

NIRB. 
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a gradient of key components that are tied to numerical indicators. An example of an indicator includes that of metal 
concentrations. 
MEEMP – Water Quality  (Slide 3) 
PR: The MEEMP – Water Quality Program is basically a series of five sampling events over a 4-week period. The point of 
this program is to monitor potential changes in the water quality associated with site drainage, and the treated F1 
discharge which includes iron ore stockpile runoff. In the previous years, there were a total of four (4) water quality 
stations near the primary site of discharge which is shown in the yellow icons in the inset map on the right and includes 
one station immediately adjacent to the site discharge point. Three additional stations located about 250 meters 
slightly offshore are arranged in a radial pattern from that nearshore location. Modification to the program this year 
involves additional compliance monitoring for a second discharge monitoring location known as MPO6 - the four (4) 
yellow icons to the left. MPO6 is the discharge associated to the stockpile containment pond, consistent with the 
monitoring design for primary discharge. MP06 does not represent a continuous discharge. Rather, it discharges 
intermittently and only follows testing of the water at the containment pond itself to confirm it meets the required 
discharge criteria. Golder will be coordinating with the Milne Port Site to ensure our sampling is conducted during 
active discharge at MP06. Five (5) samples will be taken over a 4-week period at each station, where we will collect 
physical chemical measurements from surface to bottom (i.e., water depth profiles using hand-held water quality 
meters looking at PH, temperature etc.). In addition, we will collect discrete water quality samples. Samples are 
processed at site and then will be sent off to ALS labs to assess a range of parameters, including pH, hardness, total 
organic carbon, nutrients, metals, petroleum, hydrocarbon, and various other items. We also have a water depth 
profiling program that extends into Milne Inlet all the way up to Ragged Island. The vessel-based sample is more 
opportunistically done, using the research vessel during field sampling events. We try to target a series of surface to 
bottom CTD (Conductivity Temperature Depth) casts, similar to previous years, and representing the areas along the 
shipping corridor and we try to target, if time allows, separate sampling events for all those stations. Those stations are 
shown in purple and pink in the slide. 
MEEMP – Marine Sediment Quality and Benthic Infauna (Slide 4) 
PR: This component of the project is based on a radial gradient design extending out from the ore dock. The radial 
pattern is designed to detect project effects, such as changes in metal concentrations in sediment, or changes in biota 
in contrast to increasing distance to and from the point source, being the ore dock. The design for both components 
(i.e. epifauna and epiflora) is based on repeated measure in distance regression analysis, where each station is 
resampled annually. The repeated measures analysis is an alternative to the Before and After - Control Impact (BACI) 
ANOVA design. This offers a higher sensitivity to detecting to changes. The design includes 4 transects that radiate out 
from the existing ore dock and the new freight dock transect. The east and the west transects shoot out in those 
respective directions and they are arranged along the 15-meter depth contour to minimize any confounding influence 
of depth on sentiment. The 15-meter contour was selected and has not changed since the start of the program. It has 
the highest level of biodiversity, based on baseline sampling. It is also the area that we feel is most unaffected by 
winter or ice scour. Both transects extend approximately 1,500 meters to the east and to the west. We also have the 
north and the north east transects that extend offshore from the existing shore dock to a distance of 2,000 meters. 
They correspond to a water depth of 100 and 120 meters up the offshore end, respectively.  These transects include 
both the distance and the depth gradient for consideration for EEM design. Each of these 4 transects have a total of 15 
sampling stations that are arranged at increased distances from the ore dock. That was a change that was implemented 
in 2019 and that is what we are carrying forward for this year. A coastal transect has historically been part of the 
MEEMP. This transect starts at the eastern end of the east transect and extends north along the 50-meter depth 
contour for about 4 kilometers. The coastal transect extends outside the predicted stations. We looked at that in more 
detail this winter and we made the decision that the stations along that transect were mostly redundant and did not 
add significant value towards the interpretation of the gradient from Project’s influence.  Mostly because the sampling 
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design for the sub-seafloor and because sampling does not require a reference location, we expanded the in 2019 
going from 5 stations to 15 stations. Based on these considerations we are proposing to remove the coastal transect 
from the MEEMP sampling design. 
MEEMP – Benthic Epifauna and Epiflora (Slide 5) 
PR: This program aims to survey within a series of 10 rectangular belt transect plots which are 1 m X 5 m in dimension.  
These were installed in 2018, where 5 are in the reference area and 5 are in the study area, in 10 and 20 meters’ deep 
water. The belts consist of 2 hollow steel pipes that are connected to 5-meter-long chains laid along the sea floor. 
These transects are surveyed using the ROV that we have on site using the underwater video system. Last year when 
we returned to site they were subject to some scour issues where three (3) or four (4) were moved out of the site - we 
flagged this as a concern. We are unsure what it will look like this year and, because we didn’t have divers on site last 
year, we weren’t able to reposition them and were unable to survey all 10 stations. There are two items that we are 
going to address this year. One, we have divers so we will go to those sites and survey them and ensure the ones from 
last year are ok, and if not, we will try and fix those we were unable to fix last year and rearrange them, and then use 
the ROV or the divers to survey along the lanes. We are also looking at an alternative this year that are less subject to 
scour issues such as construction sample quadrants 1 m x 1 m (20 or 30) and place them in control and reference areas. 
We also had some issues with the sediment baskets that were deployed as part of the aquatic invasive species (AIS) 
program – they were also taken out by ice. 
MEEMP – Marine Fish (Slide 6) 
PR: Fish sample procedures in 2020 will be consistent with previous years. The goal is to provide a general 
characterization to the fish community near the ore dock and adjacent areas of the port. Fish data from all the 
sampling locations are used to construct species-specific length and weight distributions and sampling for these 
programs. It is done two to three times weekly over the course of the 4-week program. We have submitted 
applications to DFO for license to fish for scientific purposes as well as the animal use protocol permit.  These are being 
processed. Fish sampling techniques that we will be using this year are similar to other years. We have gill nets, fukui 
trap, fyke net, trawling, beach seine, and angling. Most of the fishing will occur in the area of the ore dock and freight 
dock but there are some additional areas further out in Assomption Harbour. All the fish collected will be transferred to 
containers filled with aerated station water. Photos will be taken for each species and each station. All fish captured 
are identified and assigned to species categories and undergo external examination. They are measured for length and 
weight and then returned to the aerated container to allow for recovery prior to release back in the area of capture.  
Unless the fish were targeted specifically for the fish health survey component of the program, any incidental fish 
mortalities will be retained for fish tissue chemistry for the 2 target species which are Hiatella and fourhorn sculpin. 
Fish are processed in the field and stored on ice prior to sending on to labs where they handle the aging and the tissue 
analysis and stomach content analysis. All sampling done is in accordance to the DFO permitting requirements. The fish 
health survey component is slightly different from previous years in that it is aligned with federally regulated 
requirements under the Metal and Diamond Mining Effluent Regulations (MDMER). We have selected fourhorn sculpin 
based on previous sampling results showing that the species was in inadequate abundance in the area to support. The 
study also harvested for local consumption and is a resident species more ideal than Arctic char. Target sample sizes for 
both were 20 adult males and female and if we are unable to determine the sex of the organism in the field we will be 
collecting a total of 40 of each species consistent with MDMER guidance on effect indicators for the fish health survey 
include measures of growth, reproduction, condition, and survival. 
Locations Shown in Milne Port (Slide 7) 
PR: This is a figure showing where sampling locations were in 2019 - you can see how they were spread out in Milne 
Port. 
Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Program (Slide 8)  
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 76, 87 



 

7 
 

PR: The AIS program is the second integrated program at Milne Port. It is designed to address potential risks of non-
indigenous species (NIS) or AIS to the marine environment that would could originate from ship ballast water. This is 
based on areas with the highest likely invasion. Monitoring is conducted at a surveillance level. The program itself 
consists of independently-collected data across multiple levels, looking at marine vegetation, zooplankton, etc. The 
goal is to establish a comprehensive inventory of existing marine data in the project area as a point of reference for any 
new species identified over time and to evaluate potential changes in community structure that may be linked to NIS 
introduction. The marine organisms that were collected in the baseline years in 2010 and 2013 also contributed to the 
overall NIS/AIS inventory. Monitoring is basically conducted annually until results are gained satisfactory to the 
reduction in monitoring in the marine environment.  
AD: Are there any signatures that you can trace back to ballast water or grey water from ships? Can you actually 
determine the source or is there nothing specific or unique in those where the species come from exactly? 
PR: There are a couple of ways to determine between specialized hull invasive versus ballast water invasive. Is that 
what you mean?  
AD: Yes - just wondering if you can trace it back? 
PR: What we do to address that, when you find a potential NIS or AIS, is to do a comprehensive desktop research 
exercise. Often when you go through this process you find species that are identified as hull or ballast water species.  
Research or literature reviews usually help. We are working with DFO to develop a ballast water sampling program 
onboard the vessels so we can look at what is in the ballast water biologically.  To date we have only really looked at 
physical parameters of ballast water. Essentially we would look at plankton sampling exercise on one or more ballast 
water samples on ships to determine what animals are coming from what parts of the world – this is an ongoing 
exercise. That is addressed through the ROV-based ship hall surveys which identifies species level as well as what 
colonization we are seeing on those certain parts such as the stern of the ship. We are looking at taking DNA samples 
this year, collecting specimens so they can be sent back to the south for DNA analysis and preserving them which has 
not been done before. 
KH: Another way to potentially tell what might be coming in is to look at where vessel origin and the type of invasive 
species established in those regions – this can assist with identifying potential invasive species in ballast water.  We 
have done this with DFO in some of our risk assessment work to narrow down potential species to complement the 
sampling. I would also offer to do some water sampling close to the vessels or in the ballast water with genetics 
methods (eDNA) screening. You could possibly use this in the future. 
PR: Due to COVID restrictions we are unable to go on the ships this year. 
PR: The slide discusses some of the sampling techniques involved in the AIS program, ranging from zooplankton, 
benthic infauna to epifauna with the ROV video work, along with divers this year. We also have sediment baskets and 
surveys - we have amped up the program tremendously. We want to ensure the baskets are in there long enough over 
the next several years so that we are able to get representative samples back and increase confidence that they will be 
there next year. We have purchased 80 settlement baskets and plates.  
AD: Do you know how may ships are treating their ballast water? 
PR: Yes, that information is detailed in our response in the NIRB annual report. Off memory, of the ~80 ships, about 20 
to 25 (about a ¼), of the ships are repeat ships and come 2-3 times per summer. 
SD: Approximately 9 ships were asked to do a ballast exchange prior to release and to also treat at the same time. So, 
all ships will do a ballast exchange on the high seas and then treat as it comes into Milne   
AD: As far as % of transits go, do you also detail that in the annual report Phil? 
PR: It is about 25% of total of ore carrier transits that had treatment systems on board and they were doing both the 
exchange and treatment. 
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AD: The importance of the work you are doing, DFO is soon to release their study about effectiveness of treatment 
systems. Their study will also highlight that the system is currently not highly effective and not meeting standards. 
Therefore, a lot of work is to be done to strengthen the system.   
Sample Locations (Slide 9)  
PR: This slide is showing where we sampled different locations in 2019. The large majority is focused in the Milne Port 
area which is the only area where ballast water releases occurs. It is only released at the existing anchorages in Milne 
Port or released at the ore dock itself while the vessel is moored up and getting ready to load. Ragged Island is also a 
focus of our sampling program, there is no ballast water released in that area but there are ships that can go and 
anchor there. We have a program target to look at invasive species that would come from other means than ballast 
water. 
2020 Marine Fish Habitat Offset Monitoring Program (Slide 10) 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 45, 76 and 115 
PR: Fish Habitat Offset Monitoring Program as part of environmental permitting, DFO determined that the construction 
of the Existing Ore Dock would result in serious harm to fish due to habitat loss as defined by DFO and permanent 
changes to the ecosystem, therefore potentially affecting the productivity support of local fisheries. To compensate for 
losses associated with the ore dock construction, BIM submitted a fish offset plan to DFO which involved the addition 
of a coarse rock apron around the Existing Ore Dock that would serve as fish habitat. The fisheries authorization 
application was approved by the Minister with prescribed monitoring requirements assigned over a set course of time 
– 6 years. The offsetting habitat was installed by BIM in 2015 and monitoring has occurred every year since. 
Accordingly, 2020 is considered the final year of the established 6-year program. The final year would be conditional 
upon showing that the fish habitat worked as planned. We have different monitoring objectives for the alternating 
years. In year 1 and 5 we focused on looking at the integrity of the rock substrate using video surveys, and years 2, 4 & 
6 we are focused on the productivity of the substrate using underwater surveys of the coarse rock. That program will 
be taking place for part of the 4 weeks and in addition to that, there was a freight dock that was constructed at the 
port last year in August 2019, to the east of the Existing Ore Dock and similar work at that location is required. This will 
be year 1 of the monitoring requirements. Total monitoring period for the freight dock spans a 10-year monitoring 
period, with monitoring completed every second year. We would target to monitor in August to coincide with the open 
water season and also the peak growth period for marine vegetation. The objective of year 1 is to assess the coarse 
rock for structural integrity and for deterioration. That will be done with diver-based surveys and video survey 
methods, such as the ROV. We will also be assessing organisms that are colonizing the substrate through collections of 
samples and through diver and video-based surveys. We will also be looking at fish species, etc., through dive surveys. 
Physical Oceanography Data Collection Program (Slide 11) 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 1, 76 & 83 
PR: There is an additional component to the Milne Port-based program, which is the physical oceanography data 
collection program. The scope of work in 2020 aims to satisfy requirements of the environmental effects monitoring 
program, by continually collecting records of environmental conditions. It also aims to address project certificate 
conditions 1 & 83 that are tied to monitoring relative sea levels in storm surges in Milne Port. It also aims to improve 
the spatial and temporal resolution of measurements occurrence in the area of Milne Port, including resolving better 
current direction with better equipment.  
BS: Related to slide 4, I noticed you removed stations between the dock and I wondered what the rationale was at this 
point? 
PE: Yes, so this is the sampling design ideally for the Phase 2 moving forward, but we are still committed to sampling 
over a continuous 3-year period - those sampling stations that are historical would exist between the existing ore dock 
and the freight dock, we will continue to monitor those remaining stations until the 3-year time period expires, I 
believe this is year 2 of the 3-year period. 
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BS: With regard to Slide 5, you mentioned the new 1-meter concrete designs. Can you provide some more details in 
terms of depth? That would be useful going forward. Also, how you would figure on attaching the baskets efficiently. 
PR: We are still in the process of figuring that out. The way I envision it is we would frame up concrete blocks 
approximately ½ foot tall, 1 m X 1 m; small enough that we can manage it with the A frame. The exact location of them 
we would be directed toward target areas that are associated with the highest productivity, but also in areas that cover 
the full zone of influence and represent good quality habitat that is present in the site for the study sight. For the 
reference site that we are proposing, it is along the eastern shore where the coastal transect existed. On most of the 
subfloor there is fine grain materials and it is pretty unproductive, so we would be deploying some of those units in 
those areas but we also want to be targeting areas that have harder-based substrates to let you know that they are in 
representative areas, biologically functional and non-functional – same goes for the reference area. We should be able 
to put more structure to the actual design in the next week or two and I will be sure to share that with you. Some of 
this will be finalized on site with the systems and divers in play. In terms of how to attach the settlement baskets, what 
we have been discussing is putting in a “D” or an “I” bolt on the corners of the unit so the baskets will hang off the 
corner. Then there would be a “D” bolt sitting in the middle of the concrete block or pad that would have some sort of 
small float to it or something that extend to a foot or 2 above the bolts with flagging on it so that we can easily see 
these things and recover them with a diver. A GPS will be put on them as we don’t want to waste too much time 
searching for them and the visibility can get pretty bad in August with the plankton in the water.  If you have any ideas, 
we are open to your advice, Bruce. 
KH: It sounds like you have a research vessel this year, is that correct?  
PR: Correct, it has been sea trialed in the Great Lakes but has not seen any Arctic water as of yet. It is a 30 ft. aluminum 
build and is also a landing craft with a boom arm on the port side of the vessel.     
KH: Are you planning to switch completely to using Van Veens for infauna? Is there a plan to use trawling for the 
epifauna? 
PR: Yes. 
KH: We have done a lot of that type of work so if you need any advice feel free to contact us. 
PR: My colleague Dan may be open to hear what works and will be in contact with you as needed. (ACTION M-
25062020-3) 
BS: Will you be collecting more clam samples? I had a comment on the annual draft report and whether you are going 
to work on that program to make it easier to assess and compare the data that you get because of the differences in 
age. 
PR:  Yes we are still continuing to do so - it is one of the two target species. I haven’t reviewed your comments and 
don’t know the full details, but I do have associates on the line;  
Raine: We are targeting 20 male and 20 female if identifiable as such, if not 40. From those organisms we will be 
getting full competent endpoints, plus the tissue chemistry. Are you looking for more information than that? Or are you 
looking for more organisms? 
BS: It is more to make sure samples between years are comparable; there is so much variability in some of your 
sampling, both for the fish and the Hiatella, that it is hard to say if you are comparing apples to apples or apples and 
oranges and that could be for various reasons related to the age grouping or locations of the samples. Or, whether for 
example in the case for char sampling fish coming from a different stock - there are a number of comments relating to 
that in the QIA comments on the marine report, so maybe have a look at that and we can talk about that at some 
point, that way we are not holding this up. Another question. You are not able to monitor the ballast tanks this year, 
but Kim mentioned eDNA sampling. You may want to look at the eDNA of the outfall. Perhaps Kim could address this? 
PR: I guess you are talking about the collection of water samples at discharge point for ballast water and whether eDNA 
analysis, after the fact, would be possible and using that approach? I just don’t know. 
KH: As long as you can get a sample, and I do not know what would be involved from getting it outside the vessel - 
something I could chat about with Sarah, I don’t know if she is on the call or not. I’m not sure how easy that is to do. 
The other option would be for you to collect a sample when you know the ship is discharging. So, you could take a 
sample in the area where the discharge is happening. I don’t know about getting right under it, so that could potentially 
be an option. Keep in mind with the eDNA, that it can’t distinguish live versus dead organisms, so it would give you an 
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idea of what the ships had been carrying but it won’t give you an idea on which ones are alive and which ones are 
dead, which can be an issue. Also from the traditional sampling methods we are quite interested in developing the 
eRNA approach and they are using that approach in New Zealand and Australia, but it is a new technique and the 
samples could potentially be preserved for that.  It involves preserving them in the RNA later and is actually easier to 
work with in terms of shipping in ethanol. It isn’t a hazardous substance or anything -it is a buffer type solution, so that 
might be an option to collect samples in a way that you can do either eRNA or eDNA analysis on those.  If eDNA can be 
done, we work with Université Laval as they have a set rate that they charge for the analysis, you would need to 
recognize that the species list is somewhat dependent on what you can actually resolve to see dependent on the DNA 
library that are publically available. We right now are able to identify about 50% of the sequences and match those up 
with species. You can keep the sample and do it in the future as well.  You can go back when those libraries are more 
complete. I would say it is something worth trying if you can’t do some of the other things you were planning. It is 
relatively easy to collect those water samples and we have lots of expertise with doing so. The other thing we tried last 
year and we haven’t gotten the results back yet, but to sample the front and back of the vessels to look if we could pick 
up a signal from the biofoulings.  Typically, the vessels end up orienting in the direction of the wind when they are 
anchoring, so that is something that can be done even if you can’t board vessels or go to close to them.  
PR: Sounds good, can you forward us this information? I would like to better understand what the processing would 
look like, the time and the cost for the eDNA stuff. (ACTION M-25062020-4) 
KH: I can give you an idea, when we are on the boat it involves taking a water sample in a bottle and then the filtration 
process takes a maximum of 5-10 minutes. It depends if the sample is dirty and the volume of water you are sampling, 
and whether you can use hand filters.  
EM: I suggest that they have a secondary conversation to the specific details, so that the group can move on with the 
agenda. 

