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**Updated to reflect comments provided by QIA on draft meeting minutes** 
 
 

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 be considered in discussions throughout the day.  
 
LK: Once a summary of Baffinland’s operations is discussed, the focus of the morning’s discussion will be 
on the Terrestrial Environment Working Group (TEWG) Terms of Reference (ToR) in order to allow 
adequate time for suitable discussions.  
Baffinland (LK) presents an update on Baffinland 2019 activities, as described below.  
2019 Production Overview:  
LK: We had a target of 6 million tonnes for year 2019. We were able to ship 5,861,277 tonnes during the 
shipping season out of Milne Port. To provide some context on trucking activities on the Tote Road, there 
were on average, 238 ore transits per day, 43 other Project-related transits (i.e. personnel transfers, etc), 
which brings the total to a daily average of all Project vehicles to 281.  

Response to 2018-2019 NIRB Recommendations 
LK: One of the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) recommendations in their 2018-2019 Annual Report 
was specific to dust management and the need to provide the design of the Dust Stop trials which were 
initiated in September 2019. Improved dust suppression was visually observed over a three-day period 
throughout the application zones. Additional applications are planned for 2020. 
LK: Another NIRB recommendation was with regards to studying baseline metal levels in foraging caribou 
with a request for Baffinland to develop a timeline in conjunction with the GN, MHTO to complete 
development of a sampling protocol and study methodology to monitor metals in organ tissue from 
caribou or other wildlife harvested in the Regional Study Area (RSA). Baffinland is seeking to work with 
Mary Gamberg from Gamberg Consulting who has implemented numerous caribou tissue sampling 
programs throughout Canada’s Northern regions through funding received by Northern Contaminants 
Program. An application has been submitted to obtain funding through this same Program, which is 
currently under review. Next steps will be planned based on outcome of application, and this will include 
engagement with the MHTO. 
JH: The GN has closed caribou hunting for 2020, so I do not think you will be able to actually complete 
that sampling this year.  
BP: Actually it is only closed until June 2019.  
SL: For tissue sampling, would you only run this program if you get funding? 
EM: This is the first mechanism that we have pursued for trying to implement this program. BIM has also 
provided a portion of funding for the application. If we are not successful in getting funding, then we 
would look at other means for meeting this term and condition.  
SA: Can we be provided a copy of the study design? 
LK: Yes, if the study goes ahead we could have Mary come in to give a presentation to the TEWG.  
SA: The program is Baffinland’s responsibility to complete though, correct?  
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SL: Yes – you should show that you have a back-up plan in place to meet the term and condition if funding 
is not approved.  
LK: We believe the current course of action proposed will most effectively integrate all relevant parties 
(e.g. the GN and MHTO) into the monitoring programs. We will consider alternatives as needed.   
SA: The spatial component of where caribou are harvested will be important. I also wonder whether it will 
be important to sample rumen as well, because it will give you a sense of what caribou have eaten in the 
past 24 hours or so. 
 
TEWG Terms of Reference (ToR) 
LK: Baffinland submitted an updated ToR on October 15 2019 as part of our response to Final Written 
Submissions (FWS) for Phase 2. We discussed this yesterday in the MEWG meeting and a path forward 
was agreed upon. It was decided with that group that the GN would provide an updated draft that takes 
into consideration the version submitted by BIM in October, and then will circulate for comment to the 
TEWG with the expectation that all parties provide feedback by April 3. Once all comments are received, 
BIM will release a final draft, recognizing that ultimately responsibility for the governance of these 
Working Groups sits with Baffinland.  
SL: Do you have a summary of the areas of alignment versus areas that are still outstanding? 
LK: We are going to work with the GN to better characterize where there is agreement or disagreement 
regarding the ToR. They will include a preamble as part of that submission. (ACTION) 
 
Government of Nunavut Regional Monitoring MoU Update 
LK: We are continuing to make progress on finalizing the Memorandum of Understanding with the GN for 
regional caribou monitoring. We will be offering in-kind support to GN for the Spring 2020 composition 
surveys, and a collaring program if it receives support from the Hunters and Trappers Organizations 
(HTOs).  
 
Inuit Participation in 2019 Monitoring 
LK: We continue to improve Inuit participation in our monitoring programs in 2019. Improvements in this 
area is a continuous goal for us to get our numbers up and we will continue to share updates about this.  
 
2019 Draft Terrestrial Environment Annual Monitoring Report 
Draft Report will be provided to the TEWG in the near-term for review and comment. And we will provide 
responses to all comments. Review of all the changes that have occurred to the programs as a result of 
TEWG feedback is considered and is captured in the updates to the Terrestrial Environment Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan (TEMMP) and/or the most recent terrestrial annual report. We track what changes 
are being made to the programs and why, so that we have a historical record of feedback received and 
rationale to support any changes that have been made. 
 

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

part of P2 Final Written Responses package to the NIRB, along with their newest recommended changes, 
and all previous track changes made. Date of distribution to MEWG and TEWG members proposed is by 
March 6, 2020, with the expectation that all parties will provide feedback by April 3, 2020 for Baffinland 
to consider. 



 

4 
 

 
2019 Terrestrial Monitoring Program Overview 
Bird Monitoring 
Red knot Monitoring 
MS: Baffinland contributed to regional red knot monitoring with Environment and Climate Change Canada 
(ECCC) in 2019. There are three NIRB Project Certificate No. 005 Terms and Conditions that govern the red 
knot and SAR monitoring: 67, 73 and 74. These will continue to be relevant as new Species at Risk (SAR) 
are identified throughout the life of the Project. These programs are designed as detection surveys. There 
are two subspecies of red knot on Baffin Island, one of which is endangered and one of which is listed as 
special concern. Baffinland supported deployment of continuous red knot recorders in 2019 to identify 
whether or not there are any red knot within the Project area. 
 
Pre-clearing Active Migratory Bird Nest Surveys  
MS: Baffinland also conducts pre-clearance surveys before any construction is undertaken within the 
Project Development Area (PDA) throughout the summer. This is done in accordance with Project 
Conditions (PC) 66 and 70. If nests are found, we are required to set up species-specific buffer zones and 
cannot proceed with construction until migratory birds have fled their nests. Site team uses rope drags to 
be able to identify any nests. If construction does not occur within 5 days of the clearance surveys, the 
survey will be rerun before any construction can start. 
ECCC also recently also asked to start reporting on how much clearing work is done outside of the 
breeding bird window acknowledging that the best mitigation is to just avoid this period altogether. In 
2019, 77% of clearance work occurred outside of the breeding bird window.  
 
Raptor Occupancy and Productivity 
MS: The other monitoring that is done for birds is the running of raptor occupancy and productivity 
surveys to meet objectives of PC 74 and 75. Peregrine falcon are a good indicator because they have been 
nesting in the area for thousands of years. Cliff-nesting raptors may move from time to time, we have 
about 300 nests mapped from Steenbsy Inlet to Milne Port. The objective of this monitoring program is to 
distinguish Project effects on raptor occupancy and productivity from natural variation.  
 
There are 165 nesting sites that are surveyed in and near the Project. The gyrfalcon is no longer a good 
indicator species because we have only seen six gyrfalcon’s since the start of the project, and this also falls 
outside of our monitoring season. One collared lemming was caught during 2,880 trap nights of small 
mammal monitoring. We continue to see a cycle where some years we are seeing a lot of lemmings and 
the next year the population drops quite significantly. 
 
Results are showing that we are not seeing any Project effects in terms of distance from the Project. In 
other words, occupancy levels are consistent with reference sites, so changes in population levels do not 
seem to be related to the Project. We have also seen that rough-legged hawks might be a good indicator 
species as well. There is a lot of research being gathered through this program that go beyond Project 
effects monitoring needs. We also monitor for reproductive success by looking at the number of eggs in 
each nest.  
JH: Have you seen any caribou while doing raptor surveys? 
MS: No.  
SL: Do you look at variation in reproductive success and occupancy proximity to the mine site itself, 
including variation relative to heavily active areas versus areas that are further away? 
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MS: Yes. That is one of the key aspects of the program design to understand how varying distances affect 
these variables.  
SL: Can you point us to where we can find that type of information in the report. I am curious to know if 
you are picking up that kind of information  
MS: The study design has been set up with enough power to detect that if changes are occurring we 
would definitely pick up those changes.  
PE: We used to have a lot of snow geese around the Port. Do you still see those at Milne Port? Is it still like 
that? Are the snow geese nesting there? 
MS: We do not monitor specifically for snow geese. We see most of the molting geese near the lakes 
south of the mine site.  
KB: Most of the snow geese you will see at Phillips Creek near the Milne Port. We also see them around 
KM 20 along the Tote Road. We also see snow geese at the airport where there is pooling water near the 
airport. We will see them during the open-water season. We have not seen any nesting that I know of 
within visual observation range. They are usually just resting.  
MS: When we started doing the baseline work we looked specifically for nesting snow geese, we did find 
some individual nests at Milne Port, but not significant numbers; more so down at Steenby Inlet. We 
would also see them on the lake south of the Mine Site molting.  
 
ECCC and Baffinland Collaboration on Red Knot 
PS provides an update on the recent ECCC and Baffinland collaboration on red knot.  
PS: ECCC also just launched the Inuit Field training program that I will touch on briefly.  
BS: Do you have a PDF you can share of this presentation? 
PS: Yes, we can share a copy of this. (ACTION) 
PS: The red knot population have declined over the last 40 years. There is an area of overlap between the 
subspecies in the North Baffin area. We do know that red knot can go as far north as the Mine Site, 
however we do not know if it is a regular habitat for them, or if detections have been more of anomalies.  
In response, we deployed nine Automatic recording units in the summer of 2019. This allowed for 
continuous recording from end of May to early October.  
PE: Which species are you referring to? Sandpipers usually appear in the fall when it is getting colder and 
they appear along the shoreline. What are the sandpipers that you are studying by the shore? They are 
never on mainland.  
PS: It could be a translation issue. There are few different types of sandpipers. The names used are 
sometimes different in different communities.  
PE: You will see those red sandpipers along swamps and lakes and rivers. They are a smaller species. 
There are two other species, which are similar but smaller than the sandpiper but they only appear in the 
fall. We do not know where they nest because they only appear in the fall.  
PS: That’s what we have observed as well. They will nest inland away from other birds, and then they will 
fly to wetlands like in the areas you have suggested to feed. We have been using technology to help 
better track this.  
PS: So we put the recorders in different habitat areas. Recorders were analyzed with an automatic 
recognizer that was conservative to ensure we were able to manually analyze any sounds that may be red 
knots. This was a very significant effort, and in these recordings, we never heard once a red knot. It is 
therefore the opinion of ECCC, that this level of effort was appropriate for determining that there are no 
red knots in the RSA.  
PS: One of the good things about this dataset is that, we will be able to go back to it in order to identify if 
the species that are listed as SAR throughout the life of the Project to check if those species are present in 
the RSA.  
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PS: BIM has also contributed to the Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring (PRISM) 
surveys across the Arctic, and that program is now complete. We are now able to assess densities for 
these populations. We are also able to better characterize Project effects, by pooling data across mine 
sites so that we can examine whether or not there are trends occurring in terms of how mining activities 
are affecting bird populations. Basically using pooled data, we are looking to see how densities change as 
you get farther and farther away from the mine. Preliminary findings suggest that birds are continuing to 
use habitats even in areas near mine sites.  
PS: The other thing I want to discuss is the Inuit Field Training Program that ECCC has started up. Our 
hope over time is that this will increase capacity for Inuit environmental monitors within Nunavut 
communities. Baffinland has contributed to both terrestrial and shorebird surveys which has allowed us to 
increase overall funding. We now have multiple Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of 
Canada (NSERC) funding and we now might be able to use funding to investigate additional research 
questions.  
SL: I’m curious to know what the scope of the funding activities are? I’m wondering if some of this funding 
could be used to further assess the recordings we have already collected.  
PS: Potentially. For example, we were thinking of having a graduate student assess which times bird 
recordings are most present and then you could improve future monitoring efforts to have them focused 
on times when there is a temporal overlap. The scope of the programs is pretty broad, with a focus on 
areas within our expertise.  
SL: So if we have ideas we can bring them to the group. Because it would be worthwhile figuring out what 
we think are priorities.  
BS: Have you considered deploying the continuous receivers at Steensby Inlet so that you have baseline? 
PS: Yes, that is something that might be worthwhile to consider. We are interested in that but it would 
not be a requirement in my view.  
BS: My understanding is that Baffinland is planning to have Steensby Port running by 2024, so it would be 
helpful to get that baseline now.  
JH: As far as Steensby Port goes, there is a need in the Project certificate where baseline is required, but it 
not specific to red knots.  
PS: With regards to baseline. We did establish a camp of Charles island so we do have the ability to 
support with some baseline data collection.  
LK: We are turning our eyes more towards the Steensby Port. Our plan is to first develop Phase 2 and then 
transition those construction crews to Steensby area. Once we have a firm timeline we will bring those 
plans to collect additional baseline.  
COD: I am wondering if you could use the recorders to look at incidental observations for other species? 
PS: I am not sure if there is enough vocalization from caribou to be able to detect this.  
JH: Were any wolf howls picked up on the recorder? 
PS: We haven’t looked at that, but that is a good idea.  
SL: We talked about the potential for using monitoring stations for looking at carnivore abundance. 
Because of the timing between these meetings it would be helpful to meet and find out what the effects 
are of the mine.  
PS: I am open to whatever framework people prefer. Obviously the mine would also need to be part of 
those conversations. 
 
Dustfall 
LD: Relevant PC Conditions:  54, 36, 50 and 58c require Baffinland to undertake dustfall monitoring and 
outline the reporting requirements. This program is strictly based on passive dustfall samplers. One of the 
biggest contributors to dustfall is the trucking operation. So we track all the truck transits both the ore 
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haul trucks and other vehicles (i.e. trucks, buses, freight, etc.). The total average number of transits per 
day was 238. This was quite similar to the predicted amount of transits for 2019, which was 236. When 
you see the final report, you will note also note we have included the number of transits anticipated and 
then the actual average.  
 
2019 Dustfall Expansion Sites 
LD: At the request of the MHTO and QIA we added 6 new additional dustfall stations - at 30m, 100m, 
1000m and 5000m.  
 
2019 Dustfall Mitigation 
LD: Some of the mitigations employed in 2019 included continuous installation of the shrouding at 
crusher circuit transfer (which began in 2018). Baffinland is also monitoring drop heights to reduce the 
size of the dust plume generated during loading. Baffinland is also continued to update the ore pad design 
to ensure that fines are kept within the centre of the stockpile to the extent possible. There are also 
efforts to minimize truck transits to the extent possible. There was also the dust stop trial in 2019; the 
product was shown to reduce dust kick up from truck tires.  
 
Dustfall Magnitude and Extent 
Various slides showing results on magnitude and extent of dustfall at Mine Site, along Tote Road and 
Milne Port, dustfall sites 1 km from PDA, Seasonal Dustfall and Annual Dustfall Trends are presented by 
LD. 
LD: There were questions from the MHTO/GN last year on whether it would be better to have ground 
level dust fall monitoring, instead of 2m high. If you are on ground level, you can end up with dustfall that 
is actually a result of other disturbances (i.e. animals). Keeping it at 2m high allows you to better 
discriminate for Project effects. And you would also have to standardize your sites to account for varying 
types of vegetation. Essentially having dustfall stations at ground level would introduce a lot more 
uncertainty into the study design.  
LD: Three sample locations, near, far and reference at Mine site. No distance categories at Milne Port. 30, 
100, 1000 and 5000 from Tote Road. We also spent additional effort in 2019 analyzing 1-km distance sites 
from the Tote Road.  
LD: The primary dustfall sources at the Mine Site are the airstrip, crusher and traffic on the mine haul 
road. At Milne Port the greatest sources are the ore pad, quarry, Tote Road, sealift traffic, equipment pad. 
Dust along the Tote Road continues to be higher at the south crossing than north crossing.  
PS: Is the dotted line the detection limit.  
LD: Yes – it is 0.1 mg/dm (decimeter) per day.  
PS: Has anyone ever tried to establish what would be considered a threshold for dustfall. In other words 
to establish what would be considered an environmentally significant level of dustfall? 
LD: There is not a level of dustfall specifically that is a concern, instead this is monitored through the 
receiving environment to see whether or not dustfall is affecting the environment.  
LD: In all sites at the Port we are seeing higher levels of dustfall in the summer, which is primarily 
attributed to ship loading. Similarly, sites were higher at the Tote Road in the summer. What we see along 
the road is that winter dustfall is consistent year-over-year.  Dustfall along the road seems to be fairly 
influenced by weather. For example, in 2018, it was a cool and rainy summer and it kept the dustfall levels 
down. 
SL: This is a lot of data to take in. There seems to be two main sources of dust, dust from the ore and dust 
from truck traffic. Yes, there may be some sources of noise if you reduced the height of the dustfall 
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samplers. We really need to understand what the effect on the quality of the vegetation is further than 1 
km outside the road.  
LD: As far as teasing apart ore dust and vehicle dust, we do that as best we can, by the placement of the 
dustfall samplers (i.e., we know that one is along the road are associated with vehicular traffic).  If we 
were to investigate varying heights of where dustfall samplers would be, that wouldn’t necessarily be 
relevant to Project-effects monitoring.  
BP: We are going to be looking at a relationship between metals in dustfall versus what is in the 
vegetation. So this will help us better understand the effect.  
SA: If you think about how dust is generated and falls, it seems like if you are monitoring at 2 m. You’re 
going to be missing a lot of information, because dust redistributes when it falls. So you may be missing 
out on the extent. Why not put different height stations at the same site which may allow you to compare 
if your results are the same at 1 m vs 2 m height samplers. 
LD: Realistically 2m is a standardized height that all jurisdictions use, so by leaving them at 2m we are able 
to compare to other projects, etc. Doing what you propose is really just establishing a research project. It 
does not mean we cannot do it, but it will run the risk of creating additional uncertainty in the 1-m 
dataset.  
SA: It is important to better understand the spatial scale of dust from the Project to be able to see how 
dustfall deposition and dispersion is affecting caribou forage.  
PS: ECCC’s position on another mine site was to use the standardized approach (i.e., setting dust samplers 
at 2 m) and not a non-standardized method (i.e., 1 m; though ECCC did not explicitly indicate that both 
could not be done). 
LD: There is vegetation monitoring that partners with this dataset, so we could expand the dustfall 
monitoring program, but we are doing vegetation monitoring that goes hand in hand with this.  
SL: Ok, should we get the Working Group’s perspective on whether or not we should do this? 
LD: Why do we not wait until we hear the vegetation presentation this afternoon so we are working with 
a complete set of information before we further evaluate the need.  
BS: Inconsistent y-axis scales on the figures are obscuring data differences among the mine, port, and tote 
road sites by preventing direct comparisons (e.g., Master presentation slide 34 of 127).  This problem was 
identified in comments on the 2018 Terrestrial Environment Monitoring Report. Where figures are 
provided for comparison the y-scales should be consistent to facilitate comparisons. 
LD: Ok, we can think about this. (ACTION) 
LD: Consistent trend year-over-year is that dustfall is higher in the summer than the winter, particularly at 
Tote Road and Milne Port. All dustfall stations at the Mine site were predicted to experience high levels of 
deposition.  
LD: Dustfall was generally higher this year near the ore haul road than at the airstrip at the Mine Site, 
dustfall was higher in general at Milne Port in 2019. Dustfall at 1 km was measured at 12 sites in 2019; 
low at all sites. In 2020 we are looking to expand geographic distance of the program to better assess 
spatial extent and investigate ways to better mitigate historically dustier areas.  
SA: You mentioned plans for future monitoring – I was wondering if you have given any thought to 
baseline monitoring for dustfall along the railway.  
LD: As we look at where to deploy additional dust fall monitors at Milne Port, we have been looking to 
design these to account for potential infrastructure associated with Phase 2 (e.g. the rail yard). We have 
not planned specifically for doing baseline along the railway at this point. 
 