2020 Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program (Slide 12)  
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 99, 101, 103, 109, 111, and 126 
PA: In the 2020 program we will focus around three (3) survey legs - the first leg in mid-July staring before shipping 
operations starts; the second leg in mid-August; and the third leg at the end of shipping season, the clearance survey. 
One of the big differences this year has been outlined by Emma earlier about COVID-19 and the implications. Last year 
we flew out of Arctic Bay and Pond Inlet. This year we can’t do that, the survey will be based out of the Mary River 
Mine Site which adds a few complications based on transit time to the survey locations but are still manageable 
operation. We will still be using 4 observers on the aircraft this year and 1 data recorder so we will be able to perform 
the surveys as double-ended platforms. 
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program (Slide 13) 
PA: We will be using the same survey design plans as in 2019 using line-transect surveys. The data will be recorded 
onboard the aircrafts and we will be transitioning to photography surveys when we reach large aggregations which are 
more than 60 animals or when a survey coordinator indicates they can’t keep up with the sighting. We have made 
some software improvements for this and will hopefully save some time with the data clean up after the fact and 
reduce potential errors. So, Leg 1 we will be surveying the floe edge if possible if ice is still present. The idea is to 
categorize what the distribution of narwhal would look like at the floe edge as the survey continues as the ice clears up 
in Eclipse Sound, and then they will expand the survey to include the other survey strata and look at territories in the 
location of narwhals in the area at that point. The focus is in Pond Inlet and the Baffin Bay strata. In Leg 2, the August 
survey will be using the same strata as the 2016 DFO photographic aerial survey and 2019 BIM aerial survey. Leg 3 will 
be focused on the clearance survey which is a 2 to 3 day survey in good weather conditions looking at conditions while 
flying over the ship track line and at areas historically reported as entrapment areas, just to see if there is any potential 
risk of marine mammal entrapment in the areas. We will be looking at open water area and if there are any areas 
where there are animals locked in by ice. 
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Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program (Slide 14) 
PA: The survey methodology is much the same as last year - visual survey at 1000 ft., flying at 100 knots, and collecting 
environmental data on ice cover, sea state, fog and glare using the double-platform with primary observers at the front 
and secondary observers in the back of the aircraft recording data; the photographic survey will be at 2000 ft., flown at 
120 knots and using the same proposed camera set-up as 2019 which is a two Canon DSLR camera fitted with 35 mm 
lens angled obliquely covering 839 m on each side of track line. Marianne, is there any feedback regarding moving 
away from oblique to going straight down or are we ok with oblique survey protocol? 
MM: I raised few issues in the report, but with the decrease of the detection when you move away from the transect 
line. It is not wrong but I think it makes things easier when you take your photos face down. However, the way you 
have handled it in the 2019 report was fine. We provided comments on the 2019 report, and it would be great if you 
could address the comments from the 2019 report. 
PA: Thanks, we are still filtering through the comments. If there are issues with regard to the specific survey design, I 
don’t believe there was anything that was a real issue just a couple of questions. When we looked at in terms of the 
camera, the timeline in looking straight down and what it meant in our ability to survey some of the fiords and our 
transit time could still cover Eskimo Inlet and White Bay but it could still sacrifice our ability to survey the other fiords 
so that comes as a tradeoff.  The other advantage of doing the oblique surveying is that if we have a technical issue 
with our data it allows us to go back to the photography and get more distance of the animal and the track line. We 
used that to our benefit last year in one of the surveys early on in July where we had a technical issue. Maybe we can 
have another conversation afterward as needed, and go over in terms of timeline, Marianne.  Any more concerns? 
Otherwise I will go back to the pros and cons and go back to the methodology. (ACTION M-25062020-5) 
AJ: It feels like we are not using the MEWG to its full value. Hearing about discussions between regulators and BIM – I 
am uncomfortable with all of these offline conversations. The point of the MEWG is to hear these conversations. I 
appreciate the focus on the differences in the years in these presentations and the hard work gone into the planning, 
but in the future we might not need to know details like which company is doing DNA analysis or licenses as those are 
regulator-specific. If in the future if we could minimize these presentations to the differences and the sticker points 
that would be appreciated. Things like this need to be brought to regulators a week before so they can talk offline and 
bring the sticker issues to the MEWG. I would prefer in the future to use this time to discuss the 2019 comments and 
how they are influencing the 2020 monitoring programs. 
EM: Thanks, on our end BIM is trying to strike a balance in being transparent, trying to provide individuals an 
opportunity to make comments on our program. Not everyone on the MEWG has an expertise to review a slide like this 
and then be able to provide comment on it without having that discussion before being walked through it.  Also, we 
don’t have the same members every year, that is part of the value of going through these.  Your comment about 
feeling uncomfortable about offline conversations with regulators around this marine mammal aerial survey program 
that we are running is meant to compare estimates, and since DFO is not able to run them this summer that is why 
Patrick is emphasizing this. If people are good with this, we can run more quickly through the presentation.  
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program – Leg 1 (Slide 15)  
PA: It shows the start of the first flight around July 9, 2020. With the COVID restrictions we are limited to getting in and 
get out of the Mary River Mine Site this year, so we have to take a 2-week schedule to get in and out this year (12-day 
period) flight schedule prior to the shipping operations. It is one aircraft survey in the same area of Pond Inlet (floe 
edge). You can see from the photo the breakup is beginning to happen just east of Pond Inlet, between Bylot and Baffin 
Island there.  
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program – Leg 2 (Slide 16) 
PA: As you can see the same survey lines as last year, the start time for the survey will be August 20th. This is a tradeoff 
of being there the first two weeks of August or the last weeks of August. Based on the flights coming in, the last two 
weeks is the time that works best. It is a 13-day flight and two aircrafts. One of the things we are possibly looking at 
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changing is that unlike 2019, we will not have an aircraft based in Pond Inlet and one in Arctic Bay.  Both aircrafts will 
be based out of Mary River. We have an opportunity to fly the Eclipse Sound area in one day with both planes and the 
next day flying to Admiralty Inlet.  
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program – Leg 3 (Slide 17) 
PA: At the end of the shipping season the observers will be flying into Mary River at the end of October 27th and then 
fly the shipping route in areas of past entrapments over a 2-day period with a one aircraft program. 
BS: Why are you not flying the fjords again this year? 
PA: The plan is to fly the fjords again this year.  However, if we switch to a single camera straight down then it means 
we have to fly twice as many lines in our photographic areas in Milne south and that extra flight time in the air is the 
tradeoff.  If we move to oblique camera to single camera we would have to cut a few of the fiords because we don’t 
have the fuel time which is a trade off with a straight down camera. 
MM: You emphasized several times that you want to ensure your surveys are comparable to the one we do. The 2019 
survey you did was very well done and very comparable. We try to do a survey the first 3 weeks of August, so pushing it 
to the end of August might not be comparable because we think that narwhal begin to move out of the area around 
August 24/25. Then you capture whales from other stocks even from Somerset that start their fall migration, also their 
diving behavior might be different. I would aim for the first half of August if you have a choice. 
PA: We discussed this earlier - in the perfect world we would have taken the 2 weeks in between, from August 10-24 
would have been ideal but it was just not feasible due to flight schedules to and from Mary River. We are still seeing a 
lot of animals coming in the first week in August.    
Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program (Slide 18) 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 99, 101, 105, 109, and 111 
PR: This is a program that has been running for a number years and started as a pilot in 2013 open water season, and 
then conducted annual as an environmental monitoring program for a five-year period from 2013-17. It wasn’t run in 
2018 and then came back online in 2019 and this summer. The overall objective of the Bruce Head program is to look 
at narwhal response to shipping activities along the northern shipping route in Milne Inlet and particularly in the pinch 
point in southern Milne Inlet. Data is collected on relative abundance and distribution we call Relative Abundance and 
Distribution (RAD), and then group composition and behavior. That data is collected concurrently with ship tracking 
data from satellite and shore-based AIS systems.  We also collect environmental conditions and anthropogenic, which 
is smaller hunting or recreational vessels along the shore line. The program is observer-based, done from a cliff at an 
observer station by a team of marine mammal observers and supplemented by a drone or a UAV component, and 
integrated with a passive acoustic monitoring program executed by JASCO. 
Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program (Slide 19) 
PR: The program is over a 4-week study period from August 4 to September 1, corresponding with the open water 
season. We have 16 hours of continuous monitoring over the day - this might extend if we find some shipping activities 
happening at night, to capture those vessels. This is the study grid you see here. The left plot is similar to the original 
design by LGL, shipping lane in the purple line; last year we added an additional two strata to the very bottom left to 
have a portion of the study for animals not in the travel mode and rather in a resting social mode as they work their 
way into Koluktoo Bay. These strata are used for the basis of RAD, whereas the information on behavior and group 
composition is focused closer to the observer platform highlighted in the black section (Behavioral Study Area, ‘BSA’)). 
There is an additional study area we are calling the visual acoustic correlation (VAC) study area. We look at specifics of 
animal behavior, specifically changes in group composition in concert with changes in vocal behavior. We are looking to 
see whether mother-calf contact calls are being established, as well as are looking at how an animal’s behaviour 
change might happen in concern with vocal changes. We are going to be potentially changing the shipping lane this 
year to be closer to Poirier Island - this was feedback that BIM has received and are working with their Shipping 
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Department to see if this is feasible, whether it would benefit our program, as well as whether it would allow a cleaner 
way to look at animals.     
Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program (Slide 20) 
PR: There is a drone component - a much more detailed aerial by InDro Robotics. They have worked in the Arctic 
before. The drone team is a group of three individuals using Alta X Freefly units for the duration of the program. For 
part of the process, we have put in a submission for a special flight operations certificate that would allow us to fly 
beyond the line of sight. The advantage would be some of our design components would look specifically at animal 
movements in Koluktoo Bay that is currently not possible to reach from the platform as it is out of sight. We want to 
thank those on the call today who wrote letters of support for that initiative. We are just waiting on a response on that.  
Proposed UAV Surveys (Slide 21) 
PR: Overview of what we are looking at. Drone components for the survey all have different drivers and yield different 
data points.  Confirmation of group composition, behavioural study area (BSA). Focal follows – Northern Shipping 
Route, Koluktoo Bay. Visual acoustic correlation (VAC) survey – AMAR3 at the base of Bruce Head. Systematic survey – 
stratified study area (SSA) in the far field strata. 
2020 Passive Acoustic Monitoring Program (Slide 22) 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 101, 105, 109, 110, 111, 112, 184 
PR: This program is led by JASCO, and is a two-part program. We have 2 recorders that have been under the ice since 
last September and programed to stay recording so that we can get ice breaking noise recordings in the fall and then 
programed to come back on July 7th so that we can do the same thing in the spring shoulder season. One of the 
recorders is located at Bylot Island and the second one is located closer to closer to Ragged Island. JASCO will be 
coming in to recover the two recorders. Also, they are planning to deploy an additional recorder at the base of Bruce 
Head in the same location - it was deployed last year. We are looking at options of extending it by a couple of weeks.   
AJ: The Bruce Head recorder that is going in, is that the same as the MR3? 
PR: Yes, the one circled in black. The same as last year. 
PR: The goal of the passive acoustic monitoring program is to characterize ambient underwater noise levels along the 
underwater shipping corridor as well as ship noise levels. We are also looking to monitor acoustic water presence along 
the marine corridor and to compare measured levels versus the modeled ship noise levels through underwater 
monitoring supportive of the environmental assessment. We have a number of University of New Brunswick students 
reaching the end of their program working on their thesis, one is going to be at Bruce Head this year doing field work 
(Sam Sweeny). He is looking at the behavioural changes in narwhal in fluctuating sound fields resulting in the passing 
ships as well as other sources (i.e., hunting). He is focused on the 1/3 octave band levels that were provided by JASCO 
along with the ship tracking AIS data and the surface behaviour data.  He is also looking at behaviour traits associated 
with when there is no detectable ship noise. He is scheduled to complete his thesis in the fall, so I expect we will have it 
by that point. Crystal Prier is looking at vocal change behavior – a full characterization of the full narwhal repertoire. 
She is using data from Bruce Head and also from the accusondes from the animals that were recorded from Tremblay. 
She is on the same time schedule as Sam. We have another student Jake who is looking at examining relative 
differences in audibility of different ship types. This would help identify types of ships.  
AJ: Is Sam willing to share his data with Josh?  
PR: We will share relevant updates as they become available.   
JH: Is the new observer station at Bruce Head going in this year?   
PR: That is the plan, it is at Milne Port where they are making some modifications. It should be set-up at the site in the 
next 2 to 3 weeks. 
JH: In relation to passive acoustic monitoring (PAM), JASCO is going to retrieve the two devices in early July, is that 
correct? 
PR: The end of July, sometime after July 21 when we go to site. We will pull them last so we can maximize our 
recording time.  
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BS: With regard to Slide 19, when you look at the right hand panel there seems to be an additional string that extends 
right across the mouth of Koluktoo Bay, and I wondered if you were making use of that and how? 
PR: That is K-stratum we identified last year that we were going to put in, both J and K were added last year to look at 
milling around the Koluktoo Bay area. 
JJ: You are going to recover your acoustic recorder from Bylot Island and Ragged Island sites and deploy one off Bruce 
Head where you previously had AMR3. The only acoustic recorder that you will have during the bulk of the open-water 
season will be from formally AMR3? What is the expected duration of that recording? 
PR: That is correct for this year. If we get it in late-July and they pull it out the last day of August, it will be a 1-month 
period.  We are trying to explore options to extend it by a couple of weeks by coming back in late September. We are 
working on a tight time frame because of COVID and the 14-day stay at site is tied to the schedule. 
MM: We had discussed moving hydrophones in different locations before. Is this on hold until next year? 
PR: Correct, it is due to COVID, budget, and scheduling. 
GM: In January 2020, the MHTO brought up concerns. They requested we start limiting the number of units we put in 
the water. 
PR: The reasoning the MHTO gave is that they broadcast sound that scare off the narwhal; however, these units do not 
radiate any noise as they are passive units. 
EM: Due to COVID we were also asked to reduce any costs and streamline any programs possible. 
AHM: Was there a motion for the MHTO about putting hydrophones in the water as we haven’t heard of this? 
AHM: Passive acoustic Monitoring (PAM): I don’t know if there was a motion or maybe a resolution from the MHTO 
asking BIM to reduce or restrict the number of PAM or maybe this was a phone call that I wasn’t part of the discussion. 
I will need to circle back with the MHTO unless BIM has something that you can provide the group?  
EM: This has come up several times at various engagements and meetings with the MHTO related to PAM, which was 
the information shared before by Golder. There is a perceived concern that the recorders are emitting noise that has 
the potential to disturb marine mammals. I am not sure what your consultation processes with the MHTO is with your 
programs, but as part of BIM we have that feedback.  We have tried to talk with members of the board and tell them 
these recorders do not emit any sound and had documentation to that effect - we are trying to find a balance of using 
western methods.  
AJ: We might be able to help because we have someone in the community who knows how to retrieve the phones, I 
can talk to PR offline about that.  
EM: It is rented equipment from JASCO, thus they are responsible for safe and careful retrieval of their equipment.  

 

2020 Shipping Mitigation Review 

Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 77, 87, 91, 102, 103, 105, 110, 111, 112, 120, 125(a), 183 

EM: We wanted to do a discussion today on our plans for our 2020 shipping mitigation measures - A response to 
previous comments we have heard under the terms and conditions 183 is to get feedback and collaborate with the 
MEWG about our shipping and mitigation practices. We want to provide the MEWG with additional details regarding 

***ACTIONS*** 
3. Golder to connect with DFO (Kim Howland) as needed to discuss sampling plan logistics. 
4. DFO (KH) to share literature on eDNA with Golder/Baffinland. 
5. Golder to connect with DFO (Marianne Marcoux) as needed to further discuss 2020 aerial survey 

timeline.  
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our approach to the development of mitigation measures and how we monitor for those measures through our 
monitoring programs.  
Slide 2 
EM: This figure is a high level overview of a standalone approach to the development of mitigations and how we have 
approached development limitations for our operations. This includes the identification of potential effects and 
developing specific mitigations that will minimize each of the potential effects identified through the environmental 
assessment process. Implementation of those mitigations and associated monitoring through data collection programs 
occurs on an ongoing basis. A comparison of the results of those monitoring programs and then an assessment on 
whether there is any addition need for adaptive management and if the mitigation isn’t adequate to be protective of 
the environment. 
Summary of Mitigation Measures (Slides presented by EM) 
Marine Mammals (Slides 3 and 4) 

• Defined shipping lane throughout Regional Study Area (RSA) 
• Maintain constant speed and course, when possible 
• All Project vessels will reduce speeds to a maximum of 9 knots when travelling within the RSA 
• No breaking of landfast ice  
• Limiting the number of transits at the start of shipping season, between the period of 01 July and 30 July, a 

maximum of one icebreaker transit (with escorted vessels) will occur per 24-hour period where ice 
concentrations of 6/10 or greater cannot be avoided along the shipping route 

• Between the period of 01 July and 30 July, a maximum of two icebreaker transits (with escorted vessels) will 
occur per 24-hour period where ice concentrations of 3/10 or greater cannot be avoided along the shipping 
route. 

• Establishment of 40km buffer zone at floe edge  
• All ice breaking activities will be conducted outside of the period of ringed seal parturition, nursing and 

breeding periods 
• When marine mammals appear to be trapped or disturbed by Project vessel movements, the vessel will 

implement appropriate measures to mitigate disturbance, including stoppage of movement until wildlife move 
away from the immediate area (as safe navigation allows) 

• All Project vessels will be provided with standard instructions to not approach within 300 m of a walrus or 
polar bear observed on sea ice  

• Adherence to walrus haulout buffer zone guidelines set by USFW and US FAA 
AD: I thought Baffinland was treating the RSA as a no discharge zone and was committed to no pollution discharges, 
grey water, garbage etc., did that fall off the list? It has been on the list before? 
EM: My apologies. Yes it is noted on slide 14, and is an additional mitigation. We did commit to not having any of the 
ore carriers discharge any grey water or treatment sewage in the RSA, which goes above regulatory requirements. That 
is a commitment that we made starting last year.  
AD: I get to complement BIM. I also understand that your ships do not have scrubbers which release contaminated 
waste water. That is going above Canadian regulations; it is a very good mitigation measure etc. Great to see it! 
Marine Mammals (Cont’d) (Slide 5) 

• All Project vessels will be provided with standard instructions to operate their vessel in a manner that avoids 
separating an individual member(s) of a group of marine mammals from other members of the group 

• Project aircrafts (helicopter and airplanes) will maintain a set altitude over marine waters when possible 
• Establishment of restricted “no-go” zones to avoid key sensitive areas (Koluktoo Bay, Tremblay Sound, Bruce 

Head shore) 
• No drifting in Eclipse Sound 
• Maximum of 3 vessels anchored at Ragged Island and/or drifting 
• Limit vessel idling 

Marine Environment (Slide 6) 
• Commitment to follow international and Federal regulations for ballast water management 
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• Interim commitment for vessels with International Marine Organization (IMO)-approved treatment system to 
conduct both treatment and exchange  

• Continued implementation of ballast water temperature and salinity testing 
• Commitment to work on early-response plan with DFO if AIS is identified 

Shipping Mitigation and Management: Ship Strikes (Slide 7)  
• 9 Knot speed restriction 
• Accepted as highly effective mitigation for reducing likelihood of lethal vessel strikes 
• BIM remains the only operator in RSA to implement speed restrictions on vessels 

PR: The objective is to outline what mitigation measures have been put into place over the course of the Project and 
how the process is driven. Our intention for monitoring programs is to test impact predictions made in the FEIS. We 
want to identify if we are seeing impacts and if the impacts are worse than predicted, to see if existing mitigations 
proposed in the FEIS are functional and to advise on whether additional adaptive management or additional mitigation 
measures are required for the program. Over the 5 years when you look back, there was a limited list of mitigation 
measures.  
PR: As the project developed the Northern Shipping Route, the ice breaking and ice management component was 
introduced, as were associated impacts. We worked to minimize the number of restrictions during the sensitive periods 
based on ice conditions at that time. Maximizing the number of escorted vessels during the escort so that you wouldn’t 
be pressured operationally to have vessels come in sooner than that.  
PR: Further mitigation measures associated with avoiding impact on marine mammals are implemented. Ice breaking is 
not operating during any peak sensitive period for ringed seal nursing and breading. Those with operations in early July, 
those activities would all be ceased by that point. There is a commitment to avoid being within 300 meters of a walrus 
or polar bear when they are on ice. 
PR: This table (ref. slide 7) shows the different vessel types and the travel speed. There are vessels travelling in the RSA 
that are going 15 knots; those are cruise ships, Canadian Coast Guards and icebreakers.  
Acoustic Masking and Disturbance (Slide 8)  
• Restriction of transits in heavier ice conditions  minimize amount of time where noise levels would onset 

disturbance and avoid behavior  
Shipping Mitigation and Management: Acoustic Masking and Disturbance (Slide 9) 
PR: This slide is a visual of what we are seeing on the MSV Botnica ice conditions.  From the 2019 season there are full 
video recordings from the front of the MSV Botnica, unfortunately we have not been able to board ships this year and 
therefore video recordings have not been completed.  
JJ: Could those video data be made available to get some ice concentration for all the MSV Botnica transits? It would be 
helpful with some of the work with acoustical monitoring that we are doing. 
EM: We have offered to share the video in the past with DFO, but the file is enormous and that is why we haven’t 
distributed it to a wider group. We can look at how to share that offline with you. (ACTION M-25062020-6) 
JJ: I understand the desire to reduce the duration of masking events or disturbance events during heavy ice 
concentration and the method is to limit the number of transits, convoy transits, when the ice concentration is 4/10 or 
greater. Presumably there are icebreaker operations during lower ice concentrations period. Wondering if there can be 
a provision for limiting the number of transits daily of the icebreaker itself as it is the biggest noise source? Perhaps 
extend the transit restrictions related to the icebreaker into all the icebreaker operations including the sea ice 
concentration days? 
EM: Once the RSA is broken up and you have the navigable path below 4/10, the MSV Botnica will essentially stop 
doing escorts and bunker down for the season. Generally, it is only running when it is required - the MSV Botnica is not 
actively escorting vessels throughout the summer. 
JJ: Good, glad to clarify that. During sea ice formation, how do you gauge sea ice concentrations during the ice 
formation and how is that related to these transit restrictions that are ice concentration-focused? 
EM:  We start reducing the number of transits during the end of the season by running more of the convey operations 
having the icebreaker escort more than one vessels), as well as by limiting the number of vessels that are going to be 
travelling through RSA at any one time at the end of the shipping season. The other key thing related to the need for 
the travel restrictions during the early shoulder season is because it is a sensitive time when you may have narwhal 
staging at the floe edge. We wanted to be careful of that and establish more formal time-based restrictions.  We don’t 
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have data from the fall season for 2019 because those are the same recorders that are currently deployed at Ragged 
and Bylot Island that we are going to pick up in July.  Once we’ve had time to review that data and if that seems to be a 
required step, that is something we may consider moving forward. 
Shipping Mitigation and Management: Acoustic Masking and Disturbance (Slide 10) 
PR: JASCO table – this is a summary of what we were seeing in terms of exposure period for the five (5) recorded MSV 
Botnica transits past the AMAR recording at Bylot Island. We weren’t able to get any icebreaker transits on top of this 
recorder. It was always ice free when the ships were going through. It gives you a snap shot of what you are dealing 
with in terms of the range of noise exposure period under different situations. It also gives a snap shot of what the MSV 
Botnica sounds like when it isn’t escorting any vessels, as shown in row 2. 
Shipping Mitigation and Management: Acoustic Masking and Disturbance (Slide 11) 
PR: The main one is the avoidance of breaking landfast ice as it is the loudest ice breaking activity. Active avoidance of 
ice as safe navigation allows, essentially what the vessel attempt to do when ice is in the 6/10 or less and then the 9 
knot speed restriction. 
Shipping Mitigation and Management: Acoustic Masking and Disturbance (Slide 12) 
PR: This visual was pulled from JASCO’s original showing transit speed at 15 knots versus 9 knots.  
EM: Those noise footprints are based on model data not monitoring data. 
Shipping Mitigation and Management: Acoustic Masking and Disturbance (Slide 13) 
PR: In an effort to produce the acoustic disturbance in a special sense, as identified earlier, we looked at implementing 
the 40 km buffer zone at the entrance to the RSA.  That would still be the plan this year. Restricted no-go zones have 
been implemented that are off limits for shipping, and these are tied to key sensitive areas as flagged by the 
communities that hunting camps and/or where we know narwhal or other marine mammals tend to occupy. There is 
also the 3 vessel maximum at Ragged Island and/or drifting in Eclipse Sound that was implement over the past few 
years. This maximum count of vessels was extended to the anchoring at Ragged Island.   
Shipping Mitigation and Management: Marine Environment (Slide 14) 
PR: Managing invasive species and discharge of contaminants to the marine environment is managed through ballast 
water testing at the port – we also have a commitment for ore carriers not to release grey water or treated sewage into 
the RSA. Further to this, we ensure compliance with all applicable IMO and Transport Canada (TC) regulations for 
biofouling.  
Shipping Mitigation and Management: Marine Environment (Slide 15) 
PR: This slide depicts an example on the type of compliance monitoring carried out on vessels in the past few years. For 
the last few years, BIM has monitored the salinity of the water in a randomly-selected ballast tanks to ensure the 
vessels comply with the physical thresholds to release ballast water. This is going to be expanded to a biological 
monitoring program so that we better understand what potential invasive species these ships may bring with them 
from other parts of the world. Such programs will come back online in 2021 provided we can board the ships again. 
Shipping Mitigation and Management: MEWG Feedback Summary (Slide 16) 
EM:  I went through the comments on the draft report that we received to check to see if any additional mitigations 
were recommended by members – this is what is being presented here. Here are the 2 recommendations that I was 
able to find. The first comes from the QIA regarding targeted interventions for specific types of vessels calling out the 
cargo and fuel tankers and ship speeds. They have seen great improvements; this is an area of continued improvement 
for the company. We will continue to engage with those various suppliers throughout the shipping season and 
continue to monitor.  One of the challenges with the cargo and fuel tankers is that they are serving other customers 
within the area, so once they have dropped off supplies at Milne Port they are no longer under contract to Baffinland 
while they are operating within the RSA. They technically become under contract to their next customer - that is one of 
the challenges we have and the ability to communicate with them regarding ship speed and being in compliance when 
they are on route to another port.  There are no federal obligations around ship speed in the area. This is the biggest 
challenge. The second recommendation was from the DFO.  
MM: This is related to a comment we made before, which is on slide 9 and the restriction according to the ice 
concentrations. We think that it should not be just restricted to a shorter season. We would like to see it for the total 
open season. We don’t see the logic of restraining it for the shorter season. It is specifically around not limiting those 
transit restrictions after July 30th if ice is still breaking up after July 30th. 
JJ: As I understand it, your comment refers to a listening range reduction (LRR) and in this case, it is relative to this 
noise that is created by the icebreaker. What we understand is that it is not actually related to whether the icebreaker 
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is breaking ice or not; it is the presence of the icebreaker itself and the displacement pumps that are going. I 
understand in your request to apply these mitigation protocols to the icebreaker or all the times that the ice breaker is 
operating regardless of what the sea ice concentration may be. Is that correct?  
MM: These restrictions are bound by dates and I think they should be bound by the environment and the conditions, 
not just dates. 
EM: Thanks for that clarification. The reason for the selection of the July 30th date is based on 20 years of historical ice 
data. At that time, conditions are almost always less than 3/10. Once breakup starts to happen it happens really quickly 
over a period 1-2 days in some cases. In a very heavy ice year that wouldn’t be the case. This has been an outstanding 
disagreement - understanding our rationale for the selection of that date for and previous recommendation made by 
DFO. I think the other point to mention on this is hypothetically, if this year on August 1 ice conditions were 7/10th 
throughout the RSA as Phil mentioned the ship reduces speed significantly - a typical benefit in conditions above 7/10, I 
think last year transits had about 20 hours from the edge of the RSA to Milne Port; inherently the number are 
restricted, as a built-in safeguard.  This warrants further discussion and response from BIM. 
AD: I would strongly support moving that July 30th date and if you are going by environmental conditions and their 
relation to mitigation measures, it doesn’t make sense to hold onto that date. Many of us in MEWG support this. 
EM: BIM will provide a response to DFO once it receives a formal recommendation that will be tracked in a response 
table share with DFO and the MEWG. Now that we have had this discussion, we understand this recommendation may 
be submitted. We will discuss it internally and provide that response once it is formally submitted. 
JB: We support this as well, we don’t believe this is a lot to ask; previous responses from Megan have been that it was 
related to your operational constraints - that it was too expensive. That goes against what the company and Brian 
Penney said publically -that you will operate to the best environmental standards, recognizing that it will be rare to 
have the open-water seasons in place.  It isn’t a huge ask to extend mitigations by 2 to 3 days, keep that perspective in 
your deliberation as well. 
EM: Thank you, noted. 
EM: I would like to resume this meeting next week sometime. 
AJ: I would prefer to resume when we have the responses to the 2019 comments. The group is going to benefit from 
that discussion.  We need to incorporate that into the 2020 monitoring programs.  
EM: That is not realistic, our technical teams are fully dedicated to preparing for our monitoring program this summer.  
There is no way we could provide responses to comments issued - it isn’t feasible.  We are happy to discuss the 
comments at a later date. The priority of our consultants is to ensure we are prepared for the upcoming field season. 
Keep in mind that the NIRB have asked for an update on us finalizing the EWIs. We need to make progress on that.  
AJ: We need to set expectations for what to expect when we are giving comments. We need to set expectations on 
when changes are incorporated into the next year’s program. If you could ask your team to look at the comments and 
see which ones could become recommendations, that would be better than nothing. 
Just focusing on slide 16 could be dangerous, some of the other comments could be helpful when turned into 
recommendations. 
EM: I appreciate your feedback; we will see what we can do. 
AJ: Can you identify some comments by next week? 
EM: I will let you know. 

 

Day 2: July 10, 2020 

Welcome All 

Discussion and Comments – continued from June 25th, 2020  meeting 

***ACTIONS***  
6. Baffinland to explore possibility of obtaining real-time ice condition data from MSV 

Botnica when transiting through ice and to share this with the MEWG.  
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EM: This meeting will include finishing our discussion related to Baffinland’s 2020 Shipping Mitigation Review 
and the Early Warning Indicator Development Update.  
EM: We ended our previous discussion on the 2020 review mitigation presentation related to MEWG feedback 
summary.  
EM: The basis for the request by DFO was for BIM to extend vessel transit restrictions after July 30th.  
EM: Are there any questions relating to this presentation 2 weeks ago? 
JB: There were multiple emails about the MEWG and icebreakers. Please ensure we set some time aside today 
at the end of this meeting to be addressed.  
EM: We should have time around 4:00 pm to discuss further.  
EM: If there are no other questions about mitigation we will move on to Early Warning Indicators (EWI).  
Patrick will lead the discussion and then Phil will take over. We will talk about the history of the EWI 
development and engagement with the MEWG, then we will touch on current literature on EWIs. Phil will talk 
about potential behavior responses with EWI. 
Early Warning Indicators 
Relevant to Project Certificate Terms and Conditions 110 and 112 
Early Warning Indicators - Purpose (Slide 2) 
PA: This slide outlines the steps we have taken thus far with regard to selection of Early Warning Indicators 
(EWIs). The purpose of EWIs is to achieve compliance expectations with the terms and conditions of NIRB 
Project Certificate Condition No. 110 & 112, which regard looking at mechanisms to ensure early identification 
of potential effects, and determine if negative impacts from vessel noise are occurring. 
Relevant Project Certificate Conditions (Slide 3) 
PA: Outlines relevant project certificate conditions No. 110 & 112 – appropriate early warning indicator(s) to 
ensure rapid identification of negative impacts along the southern and northern shipping routes. 
Final Environmental Impact Predictions (Slide 4) 
PA: Marine mammals are predicted to exhibit temporary and localized avoidance behavior along the shipping 
route and in Milne Port. No abandonment or long-term displacement behavior is anticipated.  With the 
effective implementation of mitigation, the residual environmental effect of disturbance from ship noise on 
marine mammals was predicted to be Not Significant. 
Marine Mammal Monitoring Programs (Slide 5) 
PA: This slide reflects the various marine mammal monitoring programs from 2006 to 2019.  
MEWG Engagement on EWIs (Slide 6) 
PA: This is a recap of engagement on EWIs. Our meeting in Ottawa on June 6, 2018 led to a commitment to 
providing a framework for the development of EWIs. During a teleconference on September 13, 2018, we 
discussed a proposed framework and requested suggestions of EWIs within 4 weeks.  Feedback was received 
from Oceans North, Parks Canada, Fisheries and Oceans Canada. On November 29, 2018 an in-person meeting 
with the MHTO in Pond Inlet was held.  Also, another in-person meeting in Ottawa was held on December 10, 
2018 to discuss suggested EWIs. 
Suggested EWIs (Slide 7) 
PA: Lists the suggested EWIs, bold items are the potentials early warning indicators, which we believe are more 
concerning or might be the primary focus moving forward. 
Monitoring Programs and Proposed Indicators (Slide 8) 
PA: The left column highlights the different proposed indicators and the monitoring programs for which we 
collect data for. 
Indicator Species (Slide 9) 



 