Vegetation 
Various slides showing methods and results on various vegetation monitoring efforts undertaken in 2019 
are presented by BP. 
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Vegetation Abundance 
BP: There are three vegetation monitoring programs for vegetation: abundance, vegetation and soil base 
metals and exotic invasive. PCs 36, 38 and 50 govern the vegetation abundance monitoring program. The 
objective of the program is to monitor percent cover and group composition of available caribou forage 
within the RSA to track potential changes at varying distances along the edge of the PDA. Nine new 
reference sites were added for the vegetation abundance monitoring to minimize confidence intervals 
and reduce variability among reference sites. This was done based on a previous recommendation made 
by the GN.  
BP: We also conducted a soil moisture study in 2019 in response to ECCC comments on the 2018 draft 
monitoring report. To assess soil moisture, we dug soil pits. Within each soil pit we looked at several 
variables to characterize 7 moistures within the drainage pits. There were a total of 15 reference sites. 
And 75 monitoring sites. This design was chosen based on the hypothesis that vegetation near the project 
site would be more affected than areas away from the PDA We looked at 30 m, 100 m, 750 m, and 1200 
m. We are looking at Moist to Dry Non-Tussock Graminoid/Dwarf Shrub. This habitat type was selected 
based on relative abundance and use as caribou forage. In 2019 we monitored a total of 179 plots; with 
100 measurements in the ground layer and 100 measurements in the canopy layer.  
PS: How do you know what is canopy and what is ground layer? 
BP: In the tundra it is fairly easy to visually distinguish this. The canopy layer is the first plants – what we 
constitute as the ground layer is anything below the canopy, but also using understanding of what are 
considered ground layer plants (i.e., moss). 
BP: In 2019 we conducted a five-year trend analysis.  
COD: When you say that you put in a cage, is it installed at the time of sampling? 
BP: No, the closed plots are permanent. They are designed to ensure there are as few confounding 
variables as possible. At each plot there is a closed site and an open site.  
BP: What we found is that in the last five years, there is no significant difference in ground covers. Where 
changes were seen, they were happening as well as at reference sites; indicating that there is not a 
Project effect. We would say there is a Project effect if we saw differences across the different distance 
classes. Differences were small and consistent across difference classes.  
PS: Can you clarify what you mean by ground cover? 
BP: The percent total ground cover includes any vegetation that is hit within that ground cover. We 
exclude rocks, algae, etc. They were considered a targeted forage input.  
BP: We saw a difference in total percent canopy cover. There were changes over the five-year period 
among the years, and at different distance classes; however, there was no consistency or no obvious 
trends at this point that would indicate a Project-related effect. We also assessed our open versus closed 
plots. Overall no differences were found in the data between open and closed plots. We did find some 
suggestive evidence of higher cover in the open plots than the closed plots. In the ground layer, we 
focused our assessment on evergreen shrubs, lichen and moss and ground litter. We did see differences in 
cover across years, but the general trend was that these were consistent across all distance categories. 
Based on this we do not think this is representative of a Project effect, but rather natural variation. There 
was also evidence of a year effect on both lichen and moss when comparing 2014 relative to the other 
years. I suspect the difference is due to higher variability in the data, because we had less than half the 
sample size in 2014.  
COD: Is the mixed linear model appropriate for assessing this data? I would suggest to look at different 
types of analysis that you do not have to normalize.  
BP: I am not the biostatistician who designed this, so I would need to look into this more.  
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PS: A mixed model has a random effect. Do you know what that is? I am struggling to understand where 
that would not be considered significantly higher. This is why I suggested you look at moisture, because I 
think there might be differences in habitat type between the Tote Road and the Reference sites.  
BP: Results of the soil moisture study shows that we did not find any difference in moisture across 
distance classes. The majority of the sites had average to above average soil moisture. Only about 7-9% 
were considered wet.  
PS: How was the soil moisture class established? 
BP: It is based on standards from across Canada (BC, Yukon, Ontario and NWT).  
SL: Does your list of reference sites include the new reference sites? If you take out the reference sites, do 
you have a different percentage of wet sites? 
BP: Our statistician ran an ANOVA to see if the new reference sites would bias those results. But she 
verified that we did not have a bias there.  
PS: When I look at this table, you should be using a different way for assessing averages. This really could 
be the reason you are seeing the differences between the distance classes. Even if the mean is the same, 
the distribution is different. You could relate moisture category as a predictor in your model. I will follow 
up with the biostatistician about this. (ACTION) 
BP: Based on the summary of results, we are proposing delaying vegetation monitoring until 2021. 
SL: Can we discuss resuming vegetation abundance monitoring further.  
PS: Is there any way to put your vegetation bands into dustfall distance classes? 
BP: With the vegetation abundance monitoring program, when we designed it we were using all available 
information (e.g. dust isopleth modelling) and literature to select the distance categories.  
PS: I am wondering if you have the ability to measure the veg plots that are near the dustfall samplers as 
possible.  
BP: They are as a close as possible, but we do have plots in near distance categories close to the 30 m 
samplers in areas that are historically dustier.  
PS: It would be helpful to actually have results that compare vegetation abundance to dust.  
SA: I agree, it would be good to use dust as a categorical variable, instead of distance.  
BP: I think KM 80 is where that gap is that we could fill that.  
SL: Could you pull out sites that are near higher dust areas? 
BP: We did pull this for the metals monitoring, but for vegetation abundance, we were limited. We would 
have a limited number of plots to do this with. It’s probably best to start with by doing this near the road. 
I will make a note of that. (ACTION) 
 
Vegetation and Soil Base Metals 
Various slides showing methods and results on vegetation and soil base metals are presented by BP. 
 
BP: PC Conditions 34, 36, 38 and 50 dictate requirement for soil and vegetation metal monitoring. 
Baseline sampling was conducted from 2012-2016. In 2015, we did a power analysis to determine the 
minimum number of sites required to assess project effects. We focused on 6 metals. We determined 
these based on baseline metals, what metals were present in the ore, literature review, etc. 2019 marks 
the first post-baseline monitoring year. All samples were divided in half to assess both washed and 
unwashed samples. This was important for understanding whether lichen as an indicator species was 
absorbing metals in the dust. The species of lichen we selected were from 2 genus types. This was needed 
because of varying conditions between the Mine and Milne Port sites (where Cladina does not exist). In 
2019 we sampled 57 sites. The power analysis determined that a minimum of 50 sample sites was 
required. They were sampled in 3 distance categories (Near within 100 m, Far = between 100 to 1000 m, 
and Reference = over 1,000 m away).  
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BP: We used CCME guidelines to evaluate metals of soils in the PDA as well as a consideration of baseline, 
and potential ingestion rates and consistency with the risk assessment conducted by Intrinsik for the 
Project. Where thresholds were not defined we established indicator values, which are a metal 
concentration that was developed based on scientific research that may signal a change in vegetation 
health. The values are predictive and we do not have certainty if they are going to affect vegetation 
health.  
 
Results - Metals in Soil  
BP: Samples were below available CCME and the majority of samples were below detection limit, with the 
exception of one site near the mine where they saw exceedance of CCME guidelines for copper. The sites 
nearby did not have an exceedance, and we also assessed the dustfall sample near the site, so we suspect 
it is likely a sampling error, rather than a true exceedance. We saw an increase in arsenic near the Port 
site; the greatest increases were near Port infrastructure. Although we are seeing an increase relative to 
baseline, all of these samples remain 7.8 times below the CCME guideline. 
 
Results - Metals in Lichen 
BP: All samples for metals in lichen were below indicator values with the exception of lead. We did see 
increases in metals in lichen from baseline near the PDA. For all Project areas, metal concentrations 
increased from 1.5 – 2 times the baseline value across the Project area for all the metals listed there. We 
are investigating at which distance the increases are occurring.  
SL: Is this is the washed lichen samples? 
BP: Yes, I will speak more to this shortly.  
BP: There is a range in the indicator value for lead in lichen. There is a range because we do not know 
within this species specific area what the target number is. One sample of lead in the lichen was at the 
upper value of the indicator range, while most of them were at the bottom. We think it is reasonable to 
suggest that the increases in lead in lichen could be a result of increased vehicle traffic.  
SL: But you are not seeing lead in the soil? 
BP: Lichen is unique because it has a greater absorption of atmospheric contributions. That is also one of 
the reasons why lichen is considered a sensitive indicator.  
EI: Have you tried considered testing for asbestos? 
BP: No we have not.  
LK: We did look into asbestos as part of the Phase 2 review. We were investigating whether or not this 
would be a concern in the rock. We can look into this and get back to you. (ACTION) 
BP: Analysis found there was no difference in metal concentrations between unwashed and washed 
lichen.  
PS: Recommend to include screening for mercury and iron as part of the monitoring program. (ACTION) 
 
Exotic Invasive Vegetation 
BP: PC Condition No 32, 37, 28 and 50 address risks of exotic invasive vegetation. Prior to 2019, it had 
been five years since exotic invasive vegetation had been conducted. We have provided two definitions: 
one for what is considered “exotic”, and one for what is considered “invasive”. The objective was to 
determine if “exotic invasives” were present. Surveys were conducted along the entirety of the Tote 
Road. The survey at Mine and Port primarily focused on previously disturbed areas. There were 53 survey 
hours of effort. Incidental observations if they occurred were also being tracked. We did find 20 garden 
tomato plants growing near the sewage effluent discharge area. These were determined to not be acting 
“invasive”. None of the plants appeared to have the capacity / moisture to produce flower or fruit. As 
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they moved away from the effluent pipe, the plants appeared in worsened condition in areas where less 
nutrients (e.g. away from effluent/sewage pipe) were present.  
Other opportunistic findings included horned dandelion, which are no longer considered a species of 
concern and have been found in past years. For future years, we are recommending doing additional 
monitoring near the sewage / effluent pipe and to remove the tomato plants. 
PS: You say you determined the indicators/metals based on expertise, but you did not mention mercury. 
BP: We do actually screen for a full suite of metals. We are not picking up mercury in lichen right now, but 
it is something that we will continue to examine.  
PS: The more likely pathway for lead is emissions.  
BP: Actually that did not make sense because lead levels are so minimal in diesel, but it is relevant for 
dust.  
PS: You should also be monitoring for iron in the marine environment. Methylmercury is the one that you 
should be looking at.  
LD: This is something that is on our radar. We do collect that data, but it is not even hitting detection 
levels.  
BS: Are you doing anything to connect dustfall effects on freshwater? 
KB: There are 40 different sampling sites along the Tote Road. We will be including this information in our 
QIA/Nunavut Water Board (NWB) monitoring report. 
BS: Some of the sites shows there has been a significant amount of dustfall, and I think with the elevated 
levels you should be looking at the freshwater biota.  
LK: This is something that has been flagged through our Phase 2 so we are looking into this further.  
SA: I just want to review some of the recommendations coming out of today: Follow up for incorporating 
soil moisture into modelling. The second one was looking at a variable that expresses the extent of 
dustfall as an alternate to using distance from site in the vegetation cover analyses. We also talked about 
adding dustfall samplers at other heights.  
SL: We were also going to talk about whether or not we push out vegetation sampling to 2021.  
EM: In accordance with our Working Group schedule, BIM will give some consideration to request to run 
vegetation abundance monitoring again in 2020, and we will discuss with TEWG at next meeting where 
2020 monitoring program designs are reviewed with the group.  
 
Question to the group regarding installation of dustfall samplers at 1m height.  
No comments from MHTO, CANNOR, NRCAN, ECCC doesn’t support based on precedent with other 
Projects – QIA and GN support.  
 
LD: I just want to make sure we are only requesting this is only for seasonal samplers because we would 
not be able to do this in winter.  
MS: After the June 2019 TEWG meeting, I was also supposed to follow up with NRCAN to talk about 
dustfall sampling. It may be helpful to have NRCAN to participate in these discussions with one of their 
dustfall experts.  
COD: We can check and see if this is possible. I will have to come back to you on that. I will look into that. 
(ACTION) 
 
Terrestrial Mammals 
MS: Program consists of three types of surveys, all long-term annual programs. 
 
Snow Track Surveys 2019 
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MS: Snow track surveys are aimed at tracking animals that cross the Tote Road. The Tote Road has always 
been there. These are associated with Project Conditions (PC) 54 and 58. The latter PC comes from other 
areas that have caribou where this type of work can be undertaken. We did see two caribou crossing the 
Tote Road in 2020, but that is not included in the 2019 report. The surveys are being run monthly, when 
there is fresh snow, from about November onwards, and when there are suitable daylight hours to 
complete the survey over the entire length of road. We observed lots of Arctic fox tracks and examples 
are shown here (slide 95). We record weather conditions prior to snow track surveys. It is ideal to do the 
survey within 24-48 hours after snowfall. In April, lots of Arctic fox and ptarmigan tracks. In May, Arctic 
fox and Arctic hare. There were no caribou tracks in 2019. 
 
Snow Bank Height Monitoring 2019 
MS: Snow bank height monitoring falls under PC 53, and this includes maintaining snow bank heights at a 
maximum of 1 m. During our last TEWG meeting in June 2019, SA recommended randomized snow bank 
height measurements. We implemented this input and it was randomized this year. It was split up in 
multiple sections and random points were analyzed monthly. The big thing about snow or wind events, is 
that they need to manage snow banks constantly. There will be large clearing areas. The figures shown 
indicate sampling every km, but it is not the randomized sampling points from November 2018 to April 
2019 because the changes to random sampling were introduced later (i.e., starting later in 2019). Inter-
annual snow bank height compliance reached 97% in 2019. These snow banks have to be managed on an 
ongoing basis because doing otherwise would result in operational problems, this will also support 
caribou crossing when regional numbers become higher.  
 
Height of Land 
MS: Height of Land surveys (HOL) are completed to monitor caribou during peak calving periods. 
Objectives are to observe caribou near PDA, and determine if work stoppage is required. We run this 
during calving season such that if we see more caribou, it may trigger more caribou monitoring. The 
stations are located throughout hilly areas. It takes a lot of time to get to these various sites. We have had 
elders support the survey methods, we have had elders train younger folks to identify caribou and we do 
this during key calving periods. It takes approximately 20-30 minutes to complete observations at each 
station. We do a full circle survey and these occur from end of May to early June. No caribou were 
observed during HOL observations but we saw incidental observations in 2019; mostly through Baffinland 
exploration folks. One sighting was during a site tour. We were trying to do at least two visits per station 
in 2019. It may seem like a low level of effort, but it is a focused survey during calving season. Some of the 
sites get accessed only by helicopter. The HOL training material was supported by MHTO in 2017. The long 
term trend shows a lot of zeroes since the last HOL survey-based sighting in 2013. Based on traditional 
knowledge, we should see caribou population levels increase over time.    
 
2019 Mammal Summary and Future Work 
MS: To summarize, no caribou, wolf or other large mammal tracks in snow were observed in 2019.  We 
did see a wolf track in dirt thought, but not in snow. We intend on continuing snow track and HOL 
surveys, snow bank monitoring, and incidental observation reporting. Fecal pellets will be collected when 
available when caribou are observed. 
SL: One thing that I wanted to bring up is that you use wildlife logs for staff working at the mine site to 
track when they see things along the road. We had a lengthy observation of what we saw along the Tote 
Road, and then what was being reported in the logs. It seems like it is a good system for flagging when 
you are seeing more caribou, or carnivores, wolves or other animal sightings. Is there a better way to get 
an increased reporting rate?  
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KB: These wildlife logs are posted in accommodations and targeted areas such as lunch rooms. Also in the 
helicopter. We also have specific wildlife sightings that get reported directly to Site Environment. There is 
complacency with certain species such as a fox, but anything out of the ordinary, we get contacted. For 
example, the January 2020 caribou sightings.  
PS: I would add that logs are very powerful for tracking and including observer hours. For example, the 
HOL surveys may help to at least track general trends.  
KB: I will clarify snow tracks. It requires us to drive very slowly along the Tote Road, and the passenger will 
look for tracks. We do not do surveys during certain winter months because there are not enough daylight 
hours, and then there is the need for fresh snow fall or windstorm events, we need that alignment to do 
snow track surveys. 
PS. Are the surveyors both looking at the same area? If they are not talking to each other about caribou 
observed, then this is like a mark-recapture study.  
MS: That would be great, when we have caribou. 
SL: I recommend that survey effort be introduced, to get more people to use the wildlife logs.  
KB: As a department, we have a wildlife log that we track. If you wrote the number of staff and number in 
the field. E.g., 2 foxes observed in x hours of work, that could possibly be tracked for by Site Environment. 
 
**Additional recommendations include completing independent observations in addition to current (2) 
observers. Track survey effort in relation to incidental wildlife sightings being recorded by Baffinland 
staff** 
 
Helicopter Flight Height 
MS: Various conditions associated with the helicopter flight height. With regards to compliance and of 
relevance to PE who had asked about snow geese, we have restrictions specific to the molting season and 
track compliance. In the figures that will be included in the report, you can see the helicopter arriving to 
site. The Eqe Bay exploration site is being accessed mostly in June. You can also see where the snow 
goose area is. Some skirting of edges may occur. The compliance flights, in blue are shown separately 
from non-compliance flights, in red. This Project is tracking all of this helicopter activity. Other mines are 
not doing this level of tracking. Compliance is based on flight height and pilot’s discretion. There is low-
level flight rationale that is being recorded by pilot and if no rationale is provided, it would be noted as 
non-compliant. After incorporating pilot’s rationale, most low level flights are compliant. There are many 
reasons for low level flights. It is unknown whether these low-level flight resulted in disturbance to birds 
or other animals. Pilots will adapt their altitude if they see there is a need to do so.  
SA: Can you provide a figure that shows annual/monthly number of flights over the last 6-7 years in your 
2019 report? For example, back to slide 119. For those flights below 650 m, what was the reason for 
those? Regarding NIRB recommendation to Baffinland. NIRB had requested that you provided the 
rationale for any low level flight. I want to confirm that this is coming in the report. Not only the percent 
of low level, but the justification. And also the year to year changes. I thought they were asking for an 
appendix with a rationale for every flight.  
MS: We do develop a long list but it is a long list. You would want all of entries? 
KB: There are other categories such as water sampling. We could list program requirements for every 
flight.  
SA: I was not suggesting we get a complete record from all flights. I would just like to see a figure 
summarizing number of flights over the years. 
KB: We had 2 helicopters, and had lots of programs associated with Phase 2, and Bruce Head. 
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PS. We are interested in altitudinal exposure. For me, seeing 93% compliance, I am not worried at the 
percent of compliance, but how many low level flights are actually occurring. We should see number over 
time being tracked over time to assess wildlife disturbance and the resulting effects to wildlife?  
SL: To track the actual number of flights below the 650 m over time, would be a better way to figure out if 
there is a threshold of impact being realized. So a combination of what SA and PS are saying would be 
really interesting. I think the other issue we had last year again is not with high compliance, but what does 
this mean for wildlife exposure? Are there any changes that can be made below that level? Or do you 
think you can do anything to minimize this? Or if you start seeing caribou around, what can we do? 
KB: There is no way to reduce the low level flights because of all of the monitoring programs that are 
being completed daily.  
SA: Based on this discussion, there are a number of things to be added (ACTION): 
1. Reporting total number of helicopter flights per year 
2. Total number of flights below altitude thresholds 
3. Show a version of those maps with where low level flights are occurring. And possibly then reporting on 
why they are low level. What is causing some of these low level flights? Can any mitigation be introduced? 
If some of the monitoring constitutes those low level flights, perhaps we should start considering that the 
level of environmental monitoring for the Project has an impact.  
4. Total hours below altitude thresholds. 
5. Location of compliance in relation to caribou calving areas.  
PS: Is there a number that should be lower than the suggested threshold? Asking pilots to ask flying over 
650 m may not make sense. 
MS: We have the heights that the low level flights are at. We could look at it. Every time we show 
something we are asked for something more. This group knows how helicopters fly.  
JH: Do we know the disturbance flight height and the potential altitude? 
MS: Yes, the 600 and 300 m comes from other studies. Is it achievable? We recognize it is an issue, are we 
disturbing wildlife? Can we get beyond this since we know it is an ongoing issue? In summary, most level 
flights were justified due to safety or due to program and operational requirements. Most long-distance 
flights met elevation requirements. We will continue to inform pilots. It is part of the contract.  
KB: We also hold an onboarding session with the pilots that we use to advise the flight height 
commitments.  
 
2019 Terrestrial Monitoring Summary 
MS: To summarize, we are pursuing multiple programs. Arctic Raptors will also be working towards a 
publication. Dustfall is limited within 1 km of PDA. Variation in vegetation abundance is likely not a 
Project-related effect. Natural revegetation is occurring. A partner program is the reclamation program. 
No caribou but we are getting incidental observations. We are suggesting to take a pause with vegetation 
abundance. We can discuss further at a later date.  
MS: PS you had indicated possibly missing green-up, so this is something we are adding to the program. 
We are recommending to pause the abundance sampling.  
COD: If you are doing remote sensing analysis, then you could combine the data correlation with dust 
deposition.  
PS: Is this something you have capacity for internally? We have folks within ECCC that have this capacity.  
MS: We are not looking at amount of dust and rate of snowmelt. We are focusing on what we need right 
now.  
MS: We are also developing a noise monitoring program in 2020 to address PC No. 14. 
PS: We have an expert within our department that can quantify noise, natural and anthropogenic noises. 
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Close-out Comments and Next Steps 

LK: In conclusion, we have things to consider as we move forward with our next year’s proposal. If you 
want to make sure that we incorporate actions, please send your comments on draft meeting minutes. 
With regards to the ToR discussion, please provide comments back on what was circulated in October 15, 
and including what was incorporated by them. We will then be looking for comments by April 3. We will 
then look forward to flushing that out. 
EI: I want to put in on the record. Coming from harvesters in Pond Inlet and dustfall. When we are trying 
to go hunting in the area of Mary River, before we get to Bruce Head. Right now we have to get ice in 
order to have water for travel or to cook. The area we go through has dust. I do not know if monitoring 
will help at all. We saw a lot of charts earlier today. Traveling through that area is very different. Our 
snowmobiles and clothes get dusty. I want to recommend immediate adaptive management. That is what 
I want to recommend.  
LK: Where is the route you are referring to, and then we can try to relate our ongoing mitigation and get 
back to you? 
EI: It reaches up to Bruce Head and from there, it goes all the way to Mary River. You cannot use snow to 
cook. Earlier this year, this was also reported by hunters.  