20 
 

PA: This slides speaks to what species we looked at to apply early warning indications to. It also highlights 
expected magnitude and overall confidence of impacts. It was suggested that species narwhal and ringed seals 
be considered as part of the selection for EWIs. The role of the monitoring programs is to provide additional 
data on assessing.  Narwhal falls into level 1-2 in the confidence as it relates to vessels as opposed to seals.  It 
made more sense to focus on the low-level confidence and move forward with the narwhal. 
Initial Candidate Early Warning Indicators (Slide 10) 
PA: Initial early warning indicators from the MHTO included monitoring of regional abundance, change in 
calving rate, and change in body condition. 
Follow-up MEWG Engagement (Slide 11) 
PA: Engagement with the MEWG Feb 2019 where we requested suggestions of thresholds. No suggestion on 
thresholds were received by March 31, 2019. We held an in-person meeting in June 2019 in Iqaluit to discuss 
monitoring. On February 25, 2020, we held a meeting in Ottawa to discussed calving rate as a potential EWI to 
move forward with. We received suggestions from the MEWG to ensure that indicators informed by IQ were 
used (MHTO, PC). We also received suggestions from the MEWG to focus on behaviour response indicators 
(GN). 
EWI Development Context and Consideration (Slide 12) 
PA: We have recognized what is comparable from other projects and what consistently exists in the scientific 
community.  There is no regulatory guidance or approach available on EWIs. Baffinland is currently trying to 
invent the wheel. 
Canadian Shipping Projects (Slide 13) 
PA: We looked at examples of other Canadian shipping projects to provide early warning indicators. There 
were none.  
Methods for Monitoring for the Population Consequence of Disturbance in Marine Mammals (Slide 14) 
PA: There is very little scientific literature from Booth et al. 2020 methods for monitoring; workshop group put 
together this publication, but how does the paper related to these items?; line-transect surveys, aerial surveys 
for the program; cons include imprecise estimates, low power of detection; may take many years to identify 
large-scale changes; recommendation to monitor demographic characteristics and indications of health to 
identify drivers of population-level changes; specifically, body condition or caving. 
Methods for Monitoring for the Population Consequence of Disturbance in Marine Mammals: a Review 
(cont’d) (Slide 15) 
PA: Change in body condition is a proper measure of health. However, a con associated with this is that 
observed changes may be the result of the environment - hard to discriminate between Baffinland-related 
versus natural environmental variability or other causes; body condition may be associated with other issues 
that are unrelated to Baffinland activities. 
Methods for Monitoring for the Population Consequence of Disturbance in Marine Mammals: a Review 
(cont’d) (Slide 16) 
PA: Change in calving rates -the ratio of calves/pups to mature females or change of population is sensitive to 
changes in fertility, calf survival, and juvenile survival. 
Methods for Monitoring for the Population Consequence of Disturbance in Marine Mammals: a Review 
(cont’d) (Slide 17) 
PA: Modelling suggests the ratio may be a suitable EWI. However, there are concerns with sole consideration 
of calves to mature females. The analysis of population simulation data indicates that some of these 
demographic characteristics, particularly the proportion of immature animals in the population, may provide a 
better early warning of population decline. 
Proportion of Immature Narwhal in Milne Inlet: Monitoring Indicator? (Slide 18) 
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PA: This slide highlights the proportion of immature narwhal observed during the Bruce Head Shore-based 
monitoring program with baseline data collected -2015 is the start of shipping. Calves we are seeing are from 
previous year. 
Slide 19 
PA: Information from literature has provided direction on EWIs. Southall et al. (2007) severity scoring relates to 
behavioural responses.  
EM: With regard to the scientific community, what are they doing?  
Slide 20  
PR: This table outlines comments made during the previous MEWG meeting. 
PR: This table provides an overview of the severity scoring system. These can be separated into action 
behavioural responses and level of action response. This is based on both captive and wild settings. They use 
the term significant and non-significant responses based on if the response can be defined as harassment, as 
defined in Marine Protection Act (US) 
PR: Significant response would be harassment and would require additional permitting. 
Criteria and Thresholds for US Navy Acoustic and Explosive Effects Analysis (Slide 21) 
PR: These are consistent with Southall score of 0-4. They are within typical baseline behaviours and unlikely to 
disrupt an individual to a point where natural behaviour patterns are significantly altered or abandoned. No 
active avoidance.  A lot of these were already collected as part of tagging or through our Bruce Head Shore-
based Monitoring programs. We’ve tried to correlate these as part of what we collect in our programs and 
where we want to start collecting data on in 2020 programs.  
Criteria and Thresholds for US Navy Acoustic and Explosive Effects Analysis (cont’d) (Slide 22) 
PR: Moderate severity response would be considered a significant behavioral response if they were sustained 
for a long duration. Long duration is defined as a response that has lasted for the duration of exposure or 
longer, regardless of how long that may have been.  Aggressive behaviors, massive tail clapping - how can we 
look at this? Do we look at duration? How long is the animal reacting after the ship in no longer there? This is 
different for all species. 
Criteria and Thresholds for US Navy Acoustic and Explosive Effects Analysis (cont’d) (Slide 23) 
PR: High severity responses are those with possible immediate consequences to growth, survivability, or 
reproduction. These are always considered to be a significant behavioral response.  
Behavioural Response-based EWIs (Slide 24) 
PR: Based on the monitoring data to date, there is opportunity to investigate behavioral responses as potential 
EWIs for marine mammals. The advantage is that we have data to support it. It allows us to track the Pproject 
effects and other environmental conditions and stressors on the animals. 
However, there are challenges. It is a new concept and therefore has never been used. The science is not there 
yet, but we can look at old data and try to see patterns. 
Monitoring Indicators and Action Levels for Marine Mammals (Slide 25) 
PR: These are monitoring indicators and action levels for marine mammals. This slide outlines a system that 
could be applied to this program. 
EM: Alternatively, we are looking for feedback - this is where our thinking is at this point.  Our goal with this 
workshop is to get your questions and try to provide answers, as well as let you know this is the approach we 
are contemplating. 
BS: What is the definition of exposure period? 
PR: It gets down to the transit of the ship (individual transit events); incoming and departing crossings with the 
animal. For instance, narwhal change dive behavior within 1 km of the ship; this is premised off of shipping 
military sonar activity research and play back studies. 
JH: Slide 8, how would Bruce Head data speak to regional scale as I believe it would be difficult? 
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PR: You cannot get regional abundance through the Bruce Head program. We can get relative abundance.  
What we want to see that we’re not seeing changes at the regional level, but the pinch point where the 
corridor is where we would want to see that the animals in that area are not changing over time. Are we still 
seeing the same number of adults, calves, etc., and local species density relative to the exposure event, which 
in this case is shipping. 
JH: We expect to see ringed seals included in discussion with the MHTO. 
EM: We’ve identified potential opportunities for further study on ringed seals. At this point, the PC is better 
focused on narwhal. This is what we will move forward with on EWIs at this point, but we can get some 
considerations on future monitoring on how we can incorporate other observations. 
PR: Helpful to know what it is specific to. 
JH: This information comes from local hunters - vessel impact on seal, community observations are important; 
can we find out from the hunters? They don’t agree on all five (5) pathways. 
LK: We need to draw out the detail and look into this further with the MHTO. Narwhals are the main concern 
and ringed seals may be included.  
JH: Thresholds - we cannot speak until indicators are identified. 
PR: The original ones in the EIS are tied traditionally to 10 % of this, 10% of that. There are easy ones in terms 
of 10% of habitat loss. Others are 10% change in the stock inside the RSA that ties to abundance but nothing in 
there ties to reproductive or behavioural responses.  If there is a way to modify them so that they fit into how 
they fit into what we’ve presented, please let us know. We’ve deliberated a while on how we can incorporate 
responses into an adaptive management process.  
EM: The genesis around this from the NIRB is because monitoring to the 10% would be an almost impossible 
task. Moving away from a stock abundance threshold action for additional monitoring or introduction of 
additional mitigation measures, is the underlying reason for introducing EWIs. In terms of using stock 
abundance, it’s not necessary. 
JH: Definitely support behaviour; however, how would you do the studies? What kind of data can be collected 
and how? To reiterate we definitely support the use of behavioural indicators. To go back to the body 
condition indicator, you indicated that it may be difficult to link body condition to the Project. But I think that 
could be said to others. For calving rate, how would you relate this to vessel noise?  
JH: Emma please send the papers and material to everyone regarding Southall. 
JH: Does the updated Southall et al. (2019) discuss any updates to severity?  Phil, nothing has changed in the 
2019 paper regarding severity of score. 
EM: I will compile the literature and send out to everyone, to review early next week. (ACTION M-25062020-7) 
AHM: I would appreciate it if you could please circulate the material/references ahead of the working group 
meetings.  
AHM: Jeff had a good introductory comment on ringed seals. I would like to echo this. The MHTO has been 
clear on wanting other species to be included in the EWI program. I will get in touch with the MHTO in terms of 
the seals, and of course with narwhals with regard to the early warnings triggered (i.e., “how the MHTO sees 
this?”), will require additional input with the MHTO.  
AHM: on Slide 8 - looking at aerial survey again?  
PA: There is a tradeoff between looking at condition through visual surveys versus picking up accurate counts. 
EM: Visual and photographic survey are being done in aerial surveys programs. 
AHM: Shore-based monitoring - how reliable are these surveys??  
PR: We have had issues last year at Bruce Head with the drone-based studies.  We have a large proportion of 
Inuit doing the studying who know the animals.  
AHM: The shore-based program is something that will be done. One of the questions is that it’s looking at a 
small area in the RSA. Has there been any discussion to do this elsewhere either north or south, and take into 
consideration other areas of the route.  
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PR: this question comes up every year. We agree it would be an advantage.  You are limited by distance; you 
can’t run a program past 5 km. You want to coordinate a program where the observers are close to vessel 
interactions. Based on all of the tagging data and visual surveys, it is the area that is the highest use area. It’s a 
pinch point. It’s a very representative area. Not to downplay other areas, they are very important, but we 
target other areas through PAM, or through tagging. The large amount of their time is spent at Bruce Head. 
Using a calf versus adult ratio, the only way to do this effectively is to use a drone video from Bruce Head or 
the visual aerial survey program (from photos). We’ve modified the aerial so that we have focused /dedicated 
survey lengths that we drop down to 1000 ft and we would normally do these at 2000 ft but will come back 
down at 1000 ft so that we can come back and look at the ratios. What you’re trying to get at is a 
representative data set.  
PA: Part of the appeal of Bruce Head is the height and distance from the vessel to monitor the animals. 
PR: re. Sample size. There are other locations that you’re high up, but from tagging, there are hardly any 
animals. Tremblay is good but there is no shipping there. So it’s a combination of the pathway of concern, 
adequate number of animals, and your vantage point - we’ve looked everywhere.  
AMH- I appreciate the limitations that this presents. I think it’s well documented. One issue from the MHTO are 
impacts to mammals entering the area when animals have already made their way through. I’m going to park 
that. I do want to make a note, Marianne Marcoux is not on the call, I’ve made note before, but the 
development of EWIs requires input and expertise from others. It’s unfair to not allow the observers (i.e., Josh 
Jones), to comment. If there are people on the line with expertise, I ask that you speak up so that we can hear 
the comments.  
EM: Running those floe edge aerial survey at the start of shipping season provide additional information on 
avoidance during sensitive times. One benefit when we were developing these offline and switching toward 
the behavioural EWIs is the fact that it better compliments and aligns with IQ and what we have heard from 
community members.  In terms of the local expertise that we’ve been provided and what has been shared with 
us in the past, we will better integrate the information that is being shared today with what we’ve heard. This 
is an opportunity for looking at new approaches. Further discussion needs to happen on the EWI approach. 
EM: NIRB has been pushing BIM with EWIs for the project in its recent recommendations; we are mindful of 
the push from MEWG and other bodies. Even in the scientific community there is limited literature on what are 
early warning signs. The delay in our submission aligns with an overall delay in science. It’s likely why we 
haven’t received any concrete feedback from the MEWG. I had asked offline from DFO (MM) what is used for 
triggers by DFO. I am still waiting for responses on this. I appreciate the urgency, but we’re a step ahead of 
everyone else, but still behind. Because the NIRB is pushing us on this, we will be moving forward to submitting 
our approach to NIRB. We’re trying to be collaborative and meet our requirements. Following implementation 
of our programs this summer, and revising our modeling, we will be able to further refine that with the working 
group moving forward. 
AS: I did get comments to the entirety of the group. The major points that MM wanted to make is that we 
would appreciate a draft of the EWIs in order to review it in a useful and comprehensive way. I understand that 
Baffinland will be submitted this to the NIRB in case they don’t open up to parties for comment. 
AMH: Am I hearing that by providing a draft that this may result in a delay of submission. I just want to make 
sure that we have an open process.  
EM: I’m not sure of the NIRB’s intention or whether they would open up for comment, or just provide to the 
NIRB in terms of the overall assessment of the annual terms and conditions. Happy to speak further with Cory 
on the path forward. I will take the latter approach and will provide an update when I share the list of 
references. (ACTION M-25062020-8) 
JJ: Question on the Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program – Connecting EWIs with response data can be 
challenging, in order to do that a number of factors exist, how long would the disturbance be? Do we have 
duration of response data from Bruce Head and what are those? Are there limitations to collecting? 
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PR: Yes. However, in some cases, we don’t have a duration, but it’s based on the distance at which we saw a 
response, and then how quickly the animal goes back to normal behaviour based on ship traveling in set speed. 
We feel like there could be more done, thus why we’re following more on the focal follow. It’s still in design. 
We will finalize over the next week or so. We’re also in discussions with JASCO on how to tie the modeling into 
the response variables. It’s nice to know it was known at this distance, but what do you think was the distance, 
and amount of time before it goes back. The tagging data is the best for that. If we could run both programs 
going forward, we would have a good set of tools, but it is contingent on tagging programs and what it would 
mean for Baffinland’s involvement. 
JJ:  With regard to the duration of behaviours. If you have the opportunity to see the animals return to the 
normal behaviour. Without good duration of response data, it will be very difficult to situate the behaviour to a 
severity scale. This leads me to another concern. We have a commitment to a research program in Eclipse 
Sound. We’ve done some monitoring independently. Feels like a supplement to the acoustic data that you’ve 
collected. You’re introducing variability to your programs from year to year. We will continue to do monitoring 
and we will be expanding to an extent. We would like to be working with Inuit associations and plug this into 
the Inuit monitoring programs. The results, whether we provide support, or other locally-generated data. Can 
they be plugged in to see if the thresholds have been reached and whether these can be plugged into integrate 
other programs into the mitigation measures? If other triggers have been met as identified through separate 
programs, can they be considered? 
EM: The first question on the work done by Oceans North. I had exchanged an email with Amanda Joynt, I had 
indicated that we would be interested in hearing further about the report once it’s available. My 
understanding is that the MHTO has seen parts of this report. With regard to community-based monitoring and 
how it’s integrated into Baffinland’s adaptive management approach. Essentially the results of community-
based monitoring is shared with both the QIA and Baffinland and our forward looking vision is that the results 
from both community and our results will be reviewed holistically by an Inuit committee that is tasked to 
reviewing those and if there are discrepancies, these may provide input into adaptive management measures. 
There is a process there. The commitment to providing funds to a community driven program. This is a new 
program and there is further work to be done by QIA and the MHTO to push that forward.  
EM: There were a couple of requests regarding the email I sent through on the additional references on 
icebreaking and current operations, and approach and format for observer participation. With regard to 
indicating that we would like to take a revised approach to the observer participation. In light of the 
Amendment PC 183, we want to be very mindful of completing meeting agendas, seeking feedback from 
regulators and key groups such as the MHTO and QIA who have oversight on the Project. At a minimum, our 
compliance objectives need to be achieved. From PCa’s (JB’s) email on the consensus working group. We’re not 
trying to run an authoritarian meeting, that is not the objective. If we provide an agenda and we receive no 
request to add new topics, then we need to stick to the agenda. We’ve been very open to setting up additional 
discussion. I’ve opened up to Oceans North to open up the discussion on their presentation for results. This will 
continue to be a priority for Baffinland.  
AJ: To be productive I feel it is important to have discussions. Keeping observers to the end will be disjointed. I 
was disappointed with your email. I am going to ask questions as they come up and not wait to the end of the 
meeting; please provide all material one week in advance of the meeting.   
EM: The mandate and priority of the observer role is primarily to listen to discussions. I do appreciate your 
feedback. If observers have questions they want covered in the meeting, they can provide the details in 
advance of the meeting. 
AJ: I think it’s up to the MEWG members, and the others will need to chime in on this. As a civil society, we 
have a duty. 
JB: Perhaps a lot of these items could be parked. When we work on revising the terms and conditions, in terms 
of better use of time, better incorporation of comments. I don’t want to cut off the conversation but I do think 
we can have a more fulsome discussion and I think it is extremely valuable to our group.  
EM: I will take see if there is a better way to define the terms of an observer. 
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AHM: I feel there is value hearing from all parties, other meetings run by NIRB are in a roundtable format and 
everyone has an opportunity to talk. Please be careful about creating a new format, everyone should have an 
opportunity to speak to this. 
EM: I will provide some written feedback and a possible balanced approach. I will issue a revised draft and 
work to make that happen, we will have a separate call as needed. 

 
Additional Agenda Item: Questions on Ice Breaking Material 

EM: NIRB members have offered to speak to any MEWG members who may have any additional questions. 
AHM: There were two (2) items from your email that were not currently in the registry, however Solomon 
indicated he would ensure it was posted by the end of the day. 
JH: 2020 monitoring plans work - Patrick talked about photos being taken at two altitudes at Bruce Head.  Is 
there any chance the updates and finalized designs could be sent to the group? 
PA: We can provide a summary of all the changes as part of future reporting (M-25062020-9). 

 
END 

Tables that follow provide summary: of i) action items from current; and ii) status update on action 
items from past February 25, 2020 meeting. 

 

Table 1. Summary of action items update from June 25 and July 10, 2020 MEWG Meeting 

# Action Item Action By Status Update 
1 Baffinland to provide tentative 

schedule for the ToR amendment 
process  

Baffinland In progress. GN distributed a draft version to 
MEWG members for comment on March 9, 
2020. Comments were by various agencies 
by April 17, 2020. Baffinland provided an 
updated version (May 7, 2020) and these 
were discussed during a follow-up working 
sessions on May 8, 2020.  Subsequently, 
Baffinland submitted to the NIRB on 
October 16, 2020 an updated version and 
this included consideration of all feedback 
received during the various working sessions 
and comment review periods. Additional 
comments were shared with the MEWG by 
email on December 10, 2020, on behalf of 

***ACTIONS***  
7. Baffinland to share with MEWG the various references included in Golder’s EWI 

presentation shared during MEWG meeting. 
8. Baffinland will confirm timing of EWI submission with the NIRB. 

 

***ACTIONS***  
9. Golder/Baffinland to provide a summary document to the MEWG members of all 

the changes implemented during the 2020 Bruce Head field program as part of 
future reporting.  
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the Government of Canada (DFO, ECCC and 
PCa), and by the GN on December 11, 2020.  

2 Baffinland to notify to the 
Working Group that the Shipping 
Report has been submitted to the 
NIRB.  

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland submitted to the 
NIRB the Shipping report on July 17, 2020, in 
advance of the start of the first vessels 
making their way into the RSA. 

3 Golder to connect with DFO (Kim 
Howland) as needed to discuss 
sampling plan logistics.  

Baffinland/Golder Completed. No additional input was 
required on 2020 logistics. 