***ACTIONS*** 
3. ECCC (PS) to share with MEWG slide deck describing update of red knot detection monitoring study 

completed in summer 2019 in collaboration with Baffinland. 
4. EDI/Baffinland to consider presenting dustfall data in a way that better facilitates comparison among 

sites (e.g., use of log scales for y-axis).  
5. EDI/Baffinland to further explore with support of biostatistician the type of statistical models available 

to assess potential Project effects on vegetation (e.g., parametric versus non-parametric) and 
incorporation of moisture category into modelling. Further consideration of additional types of visual 
or statistical comparisons to better integrate dustfall exposure with vegetation results (e.g., variable 
that expresses extent of dustfall as an alternate to distance in the vegetation cover analyses). 

6. Baffinland to provide follow-up on concern from MHTO on asbestos.  
7. NRCAN to follow up with their dustfall expert with regards to the appropriateness of installing dustfall 

samplers at 1 m (non-standardized method) versus 2 m (approved standardized across jurisdictions).  
8. Baffinland to consider installing dustfall samplers at an alternative height (e.g., 0.5 m or 1 m) for a 

subset of locations once TEWG members provide scientific support (weight of evidence) for doing so.  
9. EDI/Baffinland to consider as part of 2019 reporting the total number of helicopter flights per year, 

the number of low level flights occurring over time (whether compliant or not), whether there is 
avoidance of the snow goose area, and any improvements over time, in addition to providing a 
summary on the reasoning for each low-level flight (e.g., specific to monitoring programs). 

***MOTIONS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS*** 
Roundtable and Action Items -  No formal motions or recommendations were put forward by any TEWG 

member. Refer to Table 1 for actions tracker. 
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EM: This is consistent with what we have heard before and specifically with concerns for preparing tea, 
and for drinking. Our approach was to look at the snow imagery, and that is the take home for us to look 
at this further and see what we can do with regards to mitigation. That is noted and appreciate you 
sharing this.  
EI: Looking at all the charts today, I do not know if people realize the reality. 
EM: The only thing to add is that you should expect to see terrestrial report draft by the end of March.  I 
sent out meeting minutes from previous meetings, please provide comments back on what we sent out 
for review as we are including this in our annual report.  
LK: We will follow up with email. Thank you for coming today. 
 
Baffinland will provide date and location at a later time for the next TEWG in-person meeting. (ACTION) 

No additional questions from, TEWG participants Meeting is adjourned at 5pm.  

Tables that follow provide summary of i) action items from current, ii) status update on action items from 
previous October 7, 2019, (iii) June 20, 2019, and iv) April 24, 2019 meetings. 

 

Table 1. Summary of action items from February 26, 2020 TEWG Meeting: 

# Action Action By Status Update 
1 GN to distribute to TEWG members 

the latest draft of ToR showing track 
changes. 

GN/All 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. 

5 Baffinland to provide follow-up on 
concern from MHTO on asbestos.  
 

Baffinland Not yet started.   

6 NRCAN to follow up with their 
dustfall expert with regards to the 
appropriateness of installing dustfall 
samplers at 1 m (non-standardized 
method) versus 2 m (approved 
standardized across jurisdictions).  
 

NRCAN In progress. Initial call to discuss options with NRCan held 
in June 2020 to assess feasibility of using satellite imagery 
to assess extent of dustfall. Updates will be provided 
following further engagement.   

7 Baffinland to consider installing 
dustfall samplers at an alternative 
height (e.g., 0.5 m or 1 m) for a 
subset of locations once TEWG 
members provide scientific support 
(weight of evidence) for doing so.  
 

Baffinland Not yet started. Action requires additional information 
for consideration by Baffinland before proceeding. 

8 EDI/Baffinland to consider reporting 
additional details regarding no. 
helicopter flights per year, no. low 

EDI/Baffinland In progress. Baffinland will provide an update on 
additional analysis on helicopter overflight data during 
the June 24 2020 TEWG meeting. 

***ACTIONS*** 
10. Baffinland to further consider concerns raised by MHTO regarding extent of red dust on snow during 

the winter. 
11. Baffinland to schedule next TEWG in-person meeting prior to start of 2020 field season.  
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level flights and associated 
compliance including reasoning.  

9 Baffinland to further consider 
concerns raised by MHTO regarding 
extent of red dust on snow during the 
winter. 

Baffinland In progress. Initial call to discuss options with NRCan held 
in June 2020 to assess feasibility of using satellite imagery 
to assess extent of dustfall. Updates will be provided 
following further engagement.   

10 Baffinland to schedule next TEWG in-
person meeting prior to start of 2020 
field season.  

Baffinland Completed. In-person meeting was replaced by 
teleconference format and set for June 24 2020.   

  

Table 2. Summary of action items from June 20, 2019 TEWG Meeting: 

# Action Action By Status Update 
3 Baffinland to include a section in 

future monitoring reports on the “Use 
of Community Input and IQ (or Inuit 
Perspectives) in the monitoring 
program.  
 

Baffinland In progress. Baffinland will summarize information 
available for each program in subsequent reports. 

4 Baffinland may consider completing 
fox den surveys as part of the Arctic 
Raptor monitoring program for 2019. 
 

Baffinland Not completed. Terrestrial program was already 
expanded in 2019 to include avian distance surveys, 
raptor productivity and occupancy, winter nest counts 
and small mammal trapping for rough legged hawk 
survey. Could be further discussed with TEWG as part of 
2020 program design.  

6 EDI to discuss with NRCan other 
dustfall monitoring programs 
occurring in the region and use of 
alternative tools for conducting 
dustfall sampling. 
 

EDI/Baffinland In progress. Initial call to discuss options with NRCan held 
in June 2020. Updates will be provided following further 
engagement.   

9 BIM Site Environment team to revise 
hunter/site access protocol to ask 
hunters who come to site if they are 
amenable to participate in mapping 
caribou migration routes and travel 
paths to develop a more 
comprehensive database of this 
information. 
 

Baffinland In progress. Updates to the protocol are currently being 
made by Baffinland.  

 

Table 4. Summary of action items update from April 24, 2019 TEWG Meeting  

 Outstanding Action Item from April 
2019 TEWG Meeting 

Action By  Update 

1 GN to provide a copy of summary 
report on caribou composition 
surveys throughout Baffinland Island 

GN No update. GN to provide update during their review of 
meeting minutes and accordingly change status.  
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from 2015 to 2018 at the request of 
QIA.  
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Name:  Susan Leech, 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 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Participants, p. 2 
of 20 

Add (SL) after Susan Leech. Edit complete.  

 

February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

2019 Production 
Overview, p. 2 

RE:  line 1. Remove the million 
after 5,861,277 or this looks like a 
lot! 

Edit complete.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Response to 2018-
2019 NIRB 
Recommendations,  
p. 2 
 

RE: 3rd line from the bottom:  “SA: 
Can we be provided a copy of the 
study design?”  
 
This should be included as an 
action item. I would prefer to see 
all of the action items upfront in 
this document. This is an 
important one to include 
(methods review) -- and it should 

The study design is pending and 
as described in meeting minutes 
will be distributed once finalized. 
Also noting high level details of 
the program were provided in 
Baffinland’s response to Board 
recommendations in 2019.  
 
Comments re: format of meeting 
minutes noted. Will consider 
further.  
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

be done before the program is 
implemented.  
 
Recommend organizing action 
items by monitoring program and 
tracking recommendations for 
improvements / changes to 
monitoring program in a table. 
This would be useful for reporting 
out to NIRB and would make sure 
that we vote on suggested 
improvements. 

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Response to 2018-
2019 NIRB 
Recommendations,  
p. 3, line 5ff 

“SA: The spatial component of 
where caribou are harvested will 
be important. I also wonder 
whether it will be important to 
sample rumen as well, because it 
will give you a sense of what 
caribou have eaten in the past 24 
hours or so.”  
 
How is this recommendation 
being followed up on? 

Funding for this program has not 
yet been confirmed. Until a path 
forward with GN, the NCP and the 
MHTO is finalized, no update on 
TEWG input into the program will 
be available.  
 
Also noting that this comment is 
coming from the GN. It is 
Baffinland’s intention to have GN 
as a partner in this program. The 
GN is therefore encouraged to 
communicate internally to 
confirm program priorities.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Actions, p. 3 Replace MEWG with TEWG. Edit complete.  
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Red Knot 
Monitoring, p. 4 

Please report status of this 
monitoring for 2020 (i.e., will the 
monitoring continue? If not, why 
not?) 

Per PS presentation (see 
discussion on page 5), it is the 
opinion of ECCC that a significant 
effort by BIM has already been 
undertaken to determine there 
were no red knots in the area and 
that additional monitoring is 
therefore not required.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Pre-clearing 
Active Migratory 
Bird Nest 
Surveys,  
p. 4  

Suggestion was made to include 
training for people doing this nest 
clearing on the key birds of 
concern (could just be a short list 
with photos). 
 
Where do recommended changes 
to monitoring programs get 
captured? 

Training of Site Environment staff 
by a qualified biologist (EDI 
program lead) has been occurring 
annually for several years now. 
This recommendation has 
therefore already been 
addressed.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

ECCC and 
Baffinland 
Collaboration on 
Red Knot,  
p. 6 

RE: possible use of NSERC funding 
to investigate additional research 
questions (PS) and the TEWG 
identifying priorities (SL). 

 
Should be an action item 
identified here. The suggestion 
was to submit ideas or a 
framework for potential questions 
that could be directed with this 
research funding. We may have 
missed the boat on it because 
there is no follow up on action 
items. 
 
Request to ask ECCC if TEWG can 
still provide input given that the 
2020 research may be postponed, 
giving TEWG time to identify 
priorities. 

Baffinland and ECCC remain open 
to suggestions from the TEWG to 
make use of funding. 
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Dustfall 
Magnitude and 
Extent, p. 7 

Suggest clarifying that “dm” 
stands for decimeter (i.e., 0.01 sq. 
m), given that it was described 
verbally as decameter (i.e., dam = 
100 sq m). 

Edit complete.   

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Dustfall 
Magnitude and 
Extent, p. 8 

RE: “BS: You should consider 
presenting data with both log data 
so the differences along the y-axis 
are clear.” 
 
This lost a lot in translation.  The 
message was that:  Inconsistent y-
axis scales on the figures are 
obscuring data differences among 
the mine, port, and tote road sites 
by preventing direct comparisons 
(e.g., Master presentation slide 34 
of 127).  This problem was 
identified in comments on the 
2018 Terrestrial Environment 
Monitoring Report. Where figures 
are provided for comparison the 
y-scales should be consistent to 
facilitate comparisons. 

Text updates to reflect message 
provided by QIA.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Dustfall 
Magnitude and 
Extent, p. 8 

RE: Inquiry by SA whether BIMC 
has “given any thought to baseline 
monitoring for dustfall along the 
railway." 
 
This monitoring should be 
considered for 2020 to ensure 
several years of baseline data are 
available for comparison should 
Phase 2 be approved. Recommend 
further discussion by the TEWG. 

Baffinland is planning to deploy 
additional dustfall collectors along 
the ‘dogleg’ of proposed rail 
alignment to collect baseline 
during summer 2020.  
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Dustfall 
Magnitude and 
Extent, p. 8 

RE: “LD: As we look at reshaping 
additional dust fall monitors at 
Milne Port…) 
 
Please clarify what is meant by 
“reshaping”. 
 

Edited to say “where to deploy”. 
Reshaping was meant to infer 
reassessment of location of 
additional dustfall collectors.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Vegetation 
Abundance, p. 10 

RE: ACTION at end of section: 
 
Make sure there is an action item 
identified to look at how these 
programs (vegetation abundance, 
contaminant analyses and dustfall 
monitoring programs) are being 
redesigned to address the issues 
raised here: 
* Moisture levels higher in 
reference plots than in veg 
monitoring plots near Tote road. 
* Dustfall levels vary considerably 
by location along the Tote road. 
Need to make sure we have 
dustfall data at vegetation 
monitoring locations. 
 
Recommended changes should be 
made in 2020 so we are clear how 
they will be addressed moving 
forward. Would rather see this 
monitoring continue in 2020, as 
there are clearly issues to be 
resolved with the data collection. 

Re: 1st recommendation: 
Vegetation abundance monitoring 
will not occur in 2020. This 
recommendation can be 
considered when vegetation 
abundance monitoring is 
reinitiated in future years.  
 
Re: 2nd recommendation: This is 
being addressed through pairing 
of vegetation monitoring sites 
with dustfall collection sites and 
new analyses to investigate trace 
metals relative to dustfall at 
paired sites 
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Results - Metals 
in Lichen, p. 11 

Change line 2 from “…in metals of 
lichen…” to “increases in metals in 
lichen…”. 

Edit complete.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Results - Metals 
in Lichen, p. 11 

PS recommended including 
mercury and iron in the metals 
monitoring program. 
 
It is not clear how specific 
recommendations for each 
program are tracked and voted 
upon by the group. Suggest a 
tracking table is needed (in 
addition to or instead of a laundry 
list of action items). 

Edit complete.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Exotic Invasive 
Vegetation, p. 12 

RE: ECCC not supporting 
installation of dustfall samplers at 
1 m height:  
 
This does not accurately reflect 
the ECCC comment, see page 8, 
“PS: ECCC’s position on another 
mine site was to use the 
standardized approach (i.e., 
setting dust samplers at 2 m) and 
not a non-standardized method 
(i.e., 1 m; though ECCC did not 
explicitly indicate that both could 
not be done). 
 
The message here is not don’t 
monitor at 1 m, rather that we 
also need to maintain the 2 m 
monitoring. But doing both is 
totally fine. 

No edit made. The text which 
states “though ECCC did not 
explicitly indicate that both could 
not be done” already captures 
that they did not express any 
disagreement with having dustfall 
samplers at both heights.  
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Exotic Invasive 
Vegetation, p. 12 

RE: effects of project generated 
dust and sediment on freshwater 
biota along tote road: “LK: This is 
something that has been flagged 
through our Phase 2 so we are 
looking into this further.” 
 
This is an ongoing monitoring gap 
related to the ERP and Production 
Increase. Why delay “looking into 
it further” until after Phase 2 has 
been assessed? How is Baffinland 
“looking into it further”? 
 

No edit made. The meeting 
minutes are intended to 
summarize what was presented at 
the meeting. Recommended QIA 
and Baffinland speak further to 
address concerns raised by BS 
outside of TEWG meetings. 
Freshwater monitoring is not a 
focus of this working group.   

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

2019 Mammal 
Summary and 
Future Work, 
p. 13 

There were specific 
recommendations to improve the 
HOL surveys (independent 
observations from two observers) 
and the wildlife logs (tracking 
survey effort) that are not 
captured here. 

Edit complete.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Helicopter Fight 
Height, p. 14 

RE: Actions (bottom of page): 
Need to add in here the total 
hours below altitude thresholds; 
also the location of compliance in 
relation to caribou calving areas 
and/or other sensitive locations. 

Edit complete.   
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

2019 Terrestrial 
Monitoring 
Summary,  
p. 15 

This summary is problematic as it 
seems to show that there are no 
issues with any of these programs. 
Dustfall in particular and the 
relationship between dustfall and 
vegetation -- and issues with the 
vegetation reference sites -- are 
not reflected here. The statement 
"dustfall is limited within 1 km of 
the PDA" does not reflect what 
Inuit are saying. Rewrite to say 
that monitoring programs 
currently are not finding...x y and 
z, rather than writing them as 
definitive statements. It is very 
misleading. 

The meeting minutes are 
intended to summarize what was 
presented at the meeting.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Table 1. 
Summary of 
action items 
from February 
26, 2020 TEWG 
Meeting, #7, p. 
18 

RE:  “Baffinland to consider 
installing dustfall samplers at an 
alternative height (e.g., 0.5 m or 1 
m) for a subset of locations once 
TEWG members provide scientific 
support (weight of evidence) for 
doing so.” 
 

Unclear what edit is being 
requested. No changes made.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Table 1. 
Summary of 
action items 
from February 
26, 2020 TEWG 
Meeting, #8, p. 
18 

This action item may not be 
complete, pending TEWG review 
of the monitoring report. The 
request included tracking the 
number of hours below the 
threshold flight level. 
 
Also, for clarity replace “no.” with 
“number” in two locations. 

Switched action item to in 
progress. Details regarding 
additional analysis on helicopter 
overflight data will be provided 
for during the June 24 2020 TEWG 
meeting. 
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Table 1. 
Summary of 
action items 
from February 
26, 2020 TEWG 
Meeting, #8, p. 
18 

Action Item 8 does not capture 
the recommendation from SA (pg. 
15, bullet 3) that the locations of 
low-level flights be mapped. This 
is important information for 
assessing potential impacts. Maps 
that show showing seasonal 
hotspots of low-level flight activity 
could be particularly useful over 
the longterm. 

Switched action item to in 
progress. Details regarding 
additional analysis on helicopter 
overflight data will be provided 
for during the June 24 2020 TEWG 
meeting.  

 February 26, 2020 
TEWG Meeting 
Minutes_DRAFT for 
MEWG.pdf 

Table 3. 
Summary of 
action items 
from June 20, 
2019 TEWG 
Meeting, #7, p. 
19 

Could remove this action item but 
need to include a new action item 
to share the methods with the 
TEWG for technical review. 

Edit complete.  
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 ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦ   

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 26, 2020   
9:00 ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ – 5:00 ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᔅᓯᐊᒍᑦ) 
ᓇᓂ: Lord Elgin Hotel - 100 Elgin St, Ottawa, ON 

Call-In Number: +1-416-814-2855 Meeting ID: 064701805   
 

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

 

 

**ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ** 

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

ᓘ  ᑳᒧᒪᓐᔅ    (ᓘᑳ) ᐃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ   
(ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᑯᑦ ) 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖏᓪᓗ 

ᔨᐊᕝ  ᕼᐃᒡᑕᓐ   (ᔨH) ᐃ 

ᔭᕆᐊᑦ  ᐊᑕᓐᕼᐊᕝ  (ᔭᐊ) ᐃᓚ 
ᔨᓂᕖᕝ  ᒧᐊᕆᓐᕕᓪ  (ᔨᒧ) ᐃ ᐳᕉᔅ  ᔅᑑᕋᑦ  (ᐳᔅᑑ) ᐃ 

ᓲᓴᓐ  ᓖᑦ’  (ᓲᓖ) ᐃ 
ᐃᐊᒪ  ᒫᓪᑲᒻ  (ᐃᒫ)) ᐃ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᑎᒥ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ  
ᑭᐊᓐᑐᕋ  ᐸᑕᓐ (ᑭᐸ) ᐃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓂ  

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᕈᑎᓄᑦ  
ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓕᕆᔩᑦ   

ᐊᕈᓴ  ᓴᕕ  (ᐊᓴ) ᐃ 

ᐊᑎᕆᐊᓐ  ᐸᕋᑎ (ᐊᐸ) ᐃᓚ 

ᓄᓇᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᑲᒥᐅᓪ  ᕗᐃᓚᑦ-ᑕᓕᐊᓪ  
(ᑲᕗᑕ) 

ᐃ 

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ   

ᐋᓐᓄᕈ  ᑐᒻᐳᕆᓪ  (ᐋᑐ) ᐃᓚ 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ  
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ  
(ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᐸᓄᐃᓕ  ᐃᓄᐊᕋᖅ  (ᐸᐃ) ᐃ ᐳᕌᓐᑕᓐ  ᓚᕗᐊᕋᔅᑦ (ᐳᓚ) ᐃᓚ 

ᐃᓅᑭ  ᐃᓄᐊᕋᖅ  (ᐃᐃ) ᐃ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  
(ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ) 

ᑯᐊᕆ  ᐹᑯ  (ᑯ  ᐸ) ᐃᓚ 

ᐊᒫᓐᑕ  ᕼᐋᓐᓴᓐ  ᒪᐃᓐ   
(ᐊHᒪ) 

ᑕ ᓵᓚᒪᓐ  ᐊᒨᓄ   (ᓵᐊ1) ᐃᓚ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ    

ᔭᐃ ᐃᐊ  ᑐᕗᐊ   (ᔭᑐ) ᐃ
ᓚ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐹᓪ ᔅᒥᑦ      (ᐹ ᔅ) ᐃ 
 

ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  
ᐃᖕᒃ   

ᒪᐃᒃ  ᓯᐊᑐᕆᖕᑕᓐ  (ᒪᓯ)   ᐃ 
ᓕᓐᓯ  ᑐᑦᓱᓪ   (ᓕᑐ)   ᐃ 

ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐳᕌᓐᑕᓐ  ᓚᕗᐊᕋᔅᑦ (ᐳᓚ) ᐃ ᐳᕆᐊᑦ  ᐸᑲᒡᔅ  (ᐳᐸ) ᐃ 
ᔮᓐ  ᕆᖕᕉᔅ    (ᔮᕆ)  ᐃ

ᓚ 
ᓈᑕᓕ  ᐅᒍᕋᐃᑎ  (ᓈᐅ) ᐃ 
ᔅᑏᕙᓐ  ᐋᑦᑭᓐᓴᓐ  (ᔅᐋ) ᐃ 
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ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᑦ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ   ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  (ᓘᑳ)  ᑐᙵᓴᐃᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ  ᑎᒥᓂᑦ,  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ   
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓯᓚᕈᔪᖕᓄᑦ,  ᖁᐊᐃᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐹᓪᓚᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᔪᒃᑲᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᓪᓗ  
ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.    
 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ   ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᖏᑦ   ᓘᑳ    ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᕗᖅ   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᓵᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ   ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ   ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᕐᒥᓄᑦ .  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ  ᑐᕌᓪᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᓪᓗ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᖅ.     
ᓘᑳ : ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕇᕈᓂ,  ᐅᓪᓛᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  
ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ  ᐱᕕᕿᑕᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᑕ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ.   
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ (ᓘᑳ )  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   2019ᒥ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ,  ᑲᓇᓂ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ.     
2019  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ   ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ:     
ᓘᑳ : ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 6 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑕᓐᔅᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ  2019ᒥ.  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ 5,861,277 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ 
ᑕᓐᔅᓂᒃ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ.  ᑐᑭᓯᓐᓇᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ  
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ,  ᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ,  238  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᐅᓯᔪᑦ,  43  ᐊᓯᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ  
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᓇᒧᙵᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓪᓗ),  ᑲᑎᒃᑲᒥᒃ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᓕᒫᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑏᑦ  
281ᖑᕗᑦ. 

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎ  2018-2019  ᐊᕙᑎᓂᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ   ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓘᑳ : ᐃᓚᖓᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓂᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓᑦ  2018-2019  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᖓᓂ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ  
ᑐᕌᓗᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᐳᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᔅᑦ Stop  ᐆᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2019ᒥ.  ᐱᐅᓯᓂᖅᓴᖅ  ᐳᔫᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᐱᖓᓱᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᓂ  
ᐳᔪᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ  ᐳᔪᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᓯᓕᖅᓯᓃᑦ   ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ  2020ᒥ.ᓘᑳ : ᐊᕙᑎᓂᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ  ᑐᕌᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ  ᓴᕕᕐᔭᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ  ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᒡᓗ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᓯᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᓂᒡᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᑦ  ᑎᒥᐅᑉ  
ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂ  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ  ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ    ᒥᐊᕆ  ᒑᒻᐴᒡᒥᒃ  ᒐᒻᐴᒡ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᕐᓂᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓪᓚᖕᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖏᓐᓂ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ  ᓱᕈᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  
ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓲᑎᒥᒃ  ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕋᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ  ᑖᔅᓱᒪᙵᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ,  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ.  ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᒃᓴᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ  ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓲᑎᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓂᖓ,  ᑖᓐᓇᓗ  ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒡᕕᖃᖅᖢᓂ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ.      ᔨH: ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ  ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔭᖓ  ᑐᒃᑐᓐᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ  2020ᒧᑦ,  
ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᔮᖅᑰᙱᑕᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕐᓂᖅ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.     ᑉᑉ: ᒪᑐᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ  ᔫᓂ  2019ᒧᑦ.        
ᓲᓖ: ᑎᒥᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑖᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᐅᓚᔭᒃᑲᔭᖅᑕᓯ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕈᔅᓯ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ?  ᐃᒪ:  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᕗᖅ  
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒐᓲᓯᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓇᓱᒃᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ  
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓲᑎᒧᑦ.   ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕈᓐᓇᖏᒃᑯᑦᑕ,  ᐊᓯᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᖕᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᓪᓗ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ.                                   ᓴ:  ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐱᑕ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ  ᐊᔾᔨᐊᓂᒃ?   
ᓘᑳ : ᐄ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᑲᔪᓯᒍᓂ  ᒥᐊᕆ  ᑎᑭᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓗᓂ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  
ᔅᐋ:  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᒃᓴᐅᕗᖅ  ᐱᔭᕇᖁᓪᓗᒍ,  ᕼᐃᓛᒃ?   
ᓲᓖ: ᐄ –  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑎᑦ  ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᕐᒥᒃ  ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᓪᓗ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖏᒃᑯᓯ.       
ᓘᑳ : ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᒍᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓂᒃ  
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(ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ)  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓂᐊᖅᐸᕕᑦ  ᐊᓯᖏᑦ  ᐱᔭᕆᖃᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓴ:  
ᓇᑭᑦ  ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ.    ᐃᓱᒪᒋᕗᖓᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᓂᕈᒃᑲᖏᑦ,  
ᑐᑭᓯᔾᔪᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓯᐅᒃ  ᑭᓱᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃᑐᑦ  ᓂᕆᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ  24 ᐃᒃᑲᕋᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
 
ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ   
ᓘᑳ : ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᓂᒃ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 15, 2019ᒥ  ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ  
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᑎᒍᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐃᑉᐸᒃᓴᖅ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂᓗ  ᓯᕗᒧᑦ  ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ.  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ  
ᐅᑐᐱᕆᒥ,  ᑐᓂᓗᓂᒋᓪᓗ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ  ᓂᕆᐅᒋᓗᒍ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  
ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 3ᒧᑦ.  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  ᐱᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ,  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ,  
ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓗᓂ  ᐃᓱᐊᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ  ᑐᙵᕗᖅ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ.         
ᓲᓖ: ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖅᐱᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᓇᓕᐊᒡᓗ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᙱᓚᑦ?  ᓘᑳ :  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖓᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᓱᒡᓗᒍ  ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓪᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖅᑎᒍᑦ.   
(ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
 
ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᔾᑎ  ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ    ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ   
ᓘᑳ :   ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᕋᓱᒃᖢᑕ   ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ  ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ  
ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᑐᓂᓯᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ  
ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖓᓄᑦ  2020  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓕᖅᓯᓗᑕᓗ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ.    
 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᑦ   2019ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ   
ᓘᑳ :  ᐱᐅᓯᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ  2019ᒥ.  ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ  
ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᕗᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᓪᓪᓗ  ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ.   
 
2019ᒧᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᓐᓂᒃᑳᖅ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᒥ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓄᓪᓗ.  ᑭᐅᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᑕᓗ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ.  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓃᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ   ᓄᓇᓂ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ 
ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᒥᑭᒋᓕᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᖅ  ᓄᓇᓄᑦ  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ.  ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒪᒪᓪᓗ,  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  
ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᒪᒪᓪᓗ  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.    
 
 

2019  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓃᑦ    

***ᖃᓄᐃᓂᐅᕐᓃᑦ*** 

1. ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑐᓂᐅᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019ᒥ  ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᑎᒍᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ,  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᓕᒫᕐᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.  ᐅᓪᓗᖅ  ᑐᓂᖅᓴᐃᕕᐅᔪᖅ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓛᖁᔭᐅᕗᖅ  ᒫᔾᔨ 6, 2020ᒥ  ᓂᕆᐅᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  ᑭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ  3, 
2020ᒧᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓂᐊᕐᒪᒋᑦ.    
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ᑎᖖᒥᐊᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  
ᑲᔪᕐᓚᖕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ    
ᒪᓯ: ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᖕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᓪᓗ  2019ᒥ.  ᐱᖓᓱᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂ 
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 005ᒥ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒡᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᑦ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᖕᓂᒃ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ:   67, 
73 74ᓗ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᑖᓂᒃ  ᓇᓂᓯᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ   ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᓴᓇᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᑕᖁᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᑎᑐᑦ.  ᒪᕐᕉᖑᖕᒪᑎᒃ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ  
ᑲᔪᕐᓚᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ,  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᖦᖢᓂ  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᑐᑦ.  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᖕᓄᑦ  ᓂᐱᓖᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᐊᒃᑲᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᖕᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.             
 
ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂ  ᐃᕙᔪᓂᒃ  ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ  ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  
ᒪᓯ: ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᔪᑦ  ᐲᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂ ᓴᓇᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥ  ᐊᐅᔭᓕᒫᖅ.  
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ   ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ  66 70ᓗ.   ᐃᕙᕝᕖᑦ  ᓇᓂᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ,  ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ  
ᑭᓱᓄᓪᓗᐊᑖᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᐸᒋᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᓕᐅᕐᓗᑕ  ᓴᓇᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓇᑕᓗ  ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑏᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  ᕿᒪᐃᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᐃᕙᕝᕕᒥᓂᒃ.  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᕿᓂᖅᑏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓲᖑᕗᑦ  ᐊᒃᖢᓈᕐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ  ᐃᕙᕝᕕᓂᒃ.  
ᓴᓇᒋᐊᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᑦ  ᐊᓂᒍᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᕿᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  
ᓴᓇᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᐅᖅ  ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᓄᓇᐃᔭᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  ᓄᓕᐊᕐᓇᕐᕕᖏᑕ  ᓯᓚᑖᓂ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ  ᐱᐅᓛᖅ  ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  
ᒥᑭᒋᓕᐊᕈᑎᐅᖕᒪᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᓴᓇᖏᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᒡᓗᓂ.  2019ᒥ,  77%  ᓄᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  ᓄᓕᐊᕐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑕ  ᓯᓚᑖᒍᑦ. 
 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ   ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ 
ᒪᓯ: ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓲᖅ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ 74 75ᓗ.  ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᕗᑦ  
ᐃᕙᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒐᒥᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᒐᓴᒡᔪᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ.  ᖃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  
ᓅᓚᐅᓲᖑᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ,  300 ᐸᓗᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ  
ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᑦ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᒃᐳᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒥᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓲᓂᑦ.        
 
165ᓂᒃ  ᐃᕙᕝᕕᒃᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔾᓴᖅᑕᐅᓲᓂᒃ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ  ᓯᓚᑖᓂᓗ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ.  ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᔪᓐᓃᕐᒪᑕ  6  ᑐᐊᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓯᒪᒐᑦᑕ  ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ,  ᑖᓐᓇᓗ  ᓯᓚᑖᓃᖦᖢᓂ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᕝᕕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᐊᕕᙵᖅ  ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 2,880ᓂᒃ  ᐅᓐᓄᐊᒃᑯᑦ  ᒥᑭᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ  ᒥᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ  
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑕᑯᑲᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕋᐅᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  ᐊᕕᙵᓕᐊᓘᓪᓗᓂ  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᒥᓗ  ᐅᓄᓂᓐᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ.      
 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᑕᑯᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ.  ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ  
ᐅᖃᕐᓗᒍ, ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓄᑦ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᖅᑰᔨᙱᓚᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓯᒪᒋᕗᒍᑦ  ᑳᔫᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕈᓘᔭᕐᒪᑕ  ᑕᕝᕘᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᒪᓐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᐃᕙᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ.    
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ᔨH: ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓯᒪᕕᓯ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᒃ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᓯ?  
ᒪᓯ: ᐋᒃᑲ. 
ᓲᓖ:  ᑕᑯᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᐱᓯ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᕿᑐᕐᓂᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᖃᓂᑦᑐᒧᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ,  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒍ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓪᓚᒃᑐᓂ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ?    
ᒪᓯ: ᐄ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᖁᓪᓗᑕ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓃᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ.         
ᓲᓖ:  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐱᒌᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓇᓃᒻᒪᖔᑕ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᒐᒪ  ᖃᓄᖅ  
ᖃᐅᔨᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᖔᓯᐅᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ.    
ᒪᓯ:  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ   ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᖃᓕᕈᓂ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓪᓚᕆᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ.    
ᐸᐅ: ᑲᖑᓕᐊᓘᕙᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕋᑦᑕ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᐊᕙᑖᓂ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸ  ᓱᓕ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ?   ᑲᖑᐃᑦ  
ᐃᕙᕙᑦ  ᓱᓕ  ᑕᐃᑲᓂ?    
ᒪᓯ:  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᑲᖑᓪᓗᐊᑕᓄᑦ.  ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑲᖑᓕᒫᑲᓴᑦ  ᑎᖏᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᑕᓯᕐᓂ  ᓂᒋᐊᓂ  
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ.    
ᑭᐸ: ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᒃᖢᑎᒃ  ᑲᖑᐃᑦ  ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᐸᑎᑦ  ᕿᙳᐊᑕ  ᑰᖓᓂ   ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ.  
ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᕆᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  ᑭᓛᒥᑕ  20ᒥ   ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥ.  ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᕆᕗᒍᑦ  ᑲᖑᓂᒃ  ᒥᕝᕕᖕᒥ   ᐃᒪᓕᖕᒥ  
ᒥᕝᕕᐅᑉ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ.  ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐃᒪᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᑕᑯᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ   ᐃᕙᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᒥ.  
ᑕᖃᐃᖅᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᒐᔪᓲᑦ.      
ᒪᓯ:  ᑕᑯᓇᓕᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᓪᓗᐊᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ  
ᑲᖑᕐᓄᑦ,  ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᐃᕙᕝᕕᓂᒃ  ᕿᙳᐊᑕ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖓᓂ,  ᐅᓄᓗᐊᕋᑎᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,  
ᐱᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ.  ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  ᑕᓯᕐᒥ  ᓂᒋᐊᓂ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᓱᓗᖏᑦ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.    
 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ   ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓪᓗ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔪᑦ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᓄᑦ  
ᐹ ᔅ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ  ᖃᖓᕋᑖᖅ   ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ    ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓪᓗ  
ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᒥᓄᑦ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᓄᑦ.     
ᐹ ᔅ: ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐃᕋᑖᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᐊᕐᔪᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᓐᓂᒃ.       
ᐹ ᔅ: ᑎᑎᕋᖃᖅᐱᑦ  ᑐᓂᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᕐᓂᒃ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒧᑦ? 
ᐹ ᔅ:  ᐄ,  ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓂᒃ.  (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
ᐹ ᔅ:  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᑦ  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ  40  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ.  ᓄᓇᑕᖃᖅᖢᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᕝᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥᒃ  
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑐᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒧᑦ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᓕᐊᓲᑦ  
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑎᑐᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓇᓗᕗᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᒋᒐᔪᖕᒪᖔᑦ,  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑐᐃᓐᓇᒧᑦ.    
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᑦ,  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐃᒪᒥᓂᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ  2019.  
ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᒪᐃ  ᓄᙳᐊᓂᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆᐅᑉ  ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᓕᓵᖓᓄᑦ.    
ᐸᐅ: ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕋᕕᑦ?  ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ   ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ  ᓂᒡᓚᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᓯᒡᔭᒦᑉᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ.  
ᑭᓲᖕᒪᑕ  ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᓯ  ᓯᒡᔭᒥ?  ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒦᓲᖑᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.      
ᐹ ᔅ:  ᑐᓵᔨᒧᖅᑲᐃ.  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ.  ᐊᑎᖏᑦ   ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᐃᓛᓐᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ.      
ᐸᐅ:  ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ  ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ  ᐃᒪᖅᓱᖕᓂ  ᑕᓯᕐᓂ  ᑰᖕᓂᓗ.  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  ᒪᕐᕉᒃ  
ᓱᓕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ,  ᐊᔾᔨᒋᐸᓗᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂᒋᑦ  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᓂᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ  ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ.  
ᓇᓗᔭᕗᑦ  ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐃᓐᓇᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ  ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ.     
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ᐹ ᔅ: ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ   ᑕᑯᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᒍᑦ.  ᐃᕙᓲᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ  ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᓇᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯᓂᒃ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ,  ᖃᖓᑕᓕᕐᒥᓗᑎᒡᓗ  
ᐃᒪᖅᓱᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐃᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  ᓂᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ.       
ᐹ ᔅ: ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ   ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᑕ   ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᓲᓄᑦ.   ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐃᒪᒥᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ  ᐱᓗᐊᖏᖦᖢᓂ  ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓚᑦᑖᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ  ᓂᐲᑦ  
ᑲᔪᕐᓚᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ.   ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᔪᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ,  ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂᓗ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓇᑕ  
ᑲᔪᕐᓚᓂᒃ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᕗᑦ   ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᒃᑯᑦ,  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ  
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᒃᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ.     
ᐹ ᔅ:   ᐱᐅᓂᖓᑕ  ᐃᓚᖓᑦ   ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ,  ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ  
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ  ᑕᒫᓃᒻᒪᖔᑕ  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  ᐆᒫᔪᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ.    
ᐹ ᔅ: ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᓪᓗ  ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓂᓗ  ᓯᒡᔭᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔭᖅ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ,  ᑕᐃᓐᓇᓗ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᖢᓂ.  ᑐᑭᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᔪᒍᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓂ.  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ,  ᑲᑎᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᐊᒃᑲᓘᓐᓂᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᑐᖅᖢᓂ  ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ,  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐅᖓᓯᒃᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ.    
ᐹ ᔅ:  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᒪᔭᕋ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓂᖅ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ.  ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᒍᑦ  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᕕᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ  ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᓯᒡᔭᓂᓗ  
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ  ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᓄᓇᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᑭᓱᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ   
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓄᑦ.      
ᓲᓖ:  ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᖓ  ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᐱᓕᕆᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓄᑦ?  ᐃᓱᒪᕗᖓ  ᐃᓚᖏᖅᑲᐃ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐱᓯᒪᕙᒌᖅᑕᕗᑦ.     
ᐹ ᔅ: ᐄᖑᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᒃ.   ᓲᕐᓗ,   ᐃᓱᒪᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓕᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕋᕕᒋᑦ  
ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᖕᓃᑦ  ᑐᕌᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᓄᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᒃᑕᖓ  
ᐊᖏᐸᓗᖕᒪᑦ,  ᑐᕌᖅᖢᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓛᑎᓐᓄᑦ.       
ᓲᓖ: ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᑦᑕ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ.  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ  ᑭᓱᑦ  
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᓱᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ.      
ᐹ ᔅ: ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓯᒪᕕᓯᐅᒃ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖃᕐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓯ?   
ᐹ ᔅ: ᐄ,  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᖅᑰᖅᑐᖅ.  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕋᓗᐊᕗᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᕋᓂ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᑯᑦ.   
ᐹ ᔅ:  ᑐᑭᓯᔪᖓ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑐᑦ  ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ  2024ᒥ,  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖅᑖᕈᑦᑕ.   
ᔨH:  IKᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᕐᒧᓪᓕ,  ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ,  ᑐᕌᕐᓇᓂ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᓄᑦ.       
ᐹ ᔅ:  ᑐᕌᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᑕᖕᒫᕐᕕᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᓵᕈᓪᔅ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ  
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.        
ᓘᑳ :  ᓵᙵᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒍᑦ  ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ.  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑐᒍᑦ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ  ᓴᓇᓗᒍ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊ  
ᓅᓕᕐᒥᓗᒋᑦ  ᓴᓇᔩᑦ  ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᕈᔪᖕᒧᑦ.  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᓯᒪᓕᕈᑦᑕ  ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  
ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 
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ᑲᕗᑕ: ᐃᓱᒪᕗᖓ   ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ?   
ᐹ ᔅ: ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᖏᖦᖢᖓ   ᓂᐱᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᑐᒃᑐᑦ  ᑐᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ.   
ᔨH: ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ  ᒥᐊᒡᒎᖅᑐᑦ  ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐸᑦ?   
ᐹ ᔅ:  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᓯᒪᙱᑕᕗᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒥᓇᖅᑐᖅ.  
ᓲᓖ:  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᑕ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓐᓇᓱᓲᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓲᖃᐃᒪᒪ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ  ᖃᖓᒃᑰᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ  ᑲᑎᓪᓗᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓗᑕᓗ  
ᑭᓲᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ.     
ᐹ ᔅ: ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓈᖅᐳᖓ   ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᕆᖁᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ.  ᓲᖃᐃᒪᒪ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ  ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ  
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᓂ.    
ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑦ    
ᓕᑐ: ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ:  54, 36, 50  58cᓗ  ᐱᖁᔨᖕᒪᑕ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᖢᒋᓪᓗ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕈᓯᕆᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᑐᙵᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᖅ  
ᓄᖅᑲᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ  ᐳᔪᖅᑕᐅᑎᓄᑦ.  ᐃᑲᔪᓛᖑᔪᑦ  ᐳᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓃᑦ.  ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ  ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕈᑦᑎᒃᑯᑦ  
ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᓕᒫᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  ᐅᑭᓴᖅᑕᐅᑏᑦ  ᐊᓰᓪᓗ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑏᑦ,  ᐸᓰᑦ,  
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐅᑏᑦ,  ᐊᓰᓪᓗ).  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓛᖑᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑐᓂ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ  238  ᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  
ᓇᓕᒧᐸᓗᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  2019ᒧᑦ,  236 ᖑᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ.  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  
ᑕᑯᒍᕕᐅᒃ,  ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑎᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᒐᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ  ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᒐᔪᓛᓪᓚᑦᑖᖓᓗ. 
 
2019ᒥ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓕᑐ: ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᒐᑦᑕ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ 6ᓂᒃ  ᓄᑖᓂᒃ  ᐳᔪᕐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ 30 ᒥᑕᓂ,  100 ᒦᑕᓂ  1000 ᒦᑕᓂ  5000  ᒦᑕᓂᓗ.    
 
2019ᒥ  ᐳᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᑲᑕᒃᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᓃᑦ 
ᓕᑐ: ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᒥᑭᒋᓕᐊᕈᑏᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  2019ᒥ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
ᖄᐹᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᓯᖃᓕᕝᕕᖕᒥ (ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  2018ᒥ).  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᕗᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᐳᔪᖅ  ᖁᒻᒧᐊᖅᑐᖅ   ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᑦ.   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᐅᒃ  
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒃ  ᑐᐊᐸᐅᓛᑦ  ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖓ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ.  ᐳᔫᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᒥᒃ   
ᐆᒃᑐᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑕ  2019ᒥ;  ᐳᔪᖃᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎ  ᐳᔫᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑏᑦ  ᐊᒃᓴᓗᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ.     
 
ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑕ  ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓇᒨᕐᓂᖓᓗ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᖏᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᓇᒨᕐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑦ  
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ,  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥ,  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᓗ,  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑦ 1  ᑭᓛᒥᑕ  
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ,  ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓪᓗ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑕ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ  ᓕᑐ ᒧᑦ.     
 ᓕᑐ:  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ   ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᒃᑯᓐᓂᓪᓗ  ᐊᕐᕌᓂᒥᑦ  ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᓄᓇᐅᑉ  
ᓇᓕᒧᐊᓂᑦ  ᐳᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᒡᓗᓂ,  2 ᒦᑕᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ.   ᓄᓇᐅᑉ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖓᓂᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᕕᑦ,  ᐳᔪᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ  
ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  ᐳᔪᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ,  (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ).  2  ᒦᑕᒦᑏᓐᓇᖅᖢᒍ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓕᖅᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᖢᒋᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᑎᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ.  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᓂ  ᓄᓇᐅᑉ  ᓇᓕᒧᐊᓂ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ.   
ᓕᑐ: ᐱᖓᓱᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ,  ᖃᓂᑦᑐᖅ,  ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᖅ,  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕝᕕᒡᓗ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ.  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕐᓂᑦ  
ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ  30, 100, 1000   5000ᓗ  ᐅᑭᓴᖅᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥᑦ.  
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ᐱᓕᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ  2019ᒥ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᒋᑦ  1  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓂᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᓖᑦ  ᐅᑭᓴᖅᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥᑦ.  
ᓕᑐ:  ᐳᔪᖃᕐᕕᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᒥᕝᕕᐅᕗᖅ,  ᓯᖃᓕᔾᔪᑎ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓪᓗ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ.   
ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᐳᔪᖃᓛᑦ  ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ,  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒃ,  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᒃ,  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐊ,  
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕋᖅᑐᑦ,  ᐱᖁᑎᒃᑯᕕᒃ.  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ  ᐳᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᓂᒋᐊᓂ  
ᐃᑳᕆᐊᒥ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒥ  ᐃᑳᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ.     
ᐹ ᔅ:   ᐃᓱᐊᖑᕚ  ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ.     
ᓕᑐ: ᐄ – ᐅᓇᐅᕗᖅ  0.1 mg/dm ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ.  
ᐹ ᔅ:  ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᓯᒪᕙ  ᑭᓱ  ᑭᒡᓕᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓗᓂ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑐᑦ  ᐳᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᑲᑕᒃᑐᓂᒃ?    
ᓕᑐ: ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐳᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᖔᖅ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᒥ  
ᑐᑭᓯᖁᓪᓗᑕ  ᐳᔪᖅ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐋᒃᑲᓘᓐᓃᑦ.    
ᓕᑐ:   ᓇᓂᓕᒫᖅ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᐳᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᒐᑦᑕ  ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ,  ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ  ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᖅᑐᓅᑎᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ.  
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᑕᐅᖅ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ  ᐳᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥ  ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ.  ᑕᑯᕗᒍᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥ  
ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ   ᐳᔪᖅ  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᐅᔪᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ.  ᐳᔪᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑰᔨᕗᑦ  ᓯᓚᒧᑦ.  ᓲᕐᓗ  
2018ᒥ  ᓂᒡᓚᖓᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᒪᖁᒐᔪᒃᖢᓂᓗ  ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ  ᐳᔪᑭᑎᖦᖢᒍ.     
ᓲᓖ:  ᐅᑯᐊ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᒐᓛᓗᐃᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᖢᒋᑦ.  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᙶᓪᓗᐊᖅᑰᔨᖕᒪᑦ  ᐳᔪᖃᕐᕖᑦ,  ᐳᔪᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᑦ  
ᐳᔪᕐᓗ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᓂᑦ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓂᑦ.  ᐄ,  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᐳᔫᑉ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖓ ᐳᒃᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᕕᐅᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂ.  ᑐᑭᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐳᔪᕐᒧᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ 1 
ᑭᓛᒥᑕᐅᑉ  ᐊᖅᑯᒻᒥᑦ.     
ᓕᑐ:   ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᒥᑦ   ᐳᔪᖅ   ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᓂᓪᓗ  ᐳᔪᖅ,  ᐱᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᒍᑦ,  ᐃᓕᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐳᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᑕ   ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ  ᓴᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᖕᒪᑦ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᓄᑦ  
ᐳᔪᕐᓄᑦ).  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔭᕈᑦᑕ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᐳᕐᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ  ᐃᓕᓗᒋᑦ,  
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᓗᐊᕋᔭᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.      
ᐳᐱ:   ᑕᑯᓇᖕᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐃᑦ  ᐳᔪᕐᓂ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᑭᓱᓐᓃᖅᑉᐸᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ.  ᑖᔅᓱᒪ  
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᕌᑎᒍᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓗᒍ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖅ.      
ᔅᐊ:   ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒍᕕᐅᒃ   ᖃᓄᖅ  ᐳᔪᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᑲᑕᒃᖢᓂᓗ,   ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑰᔨᙱᓚᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ  2  ᒦᑕᓂ.  
ᑕᑯᔾᔮᖏᓐᓇᕕᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ,  ᓲᖃᐃᒪᒪ  ᐳᔪᖅ  ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ  ᐋᕿᓲᖑᖕᒪᑦ  ᑲᑕᒑᖓᒥ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᑦ  
ᖃᓄᑎᒋᒧᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᔾᔮᖅᑰᖏᑦᑐᑎᑦ.  ᖃᓄᐃᒪᒪᓪᓕ  ᐳᖅᑐᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᓯᓗᑎᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥ  
ᐱᕕᖃᕈᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑰᕋᔭᖅᑕᐃᑦ  ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖕᒪᖔᑕ  1ᒦᑕᒥᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  2  ᒦᑕᒥᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ.    
ᓕᑐ: ᐱᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  2  ᒦᑕ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᑦ  
ᐊᓯᑦᑕ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖏᑕ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ.  ᐱᓕᕆᓗᒍ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐃᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒥᒃ.  ᑐᑭᖃᙱᓚᖅ  ᐊᔪᖅᑕᕗᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖏᑦᑐᓕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  1 ᒦᑕᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂ.     
ᔅᐊ:  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᖕᒪᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᒍ  ᓇᒧᑎᒌᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᐳᔪᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᓇᒧᙵᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᑐᒃᑐᑦ  ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   
ᐹᔅ: ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᑦ  ᐊᓯᐊᓂ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  
ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐱᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐳᔪᖅᑕᐅᑏᑦ  2  ᒦᑕᓂᒃ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᓖᑦ)  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᒨᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
(ᓲᕐᓗ 1 ᒦᑕ;  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᖃᓪᓚᑦᑖᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ  
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ). 
ᓕᑐ:  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᑦ  ᑲᑎᙵᓪᓗᓂ  ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᑦ  ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ  
ᐳᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᑕ  ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ.    
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ᓲᓖ: ᐊᑏ,  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴᓪᓗᐊᖅᐱᑖ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖏᓪᓗᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ?  
ᓕᑐ:  ᑐᓴᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒍᓪᓕ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓗᑕ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ.      
ᐹᔅ: ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᐊᖅᐸᑎᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ   ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᒃ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᔪᑦ  
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ  ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.    
ᓕᑐ:  ᐊᑏ,  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ.   (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
ᓕᑐ: ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᒃᑐᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ  ᐳᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑦ  ᐅᑭᐅᒥᑦ  ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂᓗ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ.  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  ᐳᔪᖅᑕᕐᕖᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
ᐳᔪᖃᓪᓚᖕᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.    
ᓕᑐ: ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᐊᖅᑯᑖᑕ   ᒥᕝᕕᖕᒥᑦ  
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ.  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑦ  1  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥ  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  12ᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂ  2019ᒥ;  ᐳᔪᑭᑦᑐᑦ  
ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂ.   2020ᒥ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᓇᒧᑎᒋ  
ᑎᑭᑕᖓ  ᕿᓂᕐᓗᑕᓗ  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᐳᔫᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᒋᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐳᔫᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᓂᑦ. 
ᔅᐊ:  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᒐᔅᓯᒎᖅ  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ -  ᐃᓱᒪᓪᓗᖓ  ᐃᓱᒪᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᔅᓯ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᒃᑯᑦ.   
ᓕᑐ:  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ  ᐳᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑕᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ,  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓂᐊᕋᒥᒋᑦ  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ  ᐱᖁᑐᕐᔪᐊᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ  
ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᑯᑖᒃᑯᕕᒃ).  ᐸᕐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᑉ  ᐃᓂᐊᒍᑦ  
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ.     
 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ  ᑕᑯᒃᔅᐋᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᔅᐋᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐳᐱᒧᑦ.   
 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ   
ᐳᐱ: ᐱᖓᓲᖕᒪᑕ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ:  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,    ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᔾᔪᕐᓃᑦᑐᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓪᓗ 
ᐅᒡᒋᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ.  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ 36, 38   50ᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕗ ᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ   
ᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.   ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᒃᑕᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐳᓴᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓪᓗ  ᑭᓱᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂ  ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ  
ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕐᓂ  ᑭᒡᓕᐊᒍᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᑉ.  9  ᓄᑖᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐅᒃᐱᕆᙱᑕᕗᑦ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᔾᔨᖐᖏᓐᓃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ  
ᑎᓕᕈᑎᒥᒃ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ.  
ᐳᐱ: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕐᒥᕗᒍᑦ  ᐃᔾᔪᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ   ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2018ᒥ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ.  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᓱᒃᖢᒍ  ᐃᔾᔫᑉ  ᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖓ,  ᖃᓗᕋᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐃᑎᔪᓂᒃ.  15 ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᐸᕗᑦ.  75ᓗ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ.    ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᓯᕈᔪᒃᑐᓂᑦ  ᐸᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ   ᐃᕕᓂᒃ  ᐅᖅᐱᓂᒡᓗ.  ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᕐᕖᑦ  
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᓪᓗ  ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  2019ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ 
179ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂᒃ;  100  ᓇᐃᓴᖅᐸᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ  100ᓗ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ.       
ᐹᔅ: ᖃᓄᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕕᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᖑᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐊ  ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᐊᓗ?  
ᐳᐱ:  ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ  ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᐸᓘᖕᒪᑦ  ᑕᑯᓗᓂ  ᑐᑭᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ.  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖏᑦ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᖕᒪᑕ  
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ -  ᓄᓇᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑭᓱᓕᒫᖑᕗᑦ  ᐊᑖᓂ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑐᑭᓯᒋᓪᓗᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᑭᓱᑦ  
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ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᑦ). 
ᐳᐱ:  2019ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ.   
ᑲᕗᑕ:  ᐅᖃᕋᕕᑦ  ᐃᒃᖠᕐᕕᐅᔭᓕᖅᓯᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᑦ,  ᐃᓕᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐸ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᓯ?  
ᐳᐱ: ᐋᒃᑲ  ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  
ᐊᑐᓂ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᖦᖤᕐᒪᑦ  ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᕐᒥᒡᓗ.     
ᐳᐱ:  ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ,  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᖃᒐᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᖄᖏᓐᓂ.  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᔭᕌᖓᑦᑕ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂ;  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᖏᒻᒪᑦ.  
ᐅᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᕋᕐᓗᒍ  ᑕᑯᒍᑦᑕ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐅᖓᓯᖐᑦᑐᓂᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ.          
ᐹᔅ:  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐱᐅᒃ  ᓄᓇᐅᑉ  ᖄᐹᕆᓂᕋᖅᑕᐃᑦ?    
ᐳᐱ: ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐳᓴᒃᑯᑦ   ᓄᓇᐅᑉ  ᖄᐹᖓ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᖅ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᒃ   ᐱᕈᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᑕᕝᕙᓃᑦᑐᒥᒃ  ᓄᓇᐅᑉ  
ᖄᖓᓂ.  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᖏᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᑦ,  ᐅᖁᐃᑦ,  ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ.  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑐᕌᕐᓗᒋᑦ.    
ᐳᐱ: ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐃᓗᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐳᓴᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.    ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ,  
ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕐᓂᓗ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ;  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓇᑎᒡᓗ  ᑕᒫᓂ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ.   ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕐᒥᕙᕗᑦ  ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᕗᑦ  ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᕗᑦ.  
ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᔾᔩᖏᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂ  ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᕐᓂᑦ  ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ.   
ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑕ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᓂ  ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᓂᓂᑦ.  ᓄᓇᓂ,  ᑐᕌᖅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕗᑦ  
ᐅᖅᐱᓄᑦ,  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂᓗ  ᓴᓂᓄᑦ.  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐱᕈᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᓂᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓕᒫᓂᑦ.  ᑐᙵᓪᓗᓂ  
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᙱᑕᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖅᑎᑐᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖅ.  
ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖏᒻᒥᔪᖅ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  2014ᒥᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ  ᐊᓯᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ.  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕋ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖅ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒨᓇᓱᒋᓪᓗᒍ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ,  ᓲᖃᐃᒪᒪ  ᐊᕝᕙᖏᑕ  ᑎᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  2014ᒥ.        
ᑲᕗᑕ:  ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᐸᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ?   ᑎᓕᐅᕆᒐᔭᖅᐳᖓ  
ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᓯ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓕᒧᓕᖅᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ.       
ᐹᔅ: ᑲᑎᙵᔪᖅ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕕᐅᒃ  ᑭᓲᖕᒪᖔᑦ?  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᑲᒪ  
ᖃᓄᐃᒪᒪᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᖏᒻᒪᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᑦ  ᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᖁᕙᒋᑦ,  
ᐊᔾᔨᖐᖏᓐᓂᖅᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᓗ.         
ᐳᐱ: ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ   ᐃᔾᔪᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᖐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  
ᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕐᓂ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ.  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖅᓱᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
ᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  7ᒥᑦ 9%ᒧᑐᐊᖅ  ᖃᐅᓯᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.      
ᐹᔅ: ᖃᓄᕐᓕ  ᐃᔾᔫᑉ  ᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖓ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐸ?    
ᐳᐱ:  ᑐᙵᔪᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ,  ᔫᑳᓐ,  ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐆ  ᓄᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗ).    
ᓲᓖ: ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕕᓯ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕙᑦ  ᓄᑖᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕝᕕᓂᒃ?  ᐲᕈᕕᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕝᕖᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ  ᐳᓴᖃᓕᖅᐲᑦ  
ᖃᐅᓯᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓄᑦ?    
ᐳᐱ:   ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᔨᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ANOVA  ᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᖢᓂ  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  ᓄᑖᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᕝᕖᑦ  
ᓴᖑᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ  ᓴᖑᓂᖃᓐᑎᑦᑐᖅ  ᑕᐃᑰᓇ.  
ᐹᔅ:   ᑕᑯᒐᒃᑭᑦ   ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ,  ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᓂᒃ.  
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᑕᑯᕗᑎᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕇᑎᒍᑦ.   ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᓂ  
ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ   ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒻᒪᑕ.  ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖓ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᑎᑐᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᕐᓂ.  
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᐸᕋ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᔨ   ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ.    (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ)   
ᐳᐱ:  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ,  ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑐᒪᔭᕗᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  2021ᒧᑦ. 
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ᓲᓖ:  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ.    
ᐹᔅ: ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ  ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓚᖅ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓯ ᐃᓚᑎᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ?    
ᐳᐱ:  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  ᓴᓇᒐᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
(ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐳᔪᑦ  ᓇᒧᙵᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᙳᐊᕐᓂᖅ)  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒡᓗ  ᓂᕈᐊᕈᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕐᓂᒃ.     
ᐹᔅ:  ᐃᓱᒪᕗᖓ  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᖅᐱᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂ   ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᓂᑦᑐᓃᑦᑐᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᑦ.   
ᐳᐱ:  ᖃᓂᒌᒐᓱᓛᖑᔭᕗᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᖃᓂᑦᑐᓄᑦ  30  ᒦᑕᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  
ᐳᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᓂᒃ.       
ᐹᔅ: ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᒐᔭᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓗᓂ  ᓴᓂᓇᓂ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ  ᐳᔪᕐᒧᑦ.   
ᔅᐊ:  ᐊᖏᖅᑐᖓ,  ᐱᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ  ᐳᔪᖅ  ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑐᑦ,  ᐅᖓᓯᖏᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ.   
ᐳᐱ:  ᐃᓱᒪᔪᖓ   ᑭᓛᒥᑕ  80ᒥ   ᑕᐃᖕᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᖏᓐᓂᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ.   
ᓲᓖ: ᓄᓇᑖᕈᓐᓇᖅᐲᑦ  ᖃᓂᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐳᔫᓲᖑᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ?    
ᐳᐱ:  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᕕᑭᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ.  
ᓄᓇᑭᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕋᓱᒡᓗᑕ.  ᐱᐅᓛᖃᐃ  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓗᒍ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ.  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕋ.   
(ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᔾᔪᕐᓃᑦᑐᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓪᓗ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᔾᔪᓃᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓄᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ  ᐳᐱ ᒧᑦ.  
 
ᐳᐱ: ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ  34, 36, 38   50ᓗ  ᐅᖃᕐᒪᑕ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥᒃ  ᐃᔾᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᖕᓄᓪᓗ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.    ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2012-2016.  2015ᒥ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᖁᓪᓗᑕ  ᐅᓄᙱᓛᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ.  
ᑕᐅᑐᓪᓗᐊᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  6ᓂᒃ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓂᒃ.  ᑕᒃᑯᐊ  ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓴᕕᔭᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗᐊᑕᑦ,  ᑭᓱᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᑦ  
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᒦᒻᒪᖔᑕ,  ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓃᑦ,  ᐊᔅᓰᓪᓗ.  2019  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᕗᖅ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᒫᑦ  ᖁᐱᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  
ᐃᕐᕈᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐃᕐᕈᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓪᓗ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ   ᑐᑭᓯᔾᔪᑎᒋᓇᓱᒃᖢᒍ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᐃᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᔅᓴᐃᖕᒪᖔᑦ   ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓂᒃ  ᐳᔪᕐᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ.  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᐃᑦ  ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᒪᕉᖕᓂᑦ  
ᐱᕈᖅᑑᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᙶᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕈᓘᔭᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᓯᓚᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ  
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂᓗ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ (ᒃᓛᑏᓇ  ᐱᑕᖃᖏᖦᖢᓂ).  2019ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 57ᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂᒃ.  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᐅᓄᙱᓛᑦ  50  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᒌᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ (ᖃᓂᑦᑐᖅ  100 ᒦᑕᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ,  ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᖅ  100ᒥᑦ  1000ᒧᑦ  
ᒦᑕᓄᑦ,  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᕝᕕᒃ 1,000 ᒦᑕᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂ).        
ᐳᐱ: ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐃᑦ  ᐃᔾᔪᕐᓃᑦᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᖅ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ,  ᐄᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ  
ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐃᓐᑐᕆᓐᓯᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᑭᒡᓖᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ,  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐃᑦ  ᑲᑎᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᑐᙵᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᒐᐅᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᕋᑕᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.      
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ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ - ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐃᑦ   
ᐳᐱ:  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᑎᒫᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᓂ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑐᕌᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᕝᕕᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᓄᓇ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᑐᕌᕈᑎᐊᑕ  ᑳᐸᒧᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᐊᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  
ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ,  ᑲᖐᓱᒃᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᓇᓱᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ,  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᐊᓪᓚᑦᑖᕋᓂ.   
 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ - ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐃᑦ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᓂ    
ᐳᐱ:  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᒫᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓄᑦ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑯᓯᖅᓯᐊᓄᑦ.  
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ   ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᓂ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍᒥᑦ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔫᑉ.  
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᓕᒫᓄᑦ,  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ   1.5 – 2  ᒧᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓕᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᒥᑦ  ᓇᐅᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥ  
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᓇᑭᑦ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐱᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ.   
ᓲᓖ:  ᐅᑯᐊ  ᐅᐊᓴᖅᓯᒪᔫᑦ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ?    
ᐳᐱ:  ᐄ,  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᒑᔭᕋ  ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᑦᑎᐊᖅ.     
ᐳᐱ: ᐱᕕᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᒥ  ᑯᓯᖅᓯᐊᓄᑦ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᓂ.  ᐱᕕᓕᒃ  ᓲᖃᐅᒻᒪ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖏᓐᓇᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂ  ᓇᓕᐊᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ.   ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ  ᐳᖅᑐᓛᖓᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ  ᐱᕕᖏᓐᓂ,  ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᒃᖢᑎᒃ  ᐳᒃᑭᓛᖓᓃᖦᖢᑎᒃ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᔭᕗᑦ  ᐅᖃᕐᓗᓂ  
ᑯᓯᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᐃᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ  ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᓂᑦ  ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑦᑐᓂᑦ.     
ᓲᓖ:  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑕᑯᖏᑦᑐᓰ  ᑯᓯᖅᓯᐊᓂᒃ  ᐃᔾᔪᕐᓂ?    
ᐳᐱ: ᑎᖏᐅᔭᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᐃᔅᓴᒃᓯᒃᑲᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑦ  ᓯᓚᒥᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  ᑕᐃᒥᐊᒻᒪᑦ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᐃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ  
ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑐᑦ.      
ᐃᐃ:  ᐃᓱᒪᓯᒪᕕᓯ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᓯ  ᐊᔅᐱᐊᔅᑕᔅᒧᑦ?     
ᐳᐱ:   ᐋᒃᑲ  ᐃᓱᒪᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ.     
ᓘᑳ :  ᑕᑯᓇᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᐊᔅᐱᐊᔅᑕᔅᒥᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ  ᑖᓐᓇ  
ᐃᓱᒫᓪᓘᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂ.  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ   ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᓯᓗ.  . (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
ᐳᐱ:  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᓴᕕᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ  ᐅᐊᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᐅᐊᓴᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᓗ  
ᑎᖏᐅᔭᓂ.    
 
 ᐅᒡᒋᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐳᐱ: ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓖᑦ  32, 37, 28  50ᓗ  ᓵᑦᑎᕗᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᒡᒋᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  2019ᙳᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ,  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᑦ   ᐅᒡᒋᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᙱᓚᑦ.  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒎᓰᖕᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᒍᑦ:  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ “ᐅᒡᒋᐊᓇᖅᑐᖅ”,  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ  “ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ” ᑐᑦ.  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ   
ᐅᒡᒋᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓗᑕ  ᑕᒪᓃᒻᒪᖔᑕ.   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ  
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑯᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥᓗ  ᑐᕌᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᕙᒌᖅᑐᓂ.   
53ᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᐱᔮᖅᑯᒨᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕌᖓᑕ  
ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᕗᑦ.  ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᖢᑕ  ᑐᒪᐃᑑᓂᒃ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑭᓈᓘᑉ  ᑯᕝᕕᕕᐊᑕ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  “ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ”  ᑕᒪᐅᙵᖅᑐᑐᑦ.  ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᔪᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ / 
ᐃᒥᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᓕᐅᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᑐᒪᐃᑐᒥᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ.      ᕿᒪᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᒍ  ᑭᓈᓗᖕᓄᑦ  ᑯᕝᕕᕕᒃ,  ᑐᒪᐃᑐᐃᑦ  
ᖃᕗᖓᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓂᓂ  ᓂᕿᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐅᖓᓯᒋᔮᓂ  ᑭᓈᓗᐃᑦ  ᑯᕝᕕᕕᐊᑕ).   ᐊᓯᖏᑦ  
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ᐱᔮᖅᑯᒨᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᒧᒐᓂᒃ,  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑐᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᑐᑦ  
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ   ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ.  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ,  ᑎᓕᐅᕆᕗᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ  
ᑭᓈᓗᖕᓄᑦ  ᑯᕝᕕᕕᐅᑉ  ᑐᒪᐃᑐᐃᓪᓗ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐲᔭᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.   
ᐹᔅ: ᐅᖃᕋᕕᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑕᑎᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ/ᓴᕕᕋᔭᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓃᑦ,  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖏᓐᓇᕕᐅᒃ  ᒨᒃᑯᕆ.    
ᐳᐱ: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓪᓚᑦᑖᓲᖑᔪᒍᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᕈᓘᔭᓄᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓄᑦ.  ᓇᓂᓯᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᒨᑯᕆᒥᒃ  ᑎᖏᐅᔭᓂᒃ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ,  
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑕᑯᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ.    
ᐹᔅ:  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ  ᑯᓯᖅᓯᐊᓄᑦ  ᐳᔪᑎᒍᑦ.     
ᐳᐱ: ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑐᑭᖃᕋᑖᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓲᖃᐃ  ᑯᓯᖅᓯᐊᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᒐᓗᐊᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᐃᒐᓯᐅᒻᒥ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂ  ᐳᔪᕐᒧᑦ.     
ᐹ ᔅ:  ᑕᑯᓇᒋᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑎᑦ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᖕᒧᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ.  ᒥᐊᑐᒨᑯᕆ  ᑕᑯᓇᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᑦ.     
ᓕᑐ: ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᕗᑦ.  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓇᓂᔭᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᖏᒻᒪᑦ.  
ᐹᔅ:  ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᕖᑦ  ᑲᑎᑎᓐᓇᓱᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑕ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᒥᕐᓄᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᖑᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ?    
ᑭᐸ:  40ᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᖐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓕᒃ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐊᓂ.  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ/ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐃᒥᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ.   
ᐹᔅ: ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ  ᐳᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑕᒡᕕᐅᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ,  ᐃᓱᒪᓪᓗᖓᓗ  ᐳᔪᖃᓪᓚᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  
ᑕᑯᓇᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᑎᑦ  ᐃᒥᕐᓂ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᑦ.     
ᓘᑳ :  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓄᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᒍᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᕗᑦ.  
ᔅᐊ:   ᑕᑯᓇᒍᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒥᑦ:  ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑕ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐃᔾᔪᕐᒥ  
ᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᓂ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᓇᒧᑎᒋᒧᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  
ᑲᑕᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐊᑐᖔᕐᓗᒍ  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ  ᖄᖏᓐᓂ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓂ.      
ᓲᓖ:  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᐊᖅᑲᐅᔭᕗᑦ  ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦᑎᒍᒃᑭᐊᖅ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  2021ᒧᑦ.   
ᐃᒪ: ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᖏᑦ,  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᖁᓪᓗᒍ  
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  2020ᒥ,    ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒍᓪᓗ   ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ  ᓇᓂ  2020ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ.  
 
ᐊᐱᕆᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ   ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ 1 ᒦᑕᒥᒃ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ.   
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  , ᑳᓐᓄᐊ, ᓄᓇᓂᑦ   ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᙱᓚᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᖃᓄᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂ -  
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᐳᑦ.       
ᓕᑐ:  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᒐᒃᑯ  ᑐᒃᓯᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐅᓇ  ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ  ᑕᖅᑭᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᓲᖃᐃᒪᒪ  
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ  ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ.     
ᒪᓯ: ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᔫᓂᒥ  2019 ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓂ,  ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  
ᓄᓇᓂᑦ  ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑕ   ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅᑲᐃ  ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᓂ  ᐃᓚᖓᓄᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.      
ᑲᕗᑕ:   ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᒻᒪᖔᑦ.  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓛᖅᐸᒋᑦ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ.  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᐳᖓ   ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ.    
(ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ)   
 
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ   
ᒪᓯ:  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᑐᑦ.   
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ᐊᐳᑎᓂ  ᑐᒥᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 2019ᒥ 
ᒪᓯ: ᐊᐳᑎᓂ  ᑐᒥᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ   ᑐᕌᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᔾᔭᐃᓗᓂ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᐃᑳᓲᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ.  
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎ  ᑕᐃᑲᓃᖏᓐᓇᐅᔭᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ.  ᐅᑯᐊ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  ᐱᓪᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ  54  58ᓗ.  
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖅ  ᓄᓇᓂᑦ  ᑐᒃᑐᓕᖕᓂᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ.   
ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃᑑᖕᓂᒃ  ᐃᑳᖅᑑᒃ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ  2020ᒥ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐃᓗᐊᓃᖏᒻᒪᑦ  
2019  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ,  ᐊᐱᓕᓵᕌᖓᑦ,  ᓄᕕᐱᕆᒥᑦ  ᑕᐅᕗᖓ,  ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ  
ᐅᓪᓗᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᒪᓂᖃᕌᖓᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᕋᓱᒃᖢᒍ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓕᒫᒃᑯᑦ.    ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᑦ  
ᑐᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᕝᕙᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 95).  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ  
ᐊᐳᑎᓂ  ᑐᒥᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᑕ.  ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᓂ  24-48  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂ  ᖃᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  
ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᒥ,  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᑦ  ᐊᕿᒡᒌᓪᓗ  ᑐᒥᖏᑦ.  ᒪᐃᒥ,  ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᑦ  ᐅᑲᓖᓪᓗ.  ᑐᒥᑕᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ.      
 
ᐊᐳᑏᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 2019ᒥ 
ᒪᓯ: ᐊᐳᑏᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓂ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑉᐳᖅ   ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥ  53,  
ᑖᓐᓇᓗ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᖅ  ᐸᖅᑭᓯᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐳᑏᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓛᒧᑦ  1 ᒦᑕᒧᑦ.  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ  ᓄᓇᓂ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᔫᓂ  2019ᒥ,  ᓴ  ᑎᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ  ᓇᑭᕈᓘᔭᖅ  ᐊᐳᑏᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ  
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᙶᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.  
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫᑦ.  
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓂᖓ  ᐊᐳᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᓄᕆᓄᓪᓗ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ  ᐊᐳᑏᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑏᑦ  
ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ.  ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᐳᑕᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ.  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑦ  1  
ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑕᒫᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓇᑭᑐᐃᓐᓈᙱᓚᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ  ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2018ᒥᑦ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ  2019ᒧᑦ  ᓲᖃᐃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  
ᓇᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  ᖃᖓᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ (ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐱᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 2019).  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ  ᐊᐳᑏᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  97%ᒧᑦ  2019ᒥ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐊᐳᑏᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ  ᑭᒡᓕᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖁᓇᒋᑦ,  ᑖᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᖅ  
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᑳᕋᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕈᓂ.    
 
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᒪᓯ: ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓲᖑᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑐᒃᑐᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᓱᒃᐳᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᑉ,  ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  
ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓲᖑᕗᒍᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑦᑕ,  
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᑦ  ᐱᖑᓕᖕᓃᒻᒪᑕ.  ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᙵᕋᓱᖕᓇᕐᒪᑦ.  ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ  ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  
ᑐᑭᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᖑᑎᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐋᒃᑲᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖅᖢᑕᓗ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓗᐊᓕᕌᖓᑕ.   20 30ᓄᑦ  
ᒥᓂᑦᔅᓄᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᕋᓱᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥ.  ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᖑᕗᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓲᖑᓪᓗᑕ  
ᒪᐃ  ᐃᓱᐊᓂᑦ  ᔫᓂᐅᑉ  ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓄᑦ.  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ   
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐱᔮᖅᑰᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ  2019ᒥ;  ᐱᓪᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥᐅᓯᐅᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓇᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᒪᕐᕉᒃ  ᑎᒫᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕖᖕᓂᒃ  
2019ᒥ.  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᓗᐊᖅᑰᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑐᕌᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᖢᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᕗᖅ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.   ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᒃᑯᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ.  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  2017ᒥ.   ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᖅ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᔨᕈᓂᒃ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ  
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑕᑯᓚᐅᕋᒥᒃ  2013ᒥ.  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑐᖃᑦ,  ᑕᑯᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ  
ᑐᒃᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ.    
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2019   ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥᓗ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᑦ    
ᒪᓯ: ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒋᑦ,  ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᒪᕈᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᒡᓗ  ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᑐᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ   ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  2019ᒥ.  
ᑕᑯᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐊᒪᕉᑉ  ᑐᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕋᒥ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐊᐳᑎᒥᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐊᐳᑎᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑐᒥᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᔪᓂᓪᓗ,  ᐊᐳᑏᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᔮᖅᑰᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᕙᒡᓗᒋᑦ.  ᐊᓇᑦ  
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᑕᖃᕌᖓᑦ  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ.     
ᓲᓖ:  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᒪᔭᕋ  ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕋᔅᓯ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᔅᓯ  ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᕆᖃᑦᑕᕋᔅᓯᐅᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᑕᑯᔭᒥᓄᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥ.  ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ  
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐊᒍᑦ,  ᑕᕝᕙᓗ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂ.  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᖅᑰᔨᔪᖅ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᕈᑎᒋᓗᒍ  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ  
ᑕᑯᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᕕᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᒪᕈᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᖃᖅᐸ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ?       
ᑭᐸ:  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑏᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᖕᒫᕐᕕᖕᓂ  ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᓗ  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᓂᕆᕝᕕᖕᓂ.  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᒥᓗ.  
ᓇᓕᐊᓪᓗᐊᑕᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓲᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.  
ᓱᖏᐅᙵᔭᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ,  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᒍᑦ.   
ᓲᕐᓗ  ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2020ᒥ  ᑐᒃᑐᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ.            
 ᐹ ᔅ:   ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕋᔭᖅᐳᖓ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᒧᑦ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑏᑦ  ᓄᑭᓕᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ  ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᔫᑉ  
ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᕝᕕᖏᑦ.  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᓪᓕ  
ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ.         
ᑭᐸ:  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓂᐊᓕᖅᐸᒃᑲ  ᐊᐳᑎᒃᑯᑦ  ᑐᒦᑦ.  ᓱᒃᑲᐃᑦᑐᑯᓘᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐊᒍᑦ,  ᐅᓯᔭᐅᔪᕐᓗ   
ᑐᒥᓯᐅᕐᓗᓂ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᖑᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᒪᙱᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑦ  ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ,  ᐊᐱᔭᕇᕋᑖᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ  
ᐱᖅᓯᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ  ᐊᐳᑎᓂ  ᑐᒥᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ.        
ᐹᔅ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂᒃ   ᑕᑯᓇᒃᐸᑦ?   ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙ  
ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᓂᕋᑲᑕᒃᖢᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᕗᖅ.      
ᒪᓯ: ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ  ᐱᐅᓗᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ,  ᑐᒃᑐᖃᓕᕈᑦᑕ.     
ᓲᓖ:  ᑎᓕᐅᕆᒐᔭᖅᐳᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ,  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᓪᓗ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ  
ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ.    
ᑭᐸ:  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓪᓗᑕ,  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᒥᒃ  ᒪᓕᓲᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ.  
ᑎᑎᕋᕈᕕᒋᑦ  ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᓪᓗ  ᓄᓇᓃᑦᑐᑦ.  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᒪᕐᕉᒃ  ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᒃ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔫᒃ x ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂ  
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂ,  ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ   ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.    
 
ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓗᑎᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᒪᓯ:  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓗᑎᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.   ᒪᓕᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱ ᐃ  ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑲᖑᓄᑦ,  ᐱᑦᑕᐃᓕᔭᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑐᕌᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑎᖏᔪᓐᓇᖏᕝᕕᖕᓄᑦ  
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ.  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒦᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ,  ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᖅ  
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒧᐊᖅᑐᖅ.  ᐃᕿ  ᑲᖏᖅᖢᖕᒥ  ᕿᓂᕐᓂᖅ  ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᓲᖅ  ᔫᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᒥ.  ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᕆᕙᑦ  ᑲᖑᐃᑦ  
ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖓ.  ᐃᓚᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᒃᑰᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ.  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᓃᑦ,  ᑐᖑᔪᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᑦ  
ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᒪᓕᖏᖦᖢᑎᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓂᑦ,  ᐊᐅᐸᖅᖢᑎᒃ.   ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᐃᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓕᒫᑦ  
ᖁᓕᒥᒎᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐊᓰᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ  ᒪᓕᖏᑦᑐᑦ.  ᒪᓕᖕᓃᑦ ᑐᙵᕗᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓗᓂ  
ᐳᖅᑐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗ  ᖃᓅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᖓᓄᑦ.   ᐳᒃᑭᓈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ  
ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑎᒧᑦ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖏᒃᑯᓂᓗ  ᒪᓕᖏᑦᑐᑐᑦ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᐳᖅ.  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᓚᐅᖅᖢᒍ  
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑎᐅᑉ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ,  ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᒃᖢᑎᒃ  ᐳᒃᑭᓵᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᐳᑦ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ.  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ  
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ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ.   ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐳᒃᑭᓈᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᖕᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ  
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᓂᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ.  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑏᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓲᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ.        
ᔅᐊ:   ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᐱᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᒥᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᒥᒃ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ/ᑕᖅᑭᒥ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ  6ᓂᑦ 7ᓄᑦ  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ  2019ᒥ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂ?  ᓲᕐᓗ,  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᕐᒧᑦ  119.  ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓄᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
650  ᒦᑕᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒪᒪᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᐸᑦ?    ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑎᓕᕈᑎᖏᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ,  
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓄᑦ.  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᒪᕙᕋ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒦᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ.  ᐳᓴᑐᐊᑎᒎᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓄᑦ,  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ  
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ.  ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ.   ᐃᓱᒪᖅᑲᐅᔪᖓ  ᐊᑕᔪᒥᒃ  ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓱᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ  
ᐊᑐᓂ   ᖃᖓᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ.        
ᒪᓯ:  ᓴᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑕᑭᔪᐊᓘᖕᒪᑦ.   ᐊᑕᖏᐊᓗᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐱᔪᒪᕕᒌᑦ?     
ᑭᐸ:  ᐊᓯᐅᖕᒥᖕᒪᑕ  ᐱᓕᕋᒃᓴᑦ  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐃᒥᕐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ.  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
ᐊᑐᓂ  ᖃᖓᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ.          
ᔅᐊ: ᐅᖃᕋᑖᖏᑦᑐᖓ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓗᑕ  ᖃᖓᑕᓂᓕᒫᓂᑦ.  ᑕᑯᔪᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᖓ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᒥᒃ  
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᒥᒃ  ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ.     
ᑭᐸ: ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ   ᖁᓕᒥᒎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ,  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕈᓘᔭᖃᖅᖢᑕᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ,  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᓂᓗ.    
ᐹᔅ. ᑐᓴᕈᒪᒐᑦᑕ  ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᕐᓂ  ᐅᐸᒃᓯᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐅᕙᓐᓄᑦ,  ᑕᑯᓪᓗᖓ  93%  ᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᖕᓂᕐᓂᒃ,  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᙱᑕᕋ  
ᒪᓕᖕᓂᐅᑉ  ᐳᓴᖓ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᔅᓯᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ.  ᑕᑯᓪᓗᐊᖅᐳᒎᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᒥᒃ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᕐᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ?    
ᓲᓖ:  ᒪᓕᒐᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  650 ᒦᑕᑦ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ,  ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᐹ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ  ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ.   ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᑦ  ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᔅᐋ PA ᓗ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ  
ᑐᓴᕈᒥᓇᓪᓚᒃᑲᔭᖅᐳᑦ.  ᐃᓱᒪᔪᖓ  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒨᙱᓚᖅ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᓄᖅ  
ᑐᑭᖃᖅᐸ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᕐᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ?   ᐊᓯᔾᔩᔪᓐᓇᖅᐱᑖ  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓄᑦ?  ᐃᓱᒪᕕᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  
ᖃᓄᑭᐊᖅ  ᒥᑭᒋᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᐃᑦ?  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᑕᑯᑲᑕᓕᕈᕕᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ,  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᐱᑕ?     
ᑭᐸ:  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᓈᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ  ᓲᖃᐃᒪᒪ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕈᓘᔭᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.     
ᔅᐊ: ᑐᙵᓪᓗᓂ   ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ   ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ   (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ): 
1. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᓰᑦ  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ   
2.  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ   
3.  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ   ᓇᓂ  ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᕕᐅᔪᑦ.   ᐃᒪᒪᖄᓗᖃᐃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᒪᒪᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᓈᖅᐸᑦ.   
ᑭᓱᑦ  ᐳᑮᓈᕈᑕᐅᕙᑦ?  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ   ᐳᒃᑭᓈᕈᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ,  ᐃᒪᒪᖄᖃᐃ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ.         
ᐹ ᔅ: ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑕᖃᖅᐹ  ᐳᒃᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥᒃ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᒧᑦ?  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑏᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᖁᓗᒋᑦ  ᖁᓛᓄᑦ  
650  ᒦᑕᑦ  ᑐᑭᖃᙱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ.    
ᒪᓯ:  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᓈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓄᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑕᑯᓇᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ.  ᖃᖓᑕᒫᑦ  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕌᖓᑦᑕ  
ᑭᓱᒃᑲᓐᓂᒧᑦ  ᐱᔪᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅ  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ.     
ᔨH: ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕙᕘᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓗᑎᒃ  ᐳᖅᑐᓃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᕐᓗ?       
ᒪᓯ:  ᐄ,  600  ᒦᑕᑦ  300  ᒦᑕᓪᓗ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑕᒃᓴᐅᕚ?  ᑐᑭᓯᔪᒍᑦ  
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ,  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒃᐱᑕ?  ᐊᓂᒍᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᕘᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᑕᐅᕗᖓ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖅ?  
ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒍ  ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᒃᑐᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ   
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ.  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑏᑦ.  ᐃᓚᒋᖕᒪᒍ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᐅᑉ.     
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ᑭᐸ: ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓲᕆᔭᕗᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅᑏᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓗᓂ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.    
 