4 DFO (KH) to share literature on 
eDNA with Golder/Baffinland.  

DFO (KH) Completed. DFO shared 8 publications on 
eDNA for consideration by Baffinland:  
• Baillie et al. 2019. Environmental DNA 

and its applications to Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada: National needs and 
priorities.  

• Goldberg et al. 2016. Critical 
considerations for the application of 
environmental DNA methods to detect 
aquatic species.  

• Leduc et al.  2019. Comparing eDNA 
metabarcoding and species collection for 
documenting metazoan biodiversity. 

• Pochon et al. 2017. Wanted dead or 
alive? Using metabarcoding of 
environmental DNA and RNA to 
distinguish living assemblages for 
biosecurity applications.  

• Rey et al. 2020. Considerations for 
metabarcoding-based port biological 
baseline surveys aimed at marine 
nonindigenous species monitoring and 
risk assessments.  

• Ruppert et al. 2019. Past, present, and 
future perspectives of environmental 
DNA (eDNA) metabarcoding: A 
systematic review in methods, 
monitoring, and applications of global 
eDNA. 

• van den Heuvel-Greve et al. 2021. Early 
detection of marine non-indigenous 
species on Svalbard by DNA 
metabarcoding of sediment.  

• Zaiko et al. 2018. Advantages and 
Limitations of Environmental DNA/RNA 
Tools for Marine Biosecurity: 
Management and Surveillance of Non-
indigenous Species. 

5.  Golder to connect with DFO 
(Marianne Marcoux) as needed 
to further discuss 2020 aerial 
survey timeline.  

Golder/DFO (MM) Completed. After review of logistics 
associated with travel into and out of Mary 
River Mine site, no additional discussions 
were required.  
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6 Baffinland to explore possibility 
of obtaining field-based ice 
condition data from MSV Botnica 
when transiting through ice and 
to share this with the MEWG. 

Baffinland In progress. Baffinland will include available 
ice information through 2020 annual 
reporting efforts, and may share as part of 
future MEWG meeting examples of daily ice 
conditions provided by ice analysts.  

7 Baffinland to share with MEWG 
the various references included in 
Golder’s EWI presentation shared 
during MEWG meeting 

Baffinland Completed. EWI memo was submitted to 
the NIRB on August 20, 2020 (NIRB Doc. No. 
331325) and includes the list of references).  

8 Baffinland will confirm timing of 
EWI submission with the NIRB  

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland submitted to the 
NIRB the EWI document on August 21, 2020. 

9 Golder will provide a summary of 
modifications to the monitoring 
program as part of future 
reporting 

Golder/Baffinland In progress. Baffinland to include any new 
updates as part of 2020 reporting efforts. 

 

Table 2. Summary of action items update from February 25, 2020 MEWG Meeting 

# Action Item Action By Status Update 
1 GN to distribute to MEWG 

members the latest draft of ToR 
showing track changes. 

Government of 
Nunavut 

Completed. GN distributed a draft version to 
MEWG members for comment on March 9, 
2020. Comments were by various agencies 
by April 17, 2020. Baffinland provided an 
updated version (May 7, 2020) and these 
were discussed during a follow-up working 
session on May 8, 2020.  Subsequently, 
Baffinland submitted to the NIRB on 
October 16, 2020 an updated version and 
this included consideration of all feedback 
received during the various working sessions 
and comment review periods.  

2 DFO to review availability of long-
term datasets that may help to 
support selection of adequate 
EWI(s) relevant to the Project 

Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada 

In progress. Baffinland requested dataset in 
January 2021 however DFO has indicated 
that they cannot provide any data 
associated with samples for cortisol levels in 
narwhal. DFO is continuing to look into what 
long-term datasets exist, but more 
discussion with the MEWG is required in 
order to identify and select any additional 
EWIs. 

3 Baffinland/Golder will provide an 
EWI “What we Heard” summary 
document to MEWG members to 
comment. 

Baffinland/Golder Completed Baffinland submitted to the NIRB 
on August 21, 2020 a memo, Early Warning 
Indicators for Marine Mammals, which 
provided a summary of feedback received 
by the MEWG and others for the 
consideration of variables for suitable EWI  

4 MEWG to provide feedback to 
Baffinland/Golder on EWI 
summary document.  

All Completed. Dependent on completion of 
Action No. 3 to proceed. 

5 Baffinland to organize a 
dedicated teleconference call to 

Baffinland Completed. Dependent on completion of 
Action No. 4 to proceed. Dedicated session 
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further discuss selection of EWI(s) 
based on feedback received from 
Action No. 4. 

was organized for June 25, 2020 and 
continued on July 11, 2020. 

7 Golder/Baffinland to provide 
calculations for coefficients of 
variation for abundance 
estimates in 2019 aerial survey 
report. 

Golder/Baffinland Completed. Request will be included in 2019 
Draft Aerial Survey Report.  

8 Baffinland to schedule a 
teleconference for week of 
March 2, 2020 to resume 
discussion of outstanding agenda 
items. 

Baffinland/All Completed. Teleconference was scheduled 
on March 5, 2020. 

9 Golder/Baffinland to further 
discuss with DFO sampling 
methods/sample processing 
during benthic grabs. 

Golder/Baffinland/DFO Completed. Sampling methods/sample 
processing during benthic grabs were 
discussed during June 2020 MEWG meeting.  

11 Golder/Baffinland to include 
power analysis results using the 
newly added sampling sites and 
will clearly indicate in report 
figures new and historical sites. 

Golder/Baffinland Completed. Request will be included in 2019 
Draft MEEMP Report. 

12 DFO to connect Golder with DFO 
Arctic char aging specialist 

DFO In progress. DFO shared recent publication 
by DFO Canadian Scientific Advisory 
Secretariat from March 2021 (Gallagher et 
al. 2021) on Arctic Char aging with 
Baffinland. Publication subsequently shared 
with the MEWG for reference.  
If the need is still required, DFO to provide 
contact information for specialist. 
Reference:  
Gallagher, C.P., Wastle, R.J., and Howland, 
K.L. 2021. Evaluating otolith preparation 
methods for anadromous Arctic Char: 
establishing an age estimation protocol and 
comparing historical with contemporary 
data. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc. 
2021/023. iv + 29 p. 

13 Golder/Baffinland to include 
sampling frequency as part of 
2019 MEEMP/Aquatic Invasive 
Species reporting 

Golder/Baffinland Completed. Request will be included in 2019 
Draft MEEMP Report.  

14 MEWG members to provide 
comments on past draft meeting 
minutes by March 13, 2020. 

All Completed. No comments received during 
comment period by any MEWG member. 

15 Baffinland to plan for next 
upcoming in-person meeting to 
be held likely sometime in June 
2020 

Baffinland Completed. In light of COVID-19 travel and 
work restrictions over the entire year, in-
person meetings will not be possible.  
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Name: Chris Spencer 

 

Agency / Organization: Qikiqtani Inuit Association 

 

Date of Comment Submission: 12 April 2021 

 

# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1 

A.1 June 25 2020 
MEWG Meeting No. 
22 Minutes _Draft 

General It is QIA's expectation that draft 
MEWG minutes be provided to 
participants in a timely manner 
(i.e., 2-3 weeks), to allow for 
effective review. Any delays in 
submission of draft minutes should 
be clearly communicated to all 
Working Group members so that 
technical experts can adjust 
schedules as needed. These draft 
minutes for the June 2020 MEWG 
conference call have been provided 
ca. 10 months post-meeting. Due 
to the lateness of the submission of 
these draft minutes, and other 
priorities, QIA will not be 
submitting detailed review 
comments. We recommend that 
the Proponent make all possible 
efforts for timely submission, and 
clearly communicate any 
anticipated delays in doing so.  
 

Thank you for your comment. 
Baffinland acknowledges that these 
minutes were provided later than 
usual and will make best efforts in 
the future to distribute draft 
minutes to obtain feedback from 
the TEWG in a timelier manner.  
 
It is noted that since March 2020, 
Baffinland has faced numerous 
challenges related to the global 
COVID-19 pandemic, which as of 
April 2021, is still ongoing. 
Accordingly, this has resulted in the 
reprioritization of certain activities 
in order to ensure the health and 
safety, including the wellbeing, of 
its employees and contractors, who 
have had to constantly adapt to 
changing conditions. Activities such 
as coordinating and completing 
environmental effects monitoring 
programs safely rather than 
cancelling programs in the context 
of a global pandemic required 
greater time and effort during 
implementation, and accordingly 
such activities were prioritized over 
others due to their importance. 
Furthermore, as can be seen in the 
action tracker, Baffinland placed 
greater value on completing 
actions identified during these 
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

meetings, and accordingly was able 
to demonstrate progress towards 
these actions. Baffinland notes that 
it did not receive any request from 
the working group members asking 
when these would be made 
available.   
 
As part of its 2020 annual reporting 
efforts to the NIRB, Baffinland will 
be providing a summary of the 
challenges it faced related to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, and the 
solutions that were implemented in 
order to continue operating 
responsibly during a global 
pandemic.  
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Name: Jacquie Bastick 

 

Agency / Organization: Parks Canada 

 

Date of Comment Submission: Tuesday April 6, 2021 

 

# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1 

Applicable to both 
minutes from June 
25, 2020 meeting 
(action item #1, 
Table 1) and Dec 9, 
2020 meeting 
(action item 1, Table 
2) 

See info under 
“document 
name” 
heading 

Please change status of this action 
item to “In progress” and add that 
as per the email from Allison 
Stoddart at Parks Canada dated 
December 10, 2020 the GoC 
provided comments to Baffinland 
regarding the Working Group 
Terms of Reference (ToR) that was 
provided by Baffinland to the NIRB 
on October 16, 2020.  

Comment is noted and change has 
been reflected in the meeting 
minutes.  
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Name: Alexandra Sorckoff 

 

Agency / Organization: Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 

 

Date of Comment Submission: Wednesday, April 28, 2021 (comments received via email) 

 

# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1 

June 25, 2020 
meeting minutes 
(Action item #4, 
Table 1)  
 

 Via Email: In regards to Action Item 
#4 from the June 25 and July 10, 
2020 MEWG Meetings, DFO is 
attaching the following eight 
papers for your reference: 
 
References: 
• Baillie et al. 2019. Environmental 

DNA and its applications to 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada: 
National needs and priorities.  

• Goldberg et al. 2016. Critical 
considerations for the 
application of environmental 
DNA methods to detect aquatic 
species.  

• Leduc et al.  2019. Comparing 
eDNA metabarcoding and 
species collection for 
documenting metazoan 
biodiversity. 

• Pochon et al. 2017. Wanted 
dead or alive? Using 
metabarcoding of environmental 
DNA and RNA to distinguish 
living assemblages for 
biosecurity applications.  

• Rey et al. 2020. Considerations 
for metabarcoding-based port 
biological baseline surveys 
aimed at marine nonindigenous 
species monitoring and risk 
assessments.  

Comment is noted and change has 
been reflected in the action tracker 
in both June and December 
meeting minutes. 
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

• Ruppert et al. 2019. Past, 
present, and future perspectives 
of environmental DNA (eDNA) 
metabarcoding: A systematic 
review in methods, monitoring, 
and applications of global eDNA. 

• van den Heuvel-Greve et al. 
2021. Early detection of marine 
non-indigenous species on 
Svalbard by DNA metabarcoding 
of sediment.  

• Zaiko et al. 2018. Advantages 
and Limitations of 
Environmental DNA/RNA Tools 
for Marine Biosecurity: 
Management and Surveillance of 
Non-indigenous Species.  

2 

June 25, 2020 
meeting minutes 
(Action item #2, 
Table 2 from 
February 25, 2020) 

See info under 
“document 
name” 
heading 

Via Email: In regards to Action Item 
#2 from the February 25, 2020 
MEWG Meeting, DFO is continuing 
to look into what long-term 
datasets exist, but more discussion 
with the MEWG is required in order 
to identify and select any additional 
EWI’s.  

Comment is noted and change has 
been reflected in the action tracker 
in both June and December 
meeting minutes. 

3 

June 25, 2020 
meeting minutes 
(Action item #12, 
Table 2 from 
February 25, 2020) 

 Via Email: In regards to Action Item 
#12 from the February 25, 2020 
MEWG Meeting, DFO is attaching 
the following paper for your 
reference: 
 
• Gallagher et al. 2021. Evaluating 

otolith preparation methods for 
anadromous Arctic Char: 
establishing an age estimation 
protocol and comparing 
historical with contemporary 
data.  

 

Comment is noted and change has 
been reflected in the action tracker 
in both June and December 
meeting minutes.  
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Marine Environment Working Group (MEWG) Draft Meeting 23 Minutes  

Dates:   
December 9, 2020  

2:00 pm – 5:00 pm (EST)  
From a Computer (PC/Mac) or a Smartphone/Tablet (iOS-Android), click the following link : 

https://cms.baffinland.com/invited.sf?id=064701805&secret=3rqNSk7iCqrsfVLhdIwrOg 
**Use Google Chrome to access CISCO Meeting online 

From a phone, dial +14168142855, and enter the meeting ID (064701805) 

 
Member Organization Participants Member Organization Participants 
Baffinland Iron Mines 
Corporation 
(Baffinland) 

Lou Kamermans (LK) – (n) Makivik Gregor Gilbert (GG2) – (n) 

Emma Malcolm (EM)- (y) Mittimatalik Hunters and 
Trappers Organization 
(MHTO) 

Amanda Hanson Main 
(AHM) – (y) 

Genevieve Morinville (GM) – 
(y) 
Krista Johnson (KJ) Eric Ootoovak (EO) – (y) 

Steven Douville (SD) 

Connor Devereaux (CD)   

Kyle Emslie (KE)   

Qikiqtani Inuit 
Association (QIA) 
and Consultants 

Chris Spencer (CS) – (y) Observer Organization Participants 

Bruce Stewart (BS) – (y) 
Jeff Higdon (JH) – (y) World Wildlife Fund – 

Canada (WWF) 
Andrew Dumbrille (AD) – (y) 

Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada 
(DFO) 

Kim Howland (KH) – (y) Brandon Laforest (BL) – (n) 
Alexandra Sorckoff (AS) – (y) 
Marianne Marcoux 
(MM) – (y) 

Environment and 
Climate Change 
Canada (ECCC) 

Grant Gilchrist (GG) – (y) Oceans North Canada 
(Oceans North) 

Amanda Joynt (AJ) – (y) 

Anna Graham (AG) – (y) 
 

Josh Jones (JJ) Scripps 
Institute – (y) 

 Krupesh Patel (KP) – (y) 

Government of  
Nunavut (GN) 

Brad Pirie (BP) – (y) 
Nunavut Impact Review 
Board (NIRB) 

Solomon Amuno (SA) – (n) 
Natalie O’Grady - (n) Cory Barker (CB) – (y) 

Canadian Northern 
Economic Development 
Agency (CANNOR) 

Arusa Shafi (AS2) – (y) 

Parks Canada (PCa) Allison Stoddart (AS) – (y) Baffinland Consultants Participants 
Chantal Vis (CV) – (y) Golder Patrick Abgrall (PA) – (y) 
Jacquie Bastick (JB) – (y) Phil Rouget (PR) – (y) 

Marina Winterbottom (MW) – (y) 
 

https://cms.baffinland.com/invited.sf?id=064701805&secret=3rqNSk7iCqrsfVLhdIwrOg
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  Raine Sharpe (RS) – (y) 
 
Elaine Irving (EI) – (y) 
 
Ainslie Allen (AA) – (y) 
 
Mitch Firman (MF) – (y)  
 
Tannis Thomas (TT) 
 
Julia Horgan (JH) 

JASCO Melanie Austin (MA) – (y) 

EDI Mike Setterington (MS) – (y) 

 
 

Agenda 
 

Time Activity 
2:00pm – 2:10pm  Welcome and Rollcall 
2:10pm – 3:00pm  EWI Technical Memo Submission Summary 
3:00pm – 3:15pm Baffinland Update 

• 2020 Shipping Season Summary 
3:15pm – 4:00pm 2020 Monitoring Program Update 
4:00pm – 4:45pm 2019 Monitoring Report Comment and Response Summary 
4:45pm – 5:00pm Roundtable and Action Item Review 