2019ᒥ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᒪᓯ: ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒍ,  ᐱᓕᕆᕗᒍᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᐋᒃᑎᒃ  ᕌᑉᑑᔅ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐅᕋᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦᑕᐅᖅ.  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  
ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓃᙱᓚᖅ  1  ᑭᓛᒥᑕᐅᑉ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᑉ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓂᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᒃᓴᐅᓇᓂ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᐅᕗᖅ.   ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒥᒍᑦ  ᐱᕈᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐳᑦ.  ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᕗᖅ.  ᑐᒃᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐱᔮᖅᑰᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ  ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᒍᑦ.   ᑎᓕᐅᕆᕗᒍᑦ  ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᓚᐅᑲᖁᓪᓗᒍ  
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ.   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕈᓂ.     
ᒪᓯ: ᐹ ᔅ  ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕋᕕᑦ  ᐱᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᐱᕈᓕᖄᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᑎᓕᐅᕆᕗᒍᑦ  
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᓄᖅᑲᓚᐅᑲᖁᓪᓗᒍ.      
ᑲᕗᑕ:  ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᕕᑦ,  ᑕᕝᕙ  ᑲᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᐸᑎᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᓇᒧᙵᕐᓂᖏᑦ.      
ᐹᔅ: ᐅᓇᐅᓇ  ᐱᕕᖃᕐᕕᒋᔭᕗᑦ   ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ?   ᐃᓄᖃᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ   ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᓐᓂ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ.         
ᒪᓯ: ᑕᑯᓇᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ  ᐳᔪᕋᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐳᑎᓗ   ᐊᐅᒃᑯᓂ.  ᑐᕌᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ.   
ᒪᓯ: ᓴᓇᔪᒍᑦ  ᓂᐹᕿᔭᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  2020ᒥ  ᓵᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᒃ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 14.    
ᐹᔅ:  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓂᐱᓂᒃ,  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂᓗ  
ᓂᐱᓂᒃ.    
  
 

ᒪᑐᔾᔪᑏᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᓗ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ   

ᓘᑳ : ᐃᓱᓕᓪᓗᒍ,  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᖃᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ  ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓲᑎᒧᑦ.  ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᒍᕕᑦ  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ,  ᓇᒃᓯᐅᑎᒃᑭᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑎᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᑐᕌᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ,  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᐸᑎᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 15ᒥ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ.   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓂᒃ  ᐅᑕᖅᑭᓂᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ  13ᒧᑦ.  ᑕᕝᕙ  ᐋᖅᑭᒐᓱᓕᕋᔭᕐᒥᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ.  
I  I:  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᒐᒃᑯ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂᙶᖅᖢᖓ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐳᔪᐃᓪᓗ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᑦ.  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕋᓱᒑᖓᑦᑕ  
ᓄᓘᔮᕈᔪᖕᓄᑦ,  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒧᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᑕ.  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᓂᓚᒃᑕᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕ  ᐃᒥᖃᖁᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑎᓪᓗᑕ  
ᓂᕿᓕᐅᕈᑎᒧᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᒋᔭᕗᑦ  ᐳᔪᖃᕐᒪᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ  ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖏᑦᑐᖓ.  
ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒐᓚᖕᓂᒃ   ᑕᑯᖅᑲᐅᒐᑦᑕ  ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅ.     ᑕᐅᕘᓇᖅᖢᓂ  ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᑕᓪᓛᓗᒋᖕᒪᒍ.  ᓯᑭᑑᕗᑦ  ᐊᓐᓄᕌᕗᓪᓗ  
ᐳᔪᐊᓘᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ.  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᒪᕗᖓ  ᒫᓐᓇᑲᐅᑎᒋ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ.  ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ  ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔪᒪᕗᖓ.   
ᓘᑳ : ᓇᓕᐊᒃ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒐᕕᐅᒃ,  ᑕᕝᕙᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᑎᓐᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᓗᑎᓪᓗ?    
ᐃᐃ:  ᑎᑭᑦᑐᖅ  ᐃᓗᕕᓕᖕᒧᑦ  ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓪᓗ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓄᐊᖅᖢᓂ.  ᐊᐳᑎᒧᑦ  ᓂᕿᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑎᑦ.  ᖃᖓᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ  
ᐊᕐᕌᓂᒥ  ᑖᓐᓐᓇ  ᐅᐊᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ.      
ᐃᐊ ᒪ:  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖅ  ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑏᑦ  ᑏᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᒥᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ.  
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕆᓚᐅᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒡᓗᑕ  ᐊᐳᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑎᒍᑦ,  ᐅᕙᑎᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᓇᒃᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  
ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ.    ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᕗᖅ  ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒡᓗ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒐᕕᐅᒃ  ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ.    
ᐃᐃ:  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᒥ,  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᖅᑰᖏᒻᒪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ.     
ᐃᐊ ᒪ:  ᐃᓚᔭᒃᓴᑐᐊᖅ  ᓂᕆᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ  ᓄᓇᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ  ᒫᔾᔨᐅᑉ  ᓄᙳᐊᓂ.  ᓇᒃᓯᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑕᒃᑲ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ,  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓯ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᐊᖅᐸᓯᐅᒃ  ᓇᒃᓯᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓂᐊᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ.      
ᓘᑳ :  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᓛᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᑎᒍᑦ.  ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ  ᖃᐃᖅᑲᐅᒐᔅᓯ  ᐅᓪᓗᒥ.    
  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᐊᓂᒃ  ᓇᓂᓗ  ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕈᓂ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  
ᑮᓇᒥᑦ  ᑮᓇᒧᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.   (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ) 
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ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ  ᒪᑐᔪᖅ  5ᒥ  ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ.     

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑕᑲᒃᑯᐊ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᑯᓄᖓ   ᐃ) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᒥᑦ,  ᐄ)  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ  
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2019ᒥᑦ, (iii) ᔫᓂ 20, 2019, ᐃᕝ) ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ  24, 2019 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 
 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  1. ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ  ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 26, 2020  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ:    

# ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑭᓇᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ   

1 ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᓄᑖᖑᓛᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ/all ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ. ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᒥᒃ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  ᒫᔾᔨ 9,  2020ᒥ.  ᖃᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᒧᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓇᓂ  
ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ.   

2 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ  ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᓂᒃ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᖕᓂᑦ  ᑲᔪᕐᓚᓂᒃ  ᕿᓂᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ  2019.    

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ  
ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ  
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ    

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓂᒃ  ᑖᔅᓱᒪ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ. 

3 ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  ᐃᖕᒃ    
/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐃᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂ.    
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ   

ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  
ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  ᐃᖕᒃ    
/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒧᑦ.     

4 ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  ᐃᖕᒃ    
/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᔨᒥᒃ  
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ  
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕆᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᐱᕆᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ,  
ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᓃᑦ,  ᖃᐅᓯᕐᓃᑦ,  ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓃᑦ  ᐊᓰᓪᓗ).  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᓂᒃ  ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᒃᑯᑦ  
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᑎᑎᒍᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  
ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓃᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.      

ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  
ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  ᐃᖕᒃ    
/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒧᑦ.     

5 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᔅᐸᔅᑕᔅᒧᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓱᓕ.   

6 ᓄᓇᓂᑦ  ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᕐᒥᓂᑦ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᓂ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ 1 ᒦᑕᒥᒃ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
(ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ)  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 2 ᒦᑕᑦ 
(ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ  

ᓄᓇᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓱᓕ.   

***ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ*** 

3. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ  ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
ᐳᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᐳᑎᒥ  ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ.    
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ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ). 
7 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ  

ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ  
ᐊᓯᐊᓂ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᒃᑯᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 0.5 ᒦᑕᑦ 1 
ᒦᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ)  ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓄᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑎᒃ  
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᒃ (ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ)  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.      
 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓱᓕ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᑲᔪᓯᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ.  

8 ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  ᐃᖕᒃ    
/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᔅᓯᓄᑦ  ᖁᓕᒥᒎᒃᑯᑦ  
ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ,  ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᑦ  
ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓪᓗ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᕐᓃᑦ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒍ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ. 

ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  
ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  ᐃᖕᒃ    
/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ.  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒧᑦ.     

9 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂᒋᑦ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᑦ  ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ  
ᓇᒧᙵᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑑᑉ  ᐳᔫᑉ  ᐊᐳᑎᒥ  
ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓂᐊᕈᒪᕗᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ  
ᓇᒧᙵᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᑭᐅᑉ  ᓄᙳᐊᓂ  
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 2020ᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒧᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ. 

10 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᕿᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓂ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑮᓇᒥᑦ  ᑮᓇᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᓄᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ  2020ᒥ  
ᓇᒧᙵᕐᓇᕐᒥ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓱᓕ. ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᓵᐊᖅ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ  
ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᕕᑭᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᙱᓚᖅ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ. 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2.  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 7, 2020ᒥ ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ: 

# ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑭᓇᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ   

1 ᐸᕐᓇᒡᓗᑎᒃ  ᕿᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑮᓇᒥᑦ  ᑮᓇᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
ᓄᙳᐊᓂ  2019/ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ  2020. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐸᕐᓇᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ  ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 22ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐋᑐᕚᒥ.  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ  ᓅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 26, 2020ᒧᑦ  
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᒐᒥᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ  ᓅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ,  
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ PC ᒧᑦ  ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 8, 2020ᒥ. 

2 ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  
ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᑮᓇᒥᑦ  ᑮᓇᒧᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ. 

all ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐸᕐᓇᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ  ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 22ᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐋᑐᕚᒥ.  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ  ᓅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 26, 2020ᒧᑦ  
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᒐᒥᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ  ᓅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ,  
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ PC ᒧᑦ  ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 8, 2020ᒥ. 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3. ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᔫᓂ 20, 2020ᒥ ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ: 

# ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ  ᑭᓇᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ   
1 ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᓄᑦ  
ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 

all ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. .ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᓐᓂᓪᓗ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  
ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᓄᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᑎᒍᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019ᒥ.  

2 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓇᓕᐊᒃ  
ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ  
ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ  ᔫᓂᒥᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐳᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  
ᐅᖁᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ.  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᓂᖅ  
ᓇᓕᐊᓪᓗᐊᑕᓂᒃ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓰᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ.  

3 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᓂ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᒥ  
ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ   
“ᐊᑐᕐᓃᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ 
(ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ)  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦᓇᐃᓈᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ  
ᐊᑐᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂ   ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ. 

4 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᐃᑦ  
ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᑦ  ᑎᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐊᖏᒡᓕᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  
2019ᒥ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ  ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ,  
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
2019ᒧᑦ. 
 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ  ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ,  
ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ  ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᕋᓛᓂᒡᓗ  
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᑳᔫᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  
ᐅᖃᖃᕈᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ  2020ᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ   

5 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  Dust Stop®  ᒥᑦ  
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᓄᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒧᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕗᑦ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ 
 (httᐹ ᔅ://www.cypherenvironmental.com/dust-stop-
information-download/) 

6 ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  ᐃᖕᒃ   
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂᑦ  ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ  
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᓯᓄᑦ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᒥ  ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ  
ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐳᔪᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 
 

ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  
ᐃᖕᒃ    /ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕇᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖅᕐᓂᖅ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ  
ᓴᖅᑭᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  2019ᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 
 

7 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ  
ᑐᙵᔪᒥᒃ  ᑐᒃᑐᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ  
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥ  ᓄᓇᓂ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᓪᓗ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ  
ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 26, 2020ᒥ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 1ᒥᒃ  
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᓪᓗ  ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᐳᖅ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑐᑦ  
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᐊᕆ  ᒐᒻᐴᒡᒥᒃ  (ᒑᒻᐴᒡ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᐃᑦ)  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃᑐᓂ  ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔭᖅ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᕐᒥᑦ  ᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ  
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ  
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ  
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓪᓚᑦᑕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ.  
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. 

8 ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  ᐃᖕᒃ    
/ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᐃᑦ  
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᕈᑦᑎᐊᕈᑏᑦ  
ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᓯᕗᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓘᓐᓃᑦ  
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ.   

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ/ᐃᓐᕙᐅᒪᓐᑐᓪ  
ᑕᐃᓇᒥᒃᔅ  ᐃᖕᒃ     

ᐊᑐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ  
ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᖅ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑕ. 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ.  

9 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  ᐋᖅᒃᒋᐊᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ/ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ  
ᐅᐸᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ   ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᐱᕆᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ  
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒧᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ  
ᓄᓇᙳᐊᓕᕆᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᒃᑐᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ  ᓴᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
ᑐᖅᑯᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ. ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᒧᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕗᑦ  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 4. ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 24,  2019ᒥ ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ: 

 ᐱᓕᕆᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ  ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 
2019ᒥ  ᓄᓇᓂ  ᐊᕙᑎᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑭᓇᒧᑦ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ 

1 ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᐊᓂᒃ  
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᒃ  ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ  
ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᓕᒫᒥ  2015ᒥᑦ  2018ᒧᑦ  
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᒐᒥ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᓂ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᒪᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᒍ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ. 

 

 

https://www.cypherenvironmental.com/dust-stop-information-download/
https://www.cypherenvironmental.com/dust-stop-information-download/
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 Terrestrial Environment Working Group (TEWG) Draft Meeting 22 Minutes 

Date: Wednesday June 24 2020 
12:30 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 

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) 

Qikiqtani Inuit Association 
(QIA) and Consultants 

Jeff Higdon (JH) – (Y) 

Chris Spencer (CS) – 
(Y)  

Genevieve Morinville 
(GM) – (Y) 

Bruce Stewart (BS) – 
(Y) 
Susan Leech (SL) – (Y) 

Emma Malcolm (EM) – 
(Y) 

Observer Organization Participants 

Kendra Button (KB) – 
(N) 

Canadian Northern 
Economic Development 
Agency (CANNOR) 

Arusa Shafi (ASh) – (Y) 

Adrian Paradis (AP) – 
(N) 

Natural Resources Canada 
(NRCan) 

Peter Unger (PU) – (Y) 

World Wildlife Fund – 
Canada (WWF) 
 

Andrew Dumbrill (AD) 
– (N) 

Mittimatalik Hunters and 
Trappers Organization 
(MHTO) 

Phanuel Enooagak (PE) 
– (N) 

Brandon Laforest (BL) 
– (N) 

Enookie Inuarak (EI) – 
(N) 

Nunavut Impact Review 
Board (NIRB) 

Solomon Amuno (SA1) 
– (N) 

Amanda Hanson-Main 
(AHM) – (Y) 

Cory Barker (CB) – (N) 

Environment and Climate 
Change Canada (ECCC) 

Krupesh Patel (KP) – (Y) Baffinland Consultants Participants 

Paul Smith (PS) – (Y) Environmental Dynamics 
Inc. (EDI) 

Kerman Bajina (KBa) – 
(Y) 
Mike Setterington 
(MS) – (Y) 
Elaine Kennedy (EK) - 
(Y) 

Government of Nunavut 
(GN) and Consultants 

Brad Pirie (BP) – (Y)  Graeme Pelchat (GP) – 
(Y) John Ringrose (JR) – (N) 

Natalie O’Grady (NO) – 
(Y) 
Stephen Atkinson (SA) – 
(N) 
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Agenda 
Time Activity 

12:30pm – 12:45pm  Welcome and Rollcall  
12:45pm – 1:15pm  Baffinland Update  

• 2020 Production Update 
• Update on Extensions Request to Production Increase Proposal  
• Impacts of COVID-19 on 2020 terrestrial monitoring programs  
• TEWG Terms of Reference 

1:15pm – 2:00pm Review of Comments on 2019 TEAMR 
• TEWG feedback and program limitations  
• Low survey effort for mammal monitoring  
• Dustfall and vegetation monitoring program alignment 
• Incorporation of Inuit feedback and experiences (dustfall monitoring, caribou 

avoidance) 
• Mitigation for avoidance of migratory bird corridors 
• Helicopter flight analysis 

2:00pm-2:15pm Health Break  
2:15pm – 3:00pm 2020 Terrestrial Monitoring Program Overview 
3:00pm – 4:45pm Caribou Monitoring: Triggers and Strategies 
4:45pm - 5:00pm  Roundtable and Action Item Review 
 
 

Discussion and Comments 

Baffinland Update 

Baffinland (EM) welcomes all participants from member and observer organizations.  
 
EM: We will be giving an update on where we are at with our extension proposal. We will provide a brief overview 
on how COVID-19 has impacted our terrestrial monitoring program activities. We will also provide a brief status 
update on the Terms of Reference (TOR) for the TEWG. Things haven’t fallen off the radar. We are making sure to 
incorporate all commitments before issuing another draft. We will go through briefly key themes of topics, not an 
exhaustive list but identified by us as priority items. 
Baffinland (EM) presents an update on Baffinland 2020 activities, as described below.  
2020 Update – Production - Slide 2 
EM: As you all know, we received approval for on our Extension Request to Production Increase Proposal, which is 
consistent with the NIRB’s recommendation to the Minister. We are targeting the hauling of up to 6 MTPA of ore 
moved on haul road - similar numbers expected for 2020. 
2020 Update – Mitigation and Environmental Management - Slide 3 
EM: The initial application of Dust Stop® along the Tote Road is planned for the end of June. We have ordered 
supplies for the 2021 year, which will be brought up on this year’s sealift.  
EM:  With regards to dust suppression at stockpiles, we are exploring a number of dust suppressants. We are in the 
preliminary stages of investigation, and require approval by the Government of Nunavut (GN) on an acceptable 
suppressant method. We will keep the TEWG up-to-date as we proceed forward. 
EM: With regards to the fencing at the landfill, it was completed in late-2019. The intention and request from the 
NIRB was to reduce any interactions with the landfill.  
Photos (Slide 4) 
Bruce: How much Dust Stop® has been ordered? 
CD: We can report back on this (ACTION T-24062020-1). 
Impacts of COVID-19 -Slide 5 
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EM: The COVID-19 pandemic has affected the 2020 monitoring field season. For instance, it has affected the overall 
issuance of licenses and permits. There have been delays in securing Nunavut Research Institute (NRI) permit due to 
staff availability. Furthermore, there have been delays in receiving permits, such as the GN wildlife research permit.  
EM: The pandemic has also affected the implementation of Terms and Conditions as well. Overall, we will be able to 
pursue most programs associated with the terrestrial environment. Due to travel restrictions in Nunavut, we will not 
be able to have any Nunavummiut-based folks working on our programs as they are not allowed at the mine. With 
regards to the collaboration with GN and Northern Contaminants Program (NCP) for caribou tissue metal sampling – 
we had provided a brief update back in February 2020. The funding has been delayed due to COVID-19. Typically, 
decisions are provided in March. However, no decision has yet been received. We are still waiting to hear back. 
Another key component is working closely with the MHTO and providing training and equipment to do tissue 
sampling. Again with the travel and restrictions on gathering in Nunavut, we’re not sure what the next steps will be. 
At this point, the compliance with No. 35 is up in the air. 
EM: Other items that have been impacted by the pandemic include budget – there are now some constraints. We’ve 
needed to revise our approach to our workforce. Health and Safety - people coming in and out of the Mine Site, 
procedures at the Mine Site, as many of you are aware we made the decision to send our Inuit workforce home to 
ensure risk of transmission was minimized within communities. We have been able to retain our workforce and they 
are all home. We are filling in roles from elsewhere while our Nunavummiut workforce is home. We’ve established 
ferry flights throughout Canada to ensure employees can get to the Mine Site safely, etc. It is possible that some 
delays will be expected for lab analyses. We don’t know specifically how it will affect our reporting timelines in 2021, 
but we are keeping the NIRB updated as we have more information throughout the year.  
TEWG Terms of Reference – Status Update - Slide 6 
EM: As part of conditions of the MTPA Extension request, there are items associated with no. 183 and the Marine 
Environment Working Group (MEWG). Although not necessarily applicable to the TEWG, we intend on applying the 
same approach to the MEWG. I.e. tracking table will be carried forward as part of the working group. We want this 
to be reflected in the TOR. The Minister has heard some of the conversations that have occurred. (ACTION T-
24062020-2) 
EM: Any questions from the TEWG? 
SL: I am wondering about the tracking table that you are mentioning, I understand that it would be submitted to 
DFO and NIRB, who would it be submitted to with the TEWG? 
EM: The Minister has required us to submit to DFO and NIRB. Ultimately the tracking table will be shared with the 
entire working group members to ensure transparency. This would be done with all TEWG members as well.  
 