 
Discussion and Comments 

Baffinland welcomes all participants from member and observer organizations. Slight change in agenda to 
accommodate member’s availability.  
EWI Technical Memo Submission Summary 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 110, 112 
Early Warning Indicators - Slide 2 
PA: Reviewing Early Warning Indicators (EWIs). Process that was outlined in the memo submitted, and looking at 
assessment for candidate EWIs, they were taken off initial list proposed by Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO). And 
through consultation with the MHTO we have identified 3 potential indicators of interest. We looked at those and 
cross-referenced them. We looked at site access – ease of accessing collection of data; the cost of information; and 
support from the MHTO. From this process as you can see, it became clear that a variation in calving rates is the most 
logical indicator as an EWI. Through information that was available, looking at the proportion of immature individuals 
makes sense in terms of providing useful indicators to changes in population of calves and yearlings.  
PA: In terms of marine monitoring programs (MMPs) to collect EWI data, it would happen through Bruce Head. 
Threshold – slide 3 
PA: This is the proportion of immature narwhals. 2014 is baseline year, the lowest value we had was in 2014 which was 
15.2 percent of individuals being immature narwhal. If we decreased that by 10% we arrive at threshold of 13.7%. It is 
important to point out here that we are correcting this value from what was presented in Table 5 of section 3.1 in the 
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Technical Memo submitted on August, 20 2020 (NIRB Doc. No. 331325), there was an error in the tabulation of values. 
The numbers were incorrectly summarized in the table – this table is accurate. 
Methods – slide 4 
PA: Methodology used to collect information. During the field program at Bruce Head, the observer were doing counts. 
We count all animals in groups passing by the study area (do not double count reintroduction). With regard to marine 
mammals, it is possible that animals dive into water and come back up and move around – we can lose track. There is a 
risk that animals are being recounted. However, when a known re-sighting occurred it is being excluded.  
Example – slide 5 
PA: Example of what observers see from the platform. 1 in 6 individuals would fall into the calving category.  
Alternate Monitoring – Aerial Photography – slide 6 
PA: We talked about looking at the potential of collecting aerial photography to see if it could support the EWI process 
for identifying immature individuals back during our February 2020 meeting. Our aerial program is at 1000 feet – you 
can see a big difference in resolution between 1000 feet vs. 2000 feet. We did fly a couple of flights to collect data to 
potentially look at photography to see if it is a useable tool. Such data is going to be looked at to see if it could be used 
as a supplementary tool.  
Alternate Monitoring – Aerial Photography (continued) -  slide 7 
PA: Potential baseline data existing from aerial surveys. In 2016 there was a photographic survey performed at 2000 
feet, which may not be able to provide the level of data we need. In 2019, the photographic surveys were conducted at 
2000 feet, but elsewhere it was conducted at 1000 feet. 
GM: This is recap of documents sent back in August 2020. Note that we do have additional folks online. Connor 
Devereaux (CD) and Kyle Emslie (KE) from Mary River have just joined us. As well as Steven Douville (SD) from our 
Shipping Department. 
MM: Very exciting to see work being done on EWIs, and that progress is being made. Going in the right direction. I 
wonder if you thought about ways to calculate variation around your estimates for establishing the proportion of 
calves and yearlings? 
PA: Are you saying throughout the season? Or year-to-year?  
MM: I asked this question before – I am worried about how you compare year-to-year. We would need to know the 
variation between proportions of calves versus yearlings. Do you have ways to address this? 
PA: We aren’t doing a statistical analysis. We have taken the pre-Early Revenue Phase (ERP) shipping value, which is 
15.2% and allocating a 10% decrease to that value. Although there is variation, we are just using the pre-value that is 
existing and using a 10% decrease on that. Even if there is variation from year-to-year, we are just setting a threshold 
benchmark.  
MM: You are not doing a statistical test, I get it. I wonder maybe by having some measure of weekly coefficient, 
proportion may help. We know the 2014 value is an estimate. Trying to get a measure on how confident we are in 
proportions. 
PA: This is just the actual number of proportion of the animals. If we calculate all animals, there is no variation. We 
could do a daily count and do a variation instead of clumping together. 
MM: Something that would show variation around numbers. 
PA: We know that proportion can change throughout the year. Maybe what you are getting at is that sometimes the 
programs aren’t run at the same time period, or ice patterns may change through the year which could affect numbers. 
Perhaps this is something we could look into. What is the benefit of breaking it down by time periods and looking at 
variations? We have confidence that this number is representative of the population for that year. We have no 
uncertainty toward that number. Do you have something specific? 
MM: It would be helpful to break down variance by day or week. This is the number you observed, but how well does it 
reflect the actual population?  
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PA: Yes – there is no variation because that is the site. But we are thinking about possibly running a survey from 
Koluktoo Bay and Tremblay Sound – this would show some variance in the population by having more than one site. So 
this is the idea of Bruce Head, but if it gets to a point where aerial survey data gets integrated into this, there’s going to 
be some measure of uncertainty that applies. If you took different regions into it then you’d have variation to account 
for. I am not sure for Bruce Head itself – we can look at this and see if we can break down to weekly. This is something 
we will take away and will have discussions about (ACTION M-09122020-1).  
MM: This is a good segway. DFO ran an aerial survey (i.e., photographic) in 2013 at 1000 feet, and it was 
photographic/cameras all the time, flew at 1000 feet. This may be something you can have access to if there is interest. 
But the photos are oblique. In your survey, are they oblique?  
PA: This summer the photos were oblique, not straight down. 
MM: Are you going to use a drone?  
PA: We are trying to use drones to get idea of accuracy is. We are looking into seeing whether a drone will act as a 
useful tool, and if so, then down the line maybe we can perhaps transition to the use of a drone as a tool. 
MM: How are marine observers trained to distinguish between a calf, yearling, or adult? Do you have an idea of 
accuracy? Maybe the drones are a way to go for training.  
PA: In terms of what we use, in the past, this year was different…in the past a team of observers were positioned at the 
stations (i.e. Inuit observers, biologists), a lot of the information are led by Inuit researchers. I know from early days, 
Elijah Panipakoocho was an observer, and he stayed on for a number of years. Drones do provide tool for training for 
cross-referencing. In terms of looking at variation, we are looking at cross-referencing our counts with the use of 
drones. We can perhaps look at variation in the count. 
MM: This is great. If you can build this up and build confidence, that would be great.  
MM: Our position is that we would like to see more than one EWI. This would be valuable – to have one that would 
deal with body condition. At DFO, we do have samples you can use if you decide to go this way. If you partner up with 
Inuit, that would help as well. I would like to emphasize that we would like at least one more EWI. 
GM: We are focusing on this one EWI. PA and others from the Golder team could discuss limitations with using a body 
condition indicator. 
CV: Looking at EWI report, the values are very different from what is presented in this table.  
PA: I will first start on MM’s point. With regard to other EWIs, I know we have had these discussions and it is not a 
closed discussion. If we find opportunities to improve we will look at new ways to do so. But we need to use current 
data to allow us to be compliant with relevant PC Project Certificate (PC) conditions. If new tools or data comes 
available for us to use, such as body condition data, then we can consider further, but for now our position is that 
looking at the proportion of calving rate makes sense for narwhal population that uses the area that is of high 
importance and where we can study this directly. Leaves indicator specific to importance of the area. With regard to 
the other question on the different values presented in the table showing 10%, what happened in the technical 
memorandum, in the processing of the master database, the juveniles were still included in the number, and where the 
error became obvious was during a technical meeting. If go back to slide 3, if you take 10% off of 15.2%, then that takes 
you to 13.7%, once you remove 1.52%. 
CV: Will the technical report or memorandum from 2020, will there be a corrected memo? Was there a corrected 
memo with revised numbers? Or just here in the slide deck? 
PA: Just in the slide deck.  
EM: Note we will not be updating the memo because we have the requirement for EWI under our PC condition, we will 
report on this with the corrected numbers and values for 2020 in our Annual report to the NIRB. You will see those as 
part of that submission in 2021. 
JJ: I have a question on EWI with respect to calving rates. How will the proponent (Baffinland) determine that the 
change is caused by Project-related activities? 
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PA: So the question is, how do we know if the impact is Project-related? This is part of the challenge. As I mentioned, 
one of the reasons for choosing this indicator is because it is an important calving ground for narwhal. It is hard to 
assess change due to shipping specifically. By monitoring this indicator, this gives us the heads-up if we see change in 
population, and this can lead us to do adaptive management if needed, helps us to look at variables we are measuring 
through the other monitoring programs and see what the data may be telling us. This will allow us to be respond 
should changes be observed.  
PR: We want to clarify to everyone on the call that there are numerous variables (indicators) that have been monitored 
monitored since 2013. This EWI is the only formalized indicator that would trigger specific mitigation action. But all the 
other indicators, we can look at them to see if there are any correlating changes indicative of changes in calving rate.  
PA: EWIs are discussed in terms of conservation biology, but it’s not practically applied in Projects across Canada. We 
are assessing and moving forward with this, but it’s not something that a lot of people are looking at. We are working 
through developing this as we go along in terms of how it applies to the PC and everything relating to it. It is important 
to understand where this has and has not been used in terms of monitoring programs. 
GM: We are presenting you what we are doing, but many organizations may be doing research elsewhere. For us, if we 
are seeing certain changes, we can see what can potentially be done on our end.  
JJ: PR – I heard you say that the EWI, if it is reached it is designed to trigger specific mitigation actions. Can you 
elaborate on that? What are the specific actions triggers?  
PR: Currently, if we are to see a 10% decrease to calving rate, we would flag those with the MEWG and then we would 
come to an agreement on what mitigation could be implemented to address those issues. This process will become 
more formalized under the Phase 2 operation scenario. In terms of how to approach it under the ERP, it basically would 
depend on what we are seeing, and what mitigation tools that are identified by the advisory group that we can use. 
JJ: What is the connection currently between the change in calving rate and the monitoring of underwater sound and 
behaviour? 
PA: You are looking to see what we are currently seeing? 
JJ: I’m looking for framework to determine, should you observe a change in behaviour or a level of noise that is of 
concern, leading to change in calving rate. 
EM: As you will note and outlined in the memo, there is an adaptive management section that outlines what would 
happen if that threshold would be reached, we could explore doing additional monitoring to see if the change is 
attributed to operations. Ultimately, what would occur if we hit the threshold, we would go back and look at previous 
datasets and seek out a relationship to see if it exists, and PA mentioned this, if we were seeing a change in calving rate 
at Bruce Head, our first response would be to use additional datasets to conduct a detailed investigation. This is always 
going to be our first step in better understanding potential effects.  
GM: We are building datasets with each year. This is why we are focused on collecting various types of data through 
our various monitoring programs.   
CS: I appreciate the discussion going on. It is unclear if based on what was just said if Baffinland would be able to 
establish if the Project is impacting narwhal, that is would the company be able to conclusively establish a link using its 
current available data? This wasn’t clear to me. And if it is the case that Baffinland cannot, what additional data would 
be required and why isn’t it being collected right now? 
EM: The question is, would Baffinland with its current datasets be able to establish a causal link to a change in 
proportion of calves? Is this your question? 
CS: Yes. You said you won’t evaluate the concept until an EWI is triggered.  
EM: This is why we are not exclusively looking at data with respect to the proportion of calves as a specific indicator. 
We have a lot of data. If we were to see that change when we process the data, we would also be able to identify if 
there are other warning bells going off in terms of behavioural response. We would be able to identify quite quickly to 
identify triggers that would lead to such change. Having said that, there is a certain level of uncertainty with this. I am 
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not sure how many meetings you have been a part of, but this has been part of discussion with this working group for 
several years as this is a novel approach. GM also mentioned this – why we rely on other parties to collect relevant data 
in the area, so we have an understanding of whether other changes are occurring of if there are other changes 
affecting the narwhal population - we can look at datasets and try to discriminate Project-related effects from non-
Project-related changes. We are actively doing it. We are not waiting for a threshold. This is part of our ongoing data 
collection. 
GM: In terms of impact assessments, this involves a process that identifies potential effects based on the information 
available from multiple sources. From this assessment, we identify multiple layers of protection in order to avoid or 
minimize to the extent possible potential effects (i.e., through implementation of mitigation and management 
measures). These layers of protective measures are based on best practice, professional experience, etc., and aim to 
minimize and/or avoid potential effects. This is what we are doing right now. Based on identified potential effects, we 
have implemented multiple measures and are monitoring various components of the marine environment to see if the 
measures being implemented are effective or whether we are able to identify Project-related effects. We have to see 
this as a living and constantly evolving process. 
CS: Based upon what I heard today, it’s not clear if the adaptive management process is flushed out. I’m curious to 
know exactly what we could expect in terms of response time if we do hit a trigger. How long would you go through the 
data evaluation process?  
EM: It would depend on what we were seeing in the data. For example, if we saw a change in the proportion of calves 
but no other warning bells in other datasets, it could possibly trigger a need to look at other datasets to see if this 
change was occurring elsewhere i.e., not Project-specific). But we could also see if there is an immediate response that 
could be taken by the company, regardless of the causal nature of the observed change. QIA should understand that 
we are working with them on formalizing the adaptive management process. I don’t think there is a need to discuss this 
further right now. There are serval several examples we have provided where we have implemented adaptive 
management measures. I can recirculate this material if you want. But we are circling theoretical situations right now, 
and potentially being redundant knowing there is a path forward with QIA on approving our adaptive management 
approach. 
 

Baffinland Update 

2020 Shipping Season Summary 

2020 Shipping Communications – slide 4 
GM: Prior to commencing our shipping season we have procedures in place to inform communities of our upcoming 
shipping season. As part of our approach prior to shipping, we get confirmation that the floe edge is closed by the 
MHTO.  
Ice Conditions prior to Shipping – slide 5 
GM: We have ice analysts that look at satellite imagery and ice concentrations released by the Canadian Ice Service. 
This is an ongoing process to ensure we meet commitments related to ice including avoiding the breaking of landfast 
ice.  
Day 1 of Shipping – slide 6 
GM: The first set of vessels transiting into the Regional Study Area (RSA) towards Milne Port arrived as a convoy 
consisting of the MSV Botnica, 2 ore carriers and two tugs. 

***ACTIONS*** 
1. Baffinland/Golder to consider the potential for estimating calving rate variance by exploring 

potential to calculate rates on a weekly basis. 
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Ice Conditions – slide 7 
GM: By the end of July 29 there were relatively open water conditions throughout the shipping lane, with the exception 
of a small area that was 3/10 ice. There were some interesting ice conditions in 2020 where thick ice conditions 
remained near Bylot Island and Ragged Island, almost like a plug, thus we were in a one transit per 24 hours scenario 
until there was almost no more ice along the entire shipping lane until late August. 
Ice Conditions – slide 8 
GM: Ice conditions at the end of the shipping season remained below 6/10. 
2020 Shipping Season Highlights – slide 9 
GM: We had 72 ore carriers that came through, with the first transit consisting of a convoy, as indicated previously. 
And the last set of vessels also consisted of a convoy. We maintained throughout the shipping season a waiting area for 
vessels that was located at least 40 km to the east of the Nunavut Settlement Area. We had a total 8 resupply and fuel 
vessels combined – 4 cargo and 4 fuel tankers – calling to Milne Port. Throughout the season, we were able to monitor 
vessel speeds (9 knots) and continued to monitor vessels to ensure they remained within the defined shipping lane. 
Deviations were followed up with Vessel Masters. Despite COVID-19 challenges, we continued our ballast water 
compliance testing, and followed our standard operating procedures (SOPs) as described in our Ballast Water 
Management Plan. 
BS: Was there any biological testing on ballast water? 
GM: No biological testing was possible due to boarding restrictions.   
JH: How will vessel exceedances compare to previous years? 
GM: We haven’t worked out all of the data. Details will be provided in the 2020 Annual report to the NIRB.  
PR: It is too early for us to say. We have all of the Automatic Identification System (AIS) data, and we have to QA/QC it. 
It will be available in the 2020 Annual Report to the NIRB.   
GM: One of the things the shipping monitors do as part of their role is to track daily vessel activity, and look at the 
vessel speeds and vessel locations. They are able to access the ExactEarth software and are writing notes throughout 
the day in order to inform the community of latest vessel positions. They are also tracking and recording non-Baffinland 
vessels if they transit through the RSA. 
EO: I have a question about page slide 9 – how many transits did the icebreaker (MSV Botnica) make in the 2020 
shipping season? 
SD: I can get it fairly quickly. 
JJ: I know the traffic of icebreaker isn’t uniform along northern shipping route. When you answer the question about 
the number of transits it would be helpful to know where specifically along the route you are measuring from.  
GM: This year, the way the ice conditions presented themselves, The MSV Botnica was escorting vessels and/or 
transiting through the RSA only once every 24 hours for the early shipping season since there was ice greater than 6/10 
that remained along the shipping lane until late July.   
JJ: Was that 24-hour cycle implemented through all periods of operation of the icebreaker? Or during shoulder season 
only? 
GM: It was implemented during the early shoulder season when we had ice conditions that were greater than 6/10 ice. 
If there is any ice that is more than this ratio, then this is what defines the 24-hour clock. When the icebreaker is not 
needed it is anchored at Milne Port. 
JJ: We also want the total number of transits of the MSV Botnica through the entire region.  
GM: There were a few more in the summer for vessel crew changes – we can get you specific numbers and dates 
(ACTION M-09122020-2). 
SD: For escorts, we escorted approximately 25 vessels in and out, but I will have to confirm how many transits this 
included. In 2020, we ensured that the Botnica went out to release its grey water every 10 days. I need to add this in to 
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the number of transits. There was also a crew change. We will come back with a more fulsome answer ((ACTION M-
09122020-2).  
JJ: 25 in and 25 out? So at one one point along shipping route we will see icebreaker 50 times? 
EM: We will pull the numbers together for an action item (ACTION M-09122020-02).  
JH: Not sure if I understood correctly. During ice conditions, I’m looking for a clarification. During ice conditions of 6/10 
of ice and greater, and the limitations per 24 hours, was it in and out within the same 24-hour period, or in for 24-hour 
period and then out during the next 24-hour period? 
GM: A ship has to wait until 24 hours is reached before another vessel can travel again through the RSA over the next 
24 hours. At a high level, it takes almost 20 hours to get from one end of the RSA to the other along the shipping lane. 
 

 
2020 Marine Monitoring Program Update 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 1, 76, 83, 83(a), 87, 89, 91, 99, 113, 114, and 126 

Golder presents a summary of proposed programs from the 2020 field season 

2020 MEEMP and AIS Program – slide 2 
PA: For this program, it started on July 21 and ended on September 15 2020. In terms of the MEEMP, field crews 
arrived on July 21 and left on Sept 15. In terms of MEEMP, we were able to successfully complete water quality 
sampling, sediment and benthic infauna, fish and fish habitat, and fish tissue sampling. With regard to Aquatic Invasive 
Species (AIS), it was successfully completed as well. I know there are a few questions on the 2019 AIS program, and we 
will save that for the next session when we talk about the 2019 monitoring reports. With regard to the marine fish 
habitat offset program, this was the final year of the ore dock program, and year 1 of the freight dock monitoring. 
Physical oceanography data was also collected.  
Marine Mammal Aerial Survey Program – slide 3 
PA: The pre-season survey occurred from the 10-22 of July. The goal is to survey open-water at the floe edge east of 
Pond Inlet. The second time the aircraft were on site was for the summer abundance survey which included a survey of 
Eclipse Sound and Admiralty Inlet. We were able to complete two full surveys on these grids. One advantage we had 
was by having both aircrafts for the abundance surveys staged from Mary River. We had the opportunity to survey 
each grid with two aircrafts at a time. Last year when we did the survey in two days, each aircraft surveyed the 
different locations on different days. Hopefully the 2020 data provides a better indicator on numbers in the area since 
we were able to complete surveying all the grids in the same day.  The end of season clearance survey did not take 
place this year.  
2020 Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program – slide 4 
PA: The program occurred August 7-30 (observation period). The ability to come in and out of the Mary River Mine Site 
was limited this year due to COVID-19. Data collection was conducted the same way as it was in 2019 and data 
collected on behaviour and shipping activity was collected using the same grids. 
2020 Bruce Head Shore-based Monitoring Program – slide 5 
PA: This slide shows cropped images of groups of narwhal. Notably we were able to complete 108 focal follow surveys.  
2020 Passive Acoustic Monitoring Program – slide 6 
PA: Both the North Milne Inlet and Eclipse Sound acoustic recorders that were deployed in 2019 were meant to be 
retrieved this year. But due to logistical issues they weren’t able to be retrieved in early summer 2019, and instead 

***ACTIONS*** 
2. Baffinland to share with the MHTO the number of transits the MSV Botnica made during the 

2020 shipping season.   
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were retrieved on Sept 5, 2020. The good news is that the batteries surpassed conservative expectations and both 
retrievers were able to record over that entire period. The Bruce Head recorder was deployed on August 1, 2020, and it 
was retrieved on September 6, 2020. 
Incidental Marine Mammals Sightings Pilot Program - slide 7 
GM: The Ship-based Observer Program is one program we were not able to complete as done in 2018 and 2019 due to 
COVID-19 boarding restrictions.  In response, we had to come up with an alternative plan which was to set up a pilot 
program to that could provide incidental observations. As you know with the SBO program, we have typically deployed 
local Inuit observers, most from Pond Inlet, but were unable to do so this year. We started communicating our interess 
for the need for observations through a collaboration with an external organization, the Marine Mammal Observation 
Network (MMON), which has been typically more active in the St. Lawrence region. With the support of MMON, we 
encouraged selected vessel owners to have their ship crews record marine mammal observations. We were happy to 
enter into agreement with MMON, and accordingly signed an agreement in summer 2020 in order to adopt their data 
collection protocols. With the help of Green Marine and MMON, a virtual training session was held with 
representatives of selected vessel owners. Data collection protocols were provided to participating vessels. Vessel 
crews were able to collect data throughout the summer from July to October using the MMON data collection 
protocol.  
Incidental Marine Mammals Sightings Pilot Program – slide 8 
GM: This is a screenshot of draft observations. These draft sightings have been compiled from July to October, 2020. 
This is simply to show how much information was received. It is definitely not as detailed as the SBO program, but at 
least we are able to get vessels to become aware that this is of interest to us and that we are looking at expanding this 
program. This is a good start and we will be considering this expansion to other vessel companies as well. Overall it was 
successful for increasing general awareness of vessel owners. 
AJ: I have a question about the drone program. In terms of the focal follows, how is the duration determined? Until 
narwhal exhibit pre-disturbance behaviour? How long did they last? 
PA: This is determined either by either losing track of animals because of diving, or the battery duration of the drone 
(i.e., ~20 min).  
AJ: Would you say the average was about 20 min?  
PA: This would be the maximum because we still needed to get to the pre-determined selected location and to wait for 
narwhal group to go through the area. 
AJ: It would be good to see in the reporting whether there was a lot of return to pre-disturbance behaviour within 
those 20 minutes. Is this possible?  
PA: We will have to look at data. Part of what we are going to look at is to see if this is in fact a useful tool.  
GM: Maybe it would be helpful to capture the imagery we were able to obtain during the program. This was a success. 
PA: One of the other benefits from the drone program was with respect to focal follows. 
EO: With respect to aerial surveys by airplane. I’m wondering if Golder has assessed the impact of airplanes on narwhal 
behaviour. This is a question regarding aerial surveys. While the airplane is flying above the animals, how much impact 
is it causing on the animals? (ACTION M-09122020-3) 
PA: The question was whether we are recording the reaction of animals?  
GM: Were any drone captures made during the marine mammal aerial surveys?  
PA: By the airplane, the animals typically don’t react to airplanes, but if they do, we would record this.  
EO: The reason I ask this is because airplane noise can have impact on animals, along with all the ship noise. You may 
notice that there is even more impact to animals. This should be further looked at (i.e. cumulative impact – noise from 
airplanes and vessels). We have seen a lot of impact of airplanes on animals.  
PA: Thank you. It is another activity that happens but a critical activity that needs to occur in terms of being able to 
assess abundance of marine mammals in area. What we’re hoping is that in a normal year when we can discuss reports 



 

10 
 

in person, we would come to Pond Inlet and present them, and ideally have observers on the plane with us (Inuit 
researchers on the team), and they could provide us this type of information as well on how they observed reactions of 
animals to aircrafts.  
AHM: I want to clarify with EO, I believe what he was talking about was monitoring underwater noise of narwhal? Is 
Baffinland noting or monitoring at all underwater noise or responses of narwhal while airplanes are being flown? 
EO: This was my first question that was unanswered. When airplanes are flying above, what are the impacts felt under 
water?  
PR: We are typically flying at 1000 feet or 2000 feet when running into higher density of animals we are at higher 
altitude. When you are dealing with in-air noise travelling into another medium like water, the sound loses punch when 
going into a new medium. So typically you don’t have a lot of transference of noise. We have acoustic recorders in the 
water and we can correlate that to when the plane transits were crossings, and we should be able to pick it up on the 
recorder if it is audible (ACTION M-09122020-3). We also have concurrent visual data from visual observers when 
flights were passing over a portion of the RSA near Bruce Head. We don’t have drone data taken at the same time as 
those taken via same time as aircraft, but we would be able to pick up on overt behavioural responses by animals as 
planes would have transferred through area. 
EO: I have seen several video recordings when airplane flies by at 500 feet. I suggest planes avoid camps where hunters 
are. The hunters have complained about this – airplanes are scaring narwhal.  
PA: Our aerial surveys are done at 1000 feet so we don’t fly at 500 feet. It is possible hunters observed another aircraft 
in the area. If we had dates and times on when this occurred, we could cross-reference with where our team was. It 
would be good to know if we could cross-reference. Don’t know if MM is still on the call – have you done studies in 
terms of noise propagation of air surveys and how it transmits into water?  
MM: We don’t have specific studies on this – noise of plane while doing survey. But the 1000 feet is chosen for 
minimizing impact on whales and maximizing how much observers can see. This is a standard altitude. To confirm, the 
altitude Golder flies at is the same as DFO, but it doesn’t mean that it is always perfect. Golder has a very nice set-up 
with having an observer on the group when doing survey. 
GM: I have taken note of this and we can further talk about it. 
PR: EO – Can you clarify if you’re talking about drones or aircrafts? If issue is with drones, then this is a different 
conversation.  
EO: I am talking about airplanes. Drones have minimal impacts on animals. But certain animals do get impacted. 
EO: I will try to gather video from community on these incidents (ACTION M-09122020-4). 
JJ: I think that it may help to answer questions if concurrently if getting ready to have future decision if JASCO could 
compile examples of airplane fly-overs and of their seafloor acoustic recordings. If those are ready for people to look at 
the time of the next conversation, that would be helpful.  
GM: We do try to plan before we meet with MHTO. 
JJ: We can try to provide such information before next meeting if Baffinland cannot do this. 
GM: I will speak to Golder on what is available to us.  
JJ: Part of the questions would be, when are those airplanes passing by, when are they recorded, and what is the 
underwater noise level? 
PR: I need to talk to JASCO about what is available. We do have the same understanding on what is needed. (ACTION 
M-09122020-3) 
GM: Input from having Inuit researchers on our programs is something we are looking forward to having again once 
COVID-19 restrictions are lifted.  
JG: Can you expand on why the clearance survey didn’t occur and what advice was provided by DFO and the MHTO? 
GM: What we did is I sent an email to the MHTO, and we had our crews at mine site to do clearance survey on standby, 
and when I sent email to notify the MHTO of our intentions to run a clearance survey, it was indicated that it wouldn’t 
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be worthwhile to do it (via EO) given there wasn’t a lot of ice in the area. DFO agreed with this too. Since the MHTO 
indicated it was not needed, we elected to not move forward with the clearance surveys based on their advice. 
EO: Yes – this is what we did. No more feedback.  

2019 Monitoring Report Comment and Response Summary 
Reference to tracker file: A.1 MEWG Comment Follow Up for Meeting.xlsx 
PA: Row 2 – we summarized key comments that came in which warrant some discussion. First one is from QIA – what 
indicators are being monitored for each marine mammal Valued Ecosystem Component (VEC)? Can you provide more 
information? I am not sure if we are missing something. 
JH: I thought it was pretty clear. You responded to the MHTO, and in your response noted that monitoring programs 
currently taking place for each marine mammal VEC. This is not the case for polar bears. What programs are being run 
for each of the VECs?  
PR: There is only one marine mammal VEC– they are a VEC, and indicator species fall under the VEC. There is a number 
of programs we run which all have indicators in them. Those details are outlined in each of the programs. For the sake 
of the question, I will go through it quickly. We do acoustic monitoring throughout the shoulder season and open-water 
season, we are monitoring underwater noise for all receptor species. We look at potential for ship strikes, etc. ,through 
the Ship-based Observer (SBO) Program. Bruce Head focuses on narwhal looking at behaviour, abundance, etc. We’ve 
had a tagging program that focuses on narwhal because it’s the key species (as identified through the environmental 
assessment process). Finally, we have completed aerial surveys during the summer shoulder season, which focuses on 
mostly whales but they do pick up ringed seal and different seal species in area. The indicators for that program would 
be relative abundance to true abundance to distribution, and behaviour when recordable.  
JH: What programs are being undertaken for polar bears, and what indicators are being used? 
PR: When we developed programs, they were focused on key issues identified and where there is uncertainty. For 
polar bears, because we’re operating in a certain season, we focus our programs and effort on species that we need to 
(key ones). We don’t have species-specific programs, but sightings are recorded through the SBO program.  The SBO 
program would be one of the ones where polar bears would be picked up as part of the program, with the indicator of 
relative abundance. Nothing on underwater acoustics on polar bear, and the Bruce Head program would collect 
information on polar bears in area. It seems like there may be an underlying question out there. Can you ask it? 
JH: Looking at Baffinland’s response to MHTO 1, and statement on comprehensive monitoring programs that if polar 
bears were identified as a VEC, and it was carried through the EA process, there should presumably be indicators in 
place that are monitoring for polar bears.  
PR: Marine mammal is the VEC. Marine habitat, and fish health are also Marine VECs.  
Jeff: Are you saying polar bears are terrestrial?  
PR: No. I am not saying that. They are a marine species. The statement you read out is correct as written. 
PR: I can only speak to marine and that is what we are talking about today. It is not incorrect as written. 
EM: It sounds like it is a hang-up on the language. We covered the topic relative to this WG. Phil has provided a robust 
response. I suggest we move on.  
PA: Row 3 – to summarize this, it referred to monitoring seals and responses indicating that aerial surveys would be 
used and have been used, and the question also refers to how to do we make surveys assess density of seals in area? 
To clarify, yes seals are recorded as part of marine mammal aerial survey programs, it is not a great tool to assess and 
estimate abundance. We do record them, and the way we record them is through presenting detection rates. 
PA: In the last part, I was indicating is what we can do in terms of presenting…we already present sightings during aerial 
surveys, and linear km of observation, we can present those from 2020 as well.  

***ACTIONS*** 
3. Baffinland/Golder/JASCO to review existing acoustic dataset to see if (i) sound from airplanes 

are detected by sound recorders; and (ii) if any narwhal behaviour data has been recorded in 
response to aircraft. Data to be subsequently shared with the MEWG during future meeting. 

4. MHTO to see if video is available by residents in the community showing narwhal behaviour in 
response to aircraft. 
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JH: I will not add anything here. Will speak further with the MHTO about this. 
PA: Row 4 – With respect to 4, we are unsure. What is the issue with respect to our monitoring programs? What is the 
concern in this case? 
JH: Our concern that critical life cycle periods are not being addressed with respect to what BIM sees as critical vs not 
critical. What evidence you have to suggest that the spring moulting period is not a critical life cycle period? Why is it 
not critical? 
PR: Maybe a wording issue as well. To me, based on literature, for marine mammals that are in the marine world are 
associated with a life cycle –birth, growth, reproduction and death. The question here is why is moulting not a critical 
lifecycle phase? You need to look at what the critical concern looks like, and then take into consideration if animals are 
impacted during this period, and then if you would observe changes to an animal’s normal behaviour that would in turn 
affect the population. If it is not going to have implications on either of those metrics it wouldn’t fall under critical 
stage. The answer to this, is that it doesn’t appear to represent a critical life stage as it doesn’t overlap with pupping, 
mating, or nursing, and not expecting mortality in that time of year as animals are in water at that time of year. This is 
well documented in the literature.  With respect to Inuit Qaujimatugangit (IQ) relating to this, I am not aware that in 
any of the data presented in existing IQ reports, that moulting is being flagged as critical to Inuit. Can you identify any 
information stating otherwise? 
CS: I think it is important to understand that although QIA has knowledge to share, a lot of these topics should be 
investigated by Baffinland and we can always assist with supporting transfer of knowledge. These questions should be 
posed to affected communities. 
EM: The QIA owns all IQ for the Project and has been involved in the design. I think there is a probably good awareness 
of QIA’s perspective of what IQ is available. If there is a specific issue in terms of the monitoring programs, this is what 
we are looking for.  
GM: Are there any questions for us to discuss here? What are the key questions we can go through very quickly?  
MW: Row 5 – the comment relates to whether we were able to increase the number of settlement baskets in Milne 
Port for 2020. Yes, we were able to – we deployed 45 baskets around the freight dock. Previous to this, there was a 
total of 9 baskets. We intended to deploy more but limited to supplier issues. In 2021, we hope to deploy additional 
baskets. 
RS: For row 6 – it took a bit of digging, this one is referring to a previous question, and the reframing of the question I 
couldn’t put things together. The original question was asking about the power of the analysis to detect change in 
condition relative to sample size, etc. The response that condition in previous reports was referring to are fish in good 
shape to Fulton’s condition factor…this follow-up question asked how does condition connect to statistical power of 
tissue sampling. There has been a misunderstanding to say that fish condition doesn’t interact directly to fish 
tissue…there are multiple lines of evidence that said that. At the end of the day the power analyses for statistical 
analyses for future programs in Marine Monitoring Plan in terms of tissue chemistry, we plan on doing a power analysis 
as part of 2020 annual reporting with data from 2020.  
BS: I am fine with your answer. Thank you. 
GM – For rows 7 and 8. I’m not too clear what you are asking here.  
BS: This is condition specific, the program should be capable of detecting responses ahead of ship…does Baffinland feel 
it’s meeting this PC condition?  
GM: We implement a variety of different programs. The SBO is one way to assess this type of question related to vessel 
strikes. We have the Bruce Head survey, and we have done tagging surveys that are separate from SBO that adds 
additional context. What are you expecting here? Perhaps this is a separate conversation we should be having. 
PR: the spirit of this condition was that a drone program would be feasible. This was tested out, and we have 
entertained in follow-up…but the technology doesn’t allow it because of issues with operating drones on moving 
target, as well as home range issues. Baffinland is not in compliance with how it’s written, but that’s because it is 
impossible to run a drone program ahead of a ship. 
JH: Will your 2020 reporting link monitoring to vessels? Are you planning to report how you can link the Bruce Head 
Shore-based Monitoring Program…will 2020 link drone data to the vessel close point of approach (CPA) at different 
CPAs? Will reporting make those linkages? 
PR: Yes. We will be making linkages for vessel narwhal interactions. This ties to AJ’s question posed earlier – Trying to 
understand timing of animals in terms of focal follows. What we tried to do is, similar to tagging event, we collect as 
much data…what you can say statistically with a total of 10 or 15 vessel interaction events during focal follows. 
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CV: Can we set up another time to further discuss? 
EM: We can…but this likely won’t happen until at least March. But we can park it.  
EM: We will try to be brief. 
EM: Row 8. Essentially the question was that in June when you did the presentation on EWI, we presented the use of 
behavioural responses related to EWI. QIA posed question if we are still considering this. The short answer is yes we 
are looking to behavioural response indicators as an EWI for the Project, but at this point we don’t have anything that 
can be shared as it is still under review between parties.  
EM: Row 9. This was answered with MM.  
EM: Row 10. This question was posed around how many Project-related vessels were in the RSA in 2013. I did go back 
and I believe there were 9 cargo vessels and 3 fuel tankers that delivered to the site in 2013 as part of our construction 
phase for the Project. 
PA: Row 11 was relevant to aerial surveys.  
PA: Row 13. Request a status update on independent verifications. We have received results from Université Laval. So 
our team is reviewing those and we will be incorporating the list of specimens into the 2020 MEEMP report.  
KH: you were talking about sending a species to a third lab? 
MW: Yes, Biologica will be recommending a specialist.  
MW: Row 14. Relates to the ship hull fouling and standardization of effort. Effort was not standardized. The amount 
time spent to survey a ship depends on various aspects such as detection of fouling. At that point, the Remotely 
operated Vehicle (ROV) was directed to investigate and take closer look…with regards to the question on depths, we 
measured at several depths.  
KH: Going forward, I’m wondering if there will be more effort to standardize? Going forward, if you are to look at 
questions as to whether certain ships from certain areas have greater or lesser amounts of fouling, or more prone to 
fouling, it is important to standardize if possible and to know where there has been a lack of fouling as well to 
understand your level of risk. Going forward it would be good to discuss how to improve that so that the data can be 
useful. 
MW: We touched based on this in a commitment. Happy to continue those conversations.  
KH: It’s important to make clear as to whether it’s standardized or not.  
MW: Row 15. Collection of plankton at regular intervals to capture variability. The short answer is plankton are not a 
monitoring indicator for MEEMP as they are susceptible to variability driven by environmental factors. The extent to 
which they are incorporated into monitoring is part of Non-indigenous Specie (NIS)/AIS monitoring program. Any other 
info presented on plankton is to supplement that. There is also a comment on net size. The 64 micron net was wrong 
size – used accidentally. We usually use a 250 micron net.  
KH: I don’t think that was clear in the response. If anyone goes and reads it, it doesn’t really make sense. It says the 
opposite of what you told me.  We can maybe talk about that offline. Can you go back and change things in the report? 
MW: We are capturing this error in the minutes. I think an explanation was provided when we responded to your initial 
comments, which was appended to the 2019 report.  
KIM: The explanation wasn’t what you just told me.  
GM: These minutes will be appended to the annual report. 
Kim: The zooplankton sampling, looking for new species having more than one sample in a season…you are going to 
pick up a lot of species if you space out your sampling a bit. There is plenty of research showing that doing fewer 
sampling will give result in more diversity.  
GM: We have the safety balance to look at. The time we have to sample safely needs to be considered and it is limited. 
KH: Looking at redistributing effort I guess. 
MW: Thank you.  
MW: Row 16. I spoke to this earlier where effort was not standardized by time. We agreed to take this conversation 
offline and continue the productive conversation we have had around ship hull biofouling surveys. (ACTION M-
09122020-5) 
KH: Hopefully through those there will be more attention to what is out there in the literature and there is careful 
thought put in to how much time is required on each vessel.  
MW: Row 17. This has to do with opportunistic specimen collection during dive surveys. They were conducted as part 
of freight dock offsetting habitat. There is no diving occurring near ore carriers whatsoever. This is one of the metrics 
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we are tracking for species diversity. Due to visibility if our team cannot identify a species in the field, they may try to 
collect it and bring it back to a lab to identify it. 
KH: This is more about the environmental sampling in the environment as opposed to being better able to identify 
what the ROV is seeing on the vessel. The comment was a bit misleading. 
GM: Obviously a lot of this work is to identify gaps in existing species databases for the arctic. 
PA: row 9. What is being requested is for Bruce Head to provide averages through the years on numbers of narwhal 
and provide an estimate of the variability. Those narwhal moving out of Eclipse Sound are moving into Admiralty Inlet. 
Essentially our goal is to overlap as much as possible.  
AJ: I’m going to suggest…a majority of our questions…suggest if there are smaller answers to our other questions that 
we can go through those and then do other topics in writing and share with the group.  
PR: Row 18. Does Baffinland have measurement of sound pressure levels. Yes. We do have those data and these will be 
put in the technical memo. This answer also ties to row 19. That includes plots of all narwhal vessel interactions. 
AJ: You said 9 kn, not 10? 
PR: Yes. This will be explained in the memo. 
JJ: When will draft acoustic technical memo be ready?  
PR: This is going to require back and forth with Baffinland and JASCO. Can’t confirm dates right now.  
JJ: Will this be before the Phase 2 hearing? 
EM: We don’t have a date to share.  
JJ: The 120 dB zone…is that going to be the measured 120 dB by hydrophones, or modelled zones? 
PR: Derived based on source levels of individual transits of ships. 
JJ: From source level estimates, then using sound propagation modelling to extrapolate distance of 120 dB? 
MA: Based off measured range for ships involved in interactions.  
MA: 20. Asking about proportion of vessel transits that are single. The short answer is I don’t have that info right now. 
It can’t be extracted easily from acoustic data – will be through analysis of the Automatic Identification System (AIS) 
data. We can look at doing this in the future. I suspect the answer to this is spatially dependent. I would imagine in the 
middle of the shipping lane you’d have more occurrences. Wondering where specifically you wanted to know the info 
and if you are looking for entire shipping period or looking at acoustic recorder locations?  
JJ: I’m interested in the measurements of received sound levels from ships and concurrent distance to ships at the 
time. What is important is the actual measurements and received levels.  
MA: Yes. And so that analysis is what we are working on, and focuses on times we have for individual ships. So we don’t 
have every single transit because if there were other ships in area we excluded data in analyses. Don’t have now the 
proportion for how many we kept versus how many exist. This can be worked out over time.  
MA: Row 21. Relates to differences in received sound levels at different parts of shipping route. Shallow water 
propagation versus deep water propagation. Focused acoustics to Milne Inlet area for most part, we focused on Milne 
due to proximity to Koluktoo Bay, and because this is where Bruce Head monitoring is occurring. We acknowledge 
there is a potential gap there where we may not be collecting data in deep water. Our acoustic modelling has indicated 
that sound propagation distances are longer in Eclipse Sound. 
JJ: 330 metres was deepest so far.  
MA: Bylot Island was deepest. Yes it makes comparing our datasets a challenge. 
PR: Nothing further to offer on these comments. 2020 reporting efforts will consider comments as noted.  
PA: With respect to row 23. There will not be a resubmission in terms of where the information is.  
AJ: Will it be anywhere else? 
EM: No, we will not revise the report to integrate it. The material has been publically shared. 
AJ: I had Bruce Head question. Time frame of vessel audible to animals. Trying to clarify the 22 minutes…is this what we 
are assuming that behaviour doesn’t last past 22 min?  
PR: I haven’t seen that question. I don’t have that info on my fingertips right now. I can get back to you with a 
response. (ACTION M-09122020-6) 
JJ: On the row 23 question. The main thrust of this question is there are two types of data you are working with. 
Question was why you are not including in this statistical analysis the two-dimensional surface movement from the ice 
breaking period. Why not include those two-dimensional surface movements?  
PR: Thanks. I am trying to reach out to our Bruce Head tech lead. Will follow up on this. I know that what you are 
asking. There is a reason. (ACTION M-09122020-7) 
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GM: Thank you – we are capturing all comments.  

 
 

Tables that follow provide summary: of i) action items from current; ii) action items from June 25, 2020/July 
10/2020; and iii) status update on action items from past February 25, 2020 meeting. 

 

Table 1. Summary of action items update from December 9, 2020 MEWG Meeting 

# Action Item Action By Status Update 
1 Baffinland/Golder to consider 

the potential for estimating 
calving rate variance by exploring 
potential to calculate rates on a 
weekly basis. 

Baffinland/Golder In Progress.  Methods for EWI monitoring 
to be discussed further with DFO during 
2021 Monitoring Planning Meeting 
 

2 Baffinland to share with the 
MEWG the number of transits 
the MSV Botnica made during 
the 2020 shipping season and 
dates of travel. 

Baffinland In progress. A total of 27 transits were 
made by the MSV Botnica in 2020. 
Baffinland to share with the MEWG the 
dates on which the MSV Botnica transited 
through the RSA as part of annual 
reporting efforts to the NIRB. 

3 Baffinland/Golder/JASCO to 
review existing acoustic dataset 
to see if (i) sound from airplanes 
are detected by sound recorders; 
and (ii) if any narwhal behaviour 
data has been recorded in 
response to aircraft. Data to be 
subsequently shared with the 
MEWG during future meeting. 

Baffinland/Golder/JASCO In progress.  Analysis is underway by 
JASCO regarding noise from airplanes. No 
behavioural data recorded from aircraft.  
 

4 MHTO to see if video is available 
by residents in the community 
showing narwhal behaviour in 
response to aircraft. 

MHTO Not Yet Started. MHTO to provide any new 
updates during review of draft minutes 
and this will be updated in final minutes. 

5 Baffinland and DFO to continue 
conversations related to ship hull 
biofouling and standardization of 
effort.  

Baffinland/DFO. Completed. Commitment finalized via 
Phase 2 Review process. Refer to DFO 
3.6.6.NEW 
 

6 Baffinland/Golder to provide 
clarification with regards to the 

Baffinland/Golder Completed. Responses provided to ON via 
email following last MEWG meeting. 
(Attached for MEWG reference) 

***ACTIONS***  
5. Baffinland and DFO to continue conversations related to ship hull biofouling and 

standardization of effort. 
6. Baffinland/Golder to provide clarification with regards to the time frame over 

which the vessel would be audible to the animal. 
7. Baffinland/Golder to provide explanation to Oceans North with regard to why two-

dimensional surface movements from the ice breaking period are not included. 
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time frame over which the vessel 
would be audible to the animal. 

7 Baffinland/Golder to provide 
explanation to Oceans North 
(ON) with regard to why two-
dimensional surface movements 
from the ice breaking period are 
not included.  

Baffinland/Golder Completed. Responses provided to ON via 
email following last MEWG meeting. 
(Attached for MEWG reference) 

 

Table 2. Summary of action items update from June 25 and July 10, 2020 MEWG Meeting 

# Action Item Action By Status Update 
1 Baffinland to provide tentative 

schedule for the ToR amendment 
process  

Baffinland In progress. GN distributed a draft version to 
MEWG members for comment on March 9, 
2020. Comments were by various agencies 
by April 17, 2020. Baffinland provided an 
updated version (May 7, 2020) and these 
were discussed during a follow-up working 
sessions on May 8, 2020.  Subsequently, 
Baffinland submitted to the NIRB on 
October 16, 2020 an updated version and 
this included consideration of all feedback 
received during the various working sessions 
and comment review periods. Additional 
comments were shared with the MEWG by 
email on December 10, 2020, on behalf of 
the Government of Canada (DFO, ECCC and 
PCa), and by the GN on December 11, 2020. 

2 Baffinland to notify to the 
Working Group that the Shipping 
Report has been submitted to the 
NIRB.  

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland submitted to the 
NIRB the Shipping report on July 17, 2020, in 
advance of the start of the first vessels 
making their way into the RSA.  

3 Golder to connect with DFO (Kim 
Howland) as needed to discuss 
sampling plan logistics (offline 
discussion) 

Baffinland/Golder Completed. No additional input was 
required on 2020 logistics. 

4 DFO (KH) to share literature on 
eDNA with Baffinland  

DFO (KH) Completed. DFO shared 8 publications on 
eDNA for consideration by Baffinland:  
• Baillie et al. 2019. Environmental DNA 

and its applications to Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada: National needs and 
priorities.  

• Goldberg et al. 2016. Critical 
considerations for the application of 
environmental DNA methods to detect 
aquatic species.  

• Leduc et al.  2019. Comparing eDNA 
metabarcoding and species collection for 
documenting metazoan biodiversity. 

• Pochon et al. 2017. Wanted dead or 
alive? Using metabarcoding of 
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environmental DNA and RNA to 
distinguish living assemblages for 
biosecurity applications.  

• Rey et al. 2020. Considerations for 
metabarcoding-based port biological 
baseline surveys aimed at marine 
nonindigenous species monitoring and 
risk assessments.  

• Ruppert et al. 2019. Past, present, and 
future perspectives of environmental 
DNA (eDNA) metabarcoding: A 
systematic review in methods, 
monitoring, and applications of global 
eDNA. 

• van den Heuvel-Greve et al. 2021. Early 
detection of marine non-indigenous 
species on Svalbard by DNA 
metabarcoding of sediment.  

• Zaiko et al. 2018. Advantages and 
Limitations of Environmental DNA/RNA 
Tools for Marine Biosecurity: 
Management and Surveillance of Non-
indigenous Species. 

 
5.  Golder to connect with DFO 

(Marianne Marcoux) as needed 
to further discuss 2020 aerial 
survey timeline 

Golder/DFO (MM) Completed. After review of logistics 
associated with travel into and out of Mary 
River Mine site, no additional discussions 
were required. 

6 Baffinland to explore possibility 
of obtaining field-based ice 
condition data from Botnica 
when transiting through ice and 
to share this with the MEWG. 

Baffinland In progress. Baffinland will include available 
ice information through 2020 annual 
reporting efforts, and may share as part of 
future MEWG meeting examples of daily ice 
conditions provided by ice analysts.  

7 Baffinland to share with MEWG 
the various references included in 
Golder’s EWI presentation shared 
during MEWG meeting 

Baffinland Completed. EWI memo was submitted to 
the NIRB on August 20, 2020 (NIRB Doc. No. 
331325) and includes the list of references). 

8 Baffinland will confirm timing of 
EWI submission with the NIRB  

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland submitted to the 
NIRB the EWI document on August 21, 2020. 

9 Golder will provide a summary of 
modifications to the monitoring 
program as part of future 
reporting 

Golder/Baffinland In progress. Baffinland to include any new 
updates as part of 2020 reporting efforts. 

 

Table 3. Summary of action items update from February 25, 2020 MEWG Meeting 

# Action Item Action By Status Update 
2 DFO to review availability of long-

term datasets that may help to 
support selection of adequate 
EWI(s) relevant to the Project 

Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada 

In progress. Baffinland requested dataset in 
January 2021 however DFO has indicated 
that they cannot provide any data 
associated with samples for cortisol levels in 
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narwhal. DFO is continuing to look into what 
long-term datasets exist, but more 
discussion with the MEWG is required in 
order to identify and select any additional 
EWIs. 

12 DFO to connect Golder with DFO 
Arctic char aging specialist 

DFO In progress. DFO shared recent publication 
by DFO Canadian Scientific Advisory 
Secretariat from March 2021 (Gallagher et 
al. 2021) on Arctic Char aging with 
Baffinland. Publication subsequently shared 
with the MEWG for reference.  
If the need is still required, DFO to provide 
contact information for specialist. 
Reference:  
Gallagher, C.P., Wastle, R.J., and Howland, 
K.L. 2021. Evaluating otolith preparation 
methods for anadromous Arctic Char: 
establishing an age estimation protocol and 
comparing historical with contemporary 
data. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc. 
2021/023. iv + 29 p. 
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Name: Chris Spencer 

 

Agency / Organization: Qikiqtani Inuit Association 

 

Date of Comment Submission: 12 April 2021 

 

# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1 

A.1 Dec 9 2020 
MEWG Meeting No. 
23 Minutes _Draft 

General It is QIA's expectation that draft 
MEWG minutes be provided to 
participants in a timely manner 
(i.e., 2-3 weeks), to allow for 
effective review. Any delays in 
submission of draft minutes should 
be clearly communicated to all 
Working Group members so that 
technical experts can adjust 
schedules as needed. These draft 
minutes for the December 2020 
MEWG conference call have been 
provided ca. 4 months post-
meeting. Due to the lateness of the 
submission of these draft minutes, 
and other priorities, QIA will not be 
submitting detailed review 
comments. We recommend that 
the Proponent make all possible 
efforts for timely submission, and 
clearly communicate any 
anticipated delays in doing so.  
 

Thank you for your comment. 
Baffinland acknowledges that these 
minutes were provided later than 
usual and will make best efforts in 
the future to distribute draft 
minutes to obtain feedback from 
the TEWG in a timelier manner.  
 
It is noted that since March 2020, 
Baffinland has faced numerous 
challenges related to the global 
COVID-19 pandemic, which as of 
April 2021, is still ongoing. 
Accordingly, this has resulted in the 
reprioritization of certain activities 
in order to ensure the health and 
safety, including the wellbeing, of 
its employees and contractors, who 
have had to constantly adapt to 
changing conditions. Activities such 
as coordinating and completing 
environmental effects monitoring 
programs safely rather than 
cancelling programs in the context 
of a global pandemic required 
greater time and effort during 
implementation, and accordingly 
such activities were prioritized over 
others due to their importance. 
Furthermore, as can be seen in the 
action tracker, Baffinland placed 
greater value on completing 
actions identified during these 
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

meetings, and accordingly was able 
to demonstrate progress towards 
these actions. Baffinland notes that 
it did not receive any request from 
the working group members asking 
when these would be made 
available.   
 
As part of its 2020 annual reporting 
efforts to the NIRB, Baffinland will 
be providing a summary of the 
challenges it faced related to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, and the 
solutions that were implemented in 
order to continue operating 
responsibly during a global 
pandemic.  
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 
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Name: Jacquie Bastick 

 

Agency / Organization: Parks Canada 

 

Date of Comment Submission: Tuesday April 6, 2021 

 

# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1 

Applicable to both 
minutes from June 
25, 2020 meeting 
(Action item #1, 
Table 1) and Dec 9, 
2020 meeting 
(Action item #1, 
Table 2) 

See info under 
“document 
name” 
heading 

Please change status of this action 
item to “In progress” and add that 
as per the email from Allison 
Stoddart at Parks Canada dated 
December 10, 2020 the GoC 
provided comments to Baffinland 
regarding the Working Group 
Terms of Reference (ToR) that was 
provided by Baffinland to the NIRB 
on October 16, 2020.  

Comment is noted and change has 
been reflected in the meeting 
minutes.  
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Name: Alexandra Sorckoff 

 

Agency / Organization: Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

 

Date of Comment Submission: Wednesday, April 28, 2021 (comments received via email) 

 

# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1 

Dec 9, 2020 
meeting (action 
item #4, Table 2 
from June 25/July 
10, 2020) 

 In regards to Action Item #4 from 
the June 25 and July 10, 2020 
MEWG Meetings, DFO is attaching 
the following eight papers for your 
reference: 
 
References: 
• Baillie et al. 2019. Environmental 

DNA and its applications to 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada: 
National needs and priorities.  

• Goldberg et al. 2016. Critical 
considerations for the 
application of environmental 
DNA methods to detect aquatic 
species.  

• Leduc et al.  2019. Comparing 
eDNA metabarcoding and 
species collection for 
documenting metazoan 
biodiversity. 

• Pochon et al. 2017. Wanted 
dead or alive? Using 
metabarcoding of environmental 
DNA and RNA to distinguish 
living assemblages for 
biosecurity applications.  

• Rey et al. 2020. Considerations 
for metabarcoding-based port 
biological baseline surveys 
aimed at marine nonindigenous 
species monitoring and risk 
assessments.  

Comment is noted and change has 
been reflected in the action tracker 
in both June and December 
meeting minutes. 
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

• Ruppert et al. 2019. Past, 
present, and future perspectives 
of environmental DNA (eDNA) 
metabarcoding: A systematic 
review in methods, monitoring, 
and applications of global eDNA. 

• van den Heuvel-Greve et al. 
2021. Early detection of marine 
non-indigenous species on 
Svalbard by DNA metabarcoding 
of sediment.  

• Zaiko et al. 2018. Advantages 
and Limitations of 
Environmental DNA/RNA Tools 
for Marine Biosecurity: 
Management and Surveillance of 
Non-indigenous Species.  

2 

Dec 9, 2020 meeting 
(action item #2, 
Table 3 from 
February 25, 2020) 

See info under 
“document 
name” 
heading 

In regards to Action Item #2 from 
the February 25, 2020 MEWG 
Meeting, DFO is continuing to look 
into what long-term datasets exist, 
but more discussion with the 
MEWG is required in order to 
identify and select any additional 
EWI’s.  
 

Comment is noted and change has 
been reflected in the action tracker 
in both June and December 
meeting minutes. 

3 

Dec 9, 2020 meeting 
(action item #12, 
Table 3 from 
February 25, 2020) 

 In regards to Action Item #12 from 
the February 25, 2020 MEWG 
Meeting, DFO is attaching the 
following paper for your reference: 
 
• Gallagher et al. 2021. Evaluating 

otolith preparation methods for 
anadromous Arctic Char: 
establishing an age estimation 
protocol and comparing 
historical with contemporary 
data.  

 

C Comment is noted and change 
has been reflected in the action 
tracker in both June and December 
meeting minutes. 
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