 
Review of Comments on 2019 TEAMR 
Comments on 2019 Terrestrial Environment Annual Monitoring Report – Slide 7 
EM: with regard to TEWG feedback and program limitations – we already capture this as part of the Terrestrial 
Environment Annual Monitoring Report (TEAMR). It was mentioned that there was a low survey effort for mammal 
monitoring. This is being addressed through the EDI caribou monitoring analysis (to be discussed later). With regards 
to dustfall and vegetation monitoring program alignment, this is being addressed through the pairing of vegetation 
monitoring sites and new analyses to investigate trace metals relative to dustfall at paired sites.  
Comments on 2019 TEAMR (cont’d) – Slide 8 
EM: With regards to the incorporation of Inuit feedback and experiences, we received comments around dustfall 
monitoring, caribou avoidance, etc.  
EM: We’ve heard from local information that dust extent is farther than what we are able to measure. We discussed 
this briefly during the February 2020 meeting. We are now exploring the use of aerial imagery. We have been 

***ACTIONS*** 
1. Baffinland to provide an update on the amount of Dust Stop® ordered for 2020. 
2. Baffinland will develop a tracking table that includes formal recommendations made by 

members of the TEWG should they be submitted. 
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exploring the use of satellite imagery and also how something visible to the naked eye may not be visible at the 
analytical level. We made a commitment at the February 2020 meeting to reach out to NRCan to see if there are any 
new tools. Peter U. facilitated a meeting with Peter White at NRCan and seeing if there is a possibility to work on a 
project like this. It was a very preliminary project. We are looking at a pilot noise monitoring study as there are 
concerns around noise profiles, scent of blasts, etc. which may be acting as a deterrent from caribou interacting with 
site. We had been indicated that we did not need to continue monitoring for Red Knot in the Northern corridor thus 
will use these monitors as part of pilot project to see if we can characterize noise from the Project versus ambient 
natural noise. 
 Comments on 2019 TEAMR (cont’d) – Slide 9 
EM: Mitigation for avoidance of migratory bird corridors, the requirement for SNGO was identified as part of PC No. 
005. This came primarily because baseline studies indicated that there could be interactions between project 
helicopter use and snow goose (SNGO). The QIA had requested whether additional measures would be put in place, 
and whether additional mitigation measures needed to be put in place.  
SL:  What we were referring to is that in the course of the last TEWG Feb 2020 meeting, we heard from one of the 
Inuit participants that there were possibly SNGO areas that were important to avoid. That was where the comment 
was coming from. There might be some additional community input that we should be considering. I don’t know 
more about what we are to say, because I’m on the western time zone, and I only really got the documents minutes 
before the meeting.  
EM: This was with regards to Comment 67 made by QIA.  
PS: The only document that I’m aware of from scientific studies are key areas around Steensby area, and there are a 
number of areas of arctic shorebirds that you should perhaps be aware of. Of course, the marine seabirds and the 
MEWG. I’m not aware of any other key areas, but certainly local information would be helpful. 
MS: For baseline work, 2008 to present, certainly one of our first sources was an author on the Canadian Wildlife 
Service document and he is the main bird biologist on our file. I can’t remember the comments specifically 
mentioned about other key areas.  
AHM: Unfortunately, I don’t remember a comment that was made about the last call. I have not been able to 
connect with the MHTO to see if there are other issues.  Absolutely if there are other areas for us to consider, we 
should look at the concerns that are coming forward. 
PS: Baffinland did contribute to the Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring (PRISM) studies. 
And these count towards all bird surveys. They did all of Northern Baffin Island surveys. Those analyses are almost 
done and thus will provide baseline information on all of northern Baffin Island.  
EM: Thanks PS, we appreciate the input and inclusion of MHTO into areas would be worthwhile, and with PRISM 
surveys, that will be helpful. (ACTION T-24062020-3) 
Comments on 2019 TEAMR (cont’d) – Slide 10 
EM: We have received substantial input into flight analysis. Lots of comments from Steve Atkinson (GN). The current 
compliance system doesn’t help to tease out the number of helicopter sites and reasons for flights are not 
necessarily provided. Our takeaway with this is that we went back to Site Environment, Exploration team, and EDI 
GIS specialist to look at current classification system and what we were tracking, what we are doing, what do the 
flight logs indicate, and see what we can include. Part of this involves looking at past year’s flight logs to see if we 
can align characterization of logs (e.g., has helicopter increased over project years due to monitoring programs, 
production, site inspections, etc.) and then from that see if we should be making modifications on management and 
amount of flights being completed.  
EK: We are currently working on this right now. Because it involves past years’ data, it may differ from future years 
and alignment. It does take a bit of time to do this, so we won’t be able to have the 2019 analysis done, but we will 
be able to have the results as part of the 2020 monitoring report results.  
SL: Is it possible to do this with the 2019 data? I understand it takes time to go back in history. Being able to 
understand the number of flights compliant by height and not compliant would be beneficial. The total amount of 
time that was below the thresholds compared to the total flight time would be helpful and whether immediate 
mitigation is needed to try to get the flight heights a bit higher. Or even though we’re getting lots of flights below, 
how long are they?  
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EM to CD: Do you know if we’ve recorded this type of information in terms of time below a guideline versus above a 
guideline for a single flight? 
CD: I took notes down and will look at the helicopter flight logs, especially time below and above. The current 
dataset doesn’t necessarily capture this. We will need to see with helicopter contractor if this is possible. If the 
vertical wasn’t maintained, then we should have the lateral distance explained.  
MS: We did look at this. We are flying at the edge of the buffer, and are flying not along the concentration in the 
middle. We had come up with a resolution at the time.  
PS:  It’s not practical to have a condition that cannot be met and then have a practical solution to allow the mine to 
be compliant, rather than having continually non-compliant status.  
MS: We are skirting the edge of that migratory buffer.  
PS: I will follow up internally to see how the guidance was developed. This comment is looking for why the lateral is 
not followed. Likely the pilot found it impractical. (ACTION T-24062020-4) 
EM: Connor, can you provide context on how the flight height guidance is provided? Something on procedures and 
processes? 
CD:  Part of onboarding for all of our pilots, whether for Environment or Exploration purposes, they receive a 
package that shows flight heights, snow goose zone – such waypoints are uploaded by pilots. I will go back to them 
on the lateral distance. We can go through this with them. Again, Exploration has their own onboarding, and then all 
of the passengers are also responsible to remind each other of these requirements. We are trying to improve but we 
are getting to the granular level when we’re tracking all information.  
MS: Are the pilots informed about if they see wildlife, are they instructed to increase altitude?  
CD: We have bullet points specific to this. We can date it and provide these guidelines to field crews and pilots for 
review as an information package to the TEWG.  
MS:  This is a hard thing to capture. They may be skirting, but if they were seeing birds, we would assume that they 
would gain altitude.  
CD: That is safe operations of a helicopter. The pilot will tell you if they see a hazard – they are constantly scanning 
the sky. 
EM: If this is helpful for us to share, we can provide this for your review and this would respond to your comment, 
Susan, about identifying potential mitigation. It may help for you to understand what the guidelines are and what 
the pilots have at hand as part of their operations. I can send a copy to everyone. (ACTION T-24062020-5) 
SL: That sounds good. I think it was PS that said that whatever the guidance is or the conditions striving to meet, 
they need to be operationally feasible. One thing we suggested is to change the terminology so that it’s obvious 
what is compliant versus explained, and compliant and not explained. If we’re seeing a lot of non-compliant flights 
that are explained, then it’s easier.  
EK: This is currently captured as part of the current analysis – fully compliant, non-compliant with rationale, and 
then non-compliant with no rationale. We also added a breakdown into types of rationale. It is included as a 
percentage and number of flight points. We have it summarized that way. I think you also indicated about time, the 
height limits. Currently as reported, there are 3 categories. And we did provide the categories.  
SL: If we can do this by duration, that would be great. 
EK:  I think that most non-compliant flights are likely short, such as bumping between sites.   
EM: This wraps up the key comments that we wanted to highlight with the group. We are almost done going 
through all of the comments provided and being in a position to providing a final version of the report and a 
comment response form.  
EM: Before we move forward with 2020 programs, any additional comments or are we good to discuss plans for the 
summer? 
CS: As a general comment – I want to highlight that the QIA was a tad concerned about the late submission of the 
meeting materials and only had a short amount of time for review. The time required for review, the scale, the types 
of materials - a week would likely be appropriate for us. A bit off-topic, but needed to be said.  
EM: All of our consultants also work on the west coast. Apologies if meeting is a bit too early. It is a bit of work to 
pull all of these together. Fair comment and we will try to get these out sooner.  
SL: 9h30 pacific is not too early. I would assume that the east coast would get the materials 3 h in advance.  
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EM: We will take that away. Based on the agenda, we are now ready to proceed into the monitoring program 
presentation. 

 
2020 Terrestrial Monitoring Program Overview 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 14a, 32, 34, 36, 37, 38, 50, 53, 54, 57, 58 , 59, 60, 66, 70, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 
72, 73, 74, 75, 107 
EK: I will speak on EDI slides. I will be fairly brief since you’ll be already aware of our ongoing programs. 
Slides 1 to 4 
EK provides brief overview of dust program.  
CS: How many dust monitors will you be installing? 
MS: We will install four (4) monitors, upwind and downwind (2 in each direction).  
EK: We are not running the vegetation abundance surveys. We will repeat the sampling for metals to verify results 
from 2019. Typically, this is done only every 3-5 years, but repeating analyses again this year. 
SL: You’re not monitoring vegetation this year? 
EK: We’re not monitoring abundance, but repeating metal surveys this year to look at anomalies.  
SL: I can’t remember recommendations that came out from last meeting. I know that I remember the height of 
dustfall samplers being discussed of setting from 1 m to 0.5 m. apologies if this was resolved.  
EM: To recap, you would like to further discuss the location of dustfall locations along the rail line (ACTION T-
24062020-6). That’s a fair request. This is something we need to see if we can deploy because it will depend on 
when the samplers can arrive to site. We could share a figure to show the proposed locations to get feedback. If 
you’re agreeable to that, this is what I propose. With regards to vegetation abundance monitoring – you’re correct 
that this is a point of discussion. EDI had noted that the 2019 results that our intention was not to do the vegetation 
abundance monitoring for the 2020 year. The position has not changed on our end. We did have additional internal 
discussions on the value of running again in 2020.There are two factors as to why we did not proceed: i) advised by 
EDI and BIM that there wasn’t a need to continue running it again based on the number of years we’ve been running 
the program. Ultimately we were not seeing any clear trends or correlated effects from the Project, so at this time 
we are taking a year off and resume consistency as outlined in the schedule of TEMMP; and ii) the other factor, as 
mentioned at the start of the call. We have had a lot of additional budgetary pressures as a result of COVID-19 due 
to the employment of additional safety procedures and the hiring of a supplemental workforce. We needed to 
prioritize necessary programs (i.e., anomalies in past data, was there significant technical deficiencies that would 
require us to repeat, do we have a robust dataset enough). The only program being cut is the abundance monitoring 
from the 2020 monitoring program in spite of some members recommending that we continue. 
Deploying additional dustfall collectors at different heights, thus moving away from a 2 metre minimum and 
characterizing at lower heights. Mike and Elaine, correct me, the 2 metre height is standard and is applied across 
Canada. The reasons were extensively discussed by LD (EDI) last meeting. Our position hasn’t changed on whether it 
would be appropriate to have them at different heights. Our focus is on expanding at different locations such as at 
Milne Port, and trying to better understand the visual aesthetics beyond what is being picked up at the dustfall 
monitors at the further sites with the detection limits that can be met.  
SL: I do think that one of the key components is really understanding the dustfall extent and the plume and the 
amount of dustfall. The aerial imagery approach will get to that extent. Maybe that is the first step to take at looking 
critically on whether there is a better way to calibrate. This was a comment originally brought up by the Government 

***ACTIONS*** 
3. Baffinland to consider holding a future engagement session on potential identification of migratory bird 

concentrations.  
4. ECCC-CWS (PS) to follow-up internally on how the flight height guidance was developed. 
5. Baffinland to share copy of guidelines provided to helicopter pilots and passengers with regard to flight 

height guidance. 
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of Nunavut (GN). I understand the constraints and the current epidemic. I think we need to keep this one open, and 
whether we need to continue to address the concern.  Can anyone from GN pipe in? 
BP: Our position hasn’t changed since the last meeting. We want to know what is happening to the vegetation itself.  
EM: Thank you, BP. As you say, if you want to continue to bring this up, we also want to understand the full extent of 
dustfall. Our position is to explore it but use methods that will be scientifically defensible or have been established 
elsewhere rather than using experiments to try to uncover data that may not be useful.  We will continue to engage 
with NRCan as we have more information to share. (ACTION T-24062020-7) 
SL: Before we leave the dustfall monitoring topic, as I said, I think the aerial imagery will address the extent and is 
not a research question. We’re missing some important data. We need to know what the potential avoidance is and 
whether there is a concern to caribou, and impacts to cultural practices. I will try to connect with the GN if we need 
to do a more formal “application” for a change.  
EM: To your point, trying to understand what the effects are on vegetation and metals, etc.  
SL: Can you please expand on whether we can extrapolate information from the metals sampling of washed versus 
unwashed? 
EK: There are two vegetation components directly related to the dustfall. There are paired sampling sites where 
dustfall sampler and a metals vegetation and soils sampling is looked at. This is one analysis that incorporates 
dustfall levels. There are also the washed and unwashed samples. Half of the lichen samples were washed to 
differentiate between the dust on the metal sampling versus just in the lichen tissue themselves. I’m fairly certain 
that there were no significant differences between washed and unwashed.  
EM: The driver for the recommendation is to better characterize the amount of dustfall on the vegetation. We are 
already looking at metals sampling on the vegetation, as opposed to doing it through the passive dustfall. We are 
measuring directly on the vegetation.  
EK: With the dustfall samplers, we do direct sampling of deposition, while the vegetation samples the direct effects 
on vegetation.  
SL: To reiterate, in addition to metals concentrations on washed and unwashed, you would also look at the amount 
of dust on vegetation?  
EK: Washed versus washed. It doesn’t quantify how much dustfall there is. It’s only looking at the metals 
concentrations.  
EM: Are there any more comments on vegetation abundance? 
SL: Wetter versus drier plots. Is moisture affecting the results? 
Soil and Vegetation Monitoring Sites Photo - Slide 5 
EK: this is a photo from out vegetation monitoring program. 
Exotic Invasive vegetation - Slide 6 
EK: With regards to the monitoring of exotic invasive vegetation, this is done every 3 to 5 years. We will be going 
back to the site where the plants were growing and see if they are growing again this year. 
Photo Of Tomato Plant -Slide 7 
EK: A tomato plant was found at the effluent outflow. 
Snow Bank Monitoring -Slide 8 
EK: the monitoring of snow bank height takes place at least once a month along the Tote Road. Monitoring locations 
are randomized.  
Snow Tracks - Slide 9 
EK: Snow track surveying is complete at least twice each winter but is dependent on snow conditions and visibility 
(daylight hours). Surveyors record all wildlife tracks observed along the Tote Road to assess if there has been any 
wildlife interactions with the road. 
Height of Land - Slides 10 and 11 
EK: This survey has been used since 2013. It is used to document caribou use on the landscape. Surveyors look for 
potential interactions with project activities. Site visits increased to at least 2x per year – such visits took place in late 
May to early June, during calving season. There were lots of delays in 2020 because of a big snowstorm.  
Human Use and Wildlife Log - Slide 12 
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CS: My understanding from the caribou workshop – some members from either the Hamlet of Pond Inlet or MHTO 
said they did spot a heard of caribou across the river. That was shared throughout the bus. It sounds like that hasn’t 
been included here.  
CD:  Elaine was mentioning Height of Land survey observations, not overall observations.  
EK: The wildlife log would have recorded any incidental sightings, including the one you mentioned during the 
caribou workshop visit. This gives a high level indication and preliminary estimates of relative abundance.  
Arctic Raptors Inc. Collaboration - Slide 13 
EK: They do a wide-scale research program throughout Nunavut. This has been ongoing over several years. They also 
do work throughout Nunavut and can expand the data into a broader scale. They can also compare this to different 
monitoring end results that they uncover.  
2020 Monitoring; Birds - Slide 14 
EK: Additional components of our programs includes the Active Migratory Bird Nest Searches (AMBNS) pre-clearing 
surveys. We run every 5 days within any clearing activity. The purpose is to detect any nesting birds in the area. 
Activity is completed when nests are found and young have fledged.  
KP: One point to add for clarification. Although we agree that Red Knot surveys are not required in 2020 for the 
northern route, we would continue to recommend they be done along the Southern route once activities ramp up in 
those areas. 
Monitoring: Raptors - Slide 15 
EK: The one main component are the occupancy and productivity surveys, known nesting sites, what species, and 3 
visits throughout the summer. Such surveying captures presence, failed attempts, successful attempts, offspring and 
success. They also do small mammal trapping as done in 2019, and will continue in 2020. Looks at cycles of lemming 
populations and cycles at rough legged hawk. They typically peak at every 4 years. Also avian distance sampling and 
reporting all birds along transect and at what distance.  
PS: Is the small mammal trapping using snap traps? 
EK: They have two permanent transects. And ~ 240 traps. They run each for six (6) nights.  
PS: Has this been done in the past? With my experience, observational analyses may be better because there are 
sometimes bird mortalities. To minimize, from my perspective, they are not a modern method to use.  
EK: I think there may have been one bird mortality. 
CD:  I do not see it.  
PS: Alastair will be aware of this method being archaic.  
SL: For the snow track surveys, we had requested ways to explore new methods for combining incidental reporting 
and survey effort, we could get more information on animal abundance. Has this been considered in this year’s 
monitoring programs? 
EM: The recommendation was to report the amount of effort for the wildlife log. At this time, we had the 
environmental coordinator, Kendra Button, participating, and she mentioned that this was something that could be 
explored. E.g., Number of environmental technicians, other field folks so that we could look at extent.  
CD: I want to be clear on the wording. The wildlife sightings are for anyone at the mine site. It is not feasible on 
overall observations. We have this on our radar for specific field crews, and also on the radar of the QIA 
environmental monitors, we also have this in the trucks used by Site Environment. We will not be able to capture 
the entire effort from the entire mine site.  
SL: Where you have dedicated work being done, capturing survey effort would be helpful.  
CD: This is being actioned this summer, we just can’t say the proportion. (ACTION T-24062020-8) 
SL: We also indicated having 2 independent observers collecting data. I get that you don’t have any observations.  
EM: We didn’t have more than two consultants from EDI. Because this year was unique in terms of loss of 
participation from Inuit and MHTO, we didn’t further supplement the team with additional observers. That is 
something we could continue doing in future years, but not pursued in 2020.  
CD: Due to COVID-19, it is a requirement that the mine is totally isolated from Nunavut.  
EK: How many days did we have an Inuk participate from our HR team?  
EM: This was not executed this year. 
SL: Whenever you do get to see caribou, this will be important. That’s it for me. 
2020 Monitoring: Helicopter Overflights - Slide 16 

Genevieve Morinville
Make sure to adjust the Inuktitut to incorporate this change. 
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EK: Continued analysis, flight paths, documentation of flight logs, and traps, are in response to TEWG. We will 
continue collecting all of this information. A more detailed analysis is planned for 2020 in response to TEWG meeting 
21, which took place in February of this year. (The pilots currently have all of the guidelines that we’ve discussed.)  
Slide 17 
EK: This slide provides example of when we are being compliant. It highlights compliance versus non-compliant flight 
paths, as well as provides rationale for a non-compliance.  
2020 Monitoring: Noise - Slides 18-19 
EK: This slide is on the noise monitoring pilot study. Such monitoring was done in response to prior concerns on 
caribou avoidance. Contributes to Zone of Influence discussions. During this monitoring, we look at the decibels, 
duration and frequency (Hz and how often) and how these characteristics are changing with distance from the mine. 
There are nine (9) sites shown in Slide 19. There are Near, Far and Reference distance classes at the Mine Site, Tote 
Road and Milne Port. The Near sites are within 200 m. The Far site are about 1 km away from Project footprint. 
Autonomous recording units (ARUs) are used for such monitoring – the same recording units used for the Red Knot 
surveys, and also testing Audiomoths, to see if one works better over the other, explore scaling up based on initial 
results. They are recording every 15 minutes, for every hour. The first round of data was set up during the Height of 
Land surveys, and then they will be set up again for a second round of monitoring. 
EK: That’s the end of the monitoring programs.  
EK: Any questions? 
PS: Barometric pressure and wind should also be measured in order to control for these factors (ACTION T-
24062020-9). 
EK: We will look at this, and we’ve also been talking with your colleague. If you want to speak to an expert on our 
team, I’m sure that she would be excited to discuss this with you. 
SL: I am happy to see that we’re going forward with this. Do you think the current design will help us to understand 
effects associated with the railway? Perhaps we need to capture area along the dogleg. 
EK: We think the current baseline sites are already capturing potential railway effects. 
SL: This is great.  
BS: There is a walrus haulout that is near some of those flights near Steensby. 
GM: Baffinland will distribute to the TEWG the 2019 flight tracks near walrus haulout in Steensby split by month, as 
done previously with 2018 data. (ACTION T-24062020-10) 

Caribou Monitoring: Triggers and Strategies 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 50, 51, 53, 54, 57, 58 

***ACTIONS*** 
6. Baffinland to provide a figure showing potential locations for dustfall sampling for deviations 

of rail line.  
7. Baffinland to continue pursuing discussions with NRCan regarding dust monitoring 

techniques. 
8. Baffinland will explore the potential for Site Environment staff to track animal sightings in 

consideration of observer effort in 2020.  
9. Baffinland to consider other sources of noise such as wind speed in order to control for these 

factors as part of noise analyses.   
10. Baffinland will distribute to the TEWG the 2019 flight tracks near walrus haulout in Steensby 

split by month, as done last year with 2018 data. 
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EM:  Work has been proposed by GN (John Ringrose) but no regional work is being completed in 2020.  
BP: We have to postpone everything because of pilot quarantines, etc.  
EM: In light of that, we’ve been working on a project to try to better understand what types of project monitoring 
may be best for future. For those on the phone, we’re in preliminary stages with this study. We want feedback from 
the TEWG on this approach. We hope to use this as an opportunity for brainstorming with the group. We can have a 
secondary call once people are better informed.  
Study Background - Slide 2 
EM: GP and KBa from EDI are on the call. Graeme is presenting.  
Graeme: Current densities are too low to detect Project effects. This has limited the type of work that can be done.  
Study Objectives - Slide 3 
GP: The overall objective of this study is to develop quantitative triggers for caribou monitoring.  
Meeting Objectives - Slide 4 
GP: The goal is to get your feedback early in our work, and then move forward. 
Study rationale and Challenges - Slide 5  
GP: Current options are limited because of current state of caribou on Baffin Island. Replication methods at other 
NU mining are not relevant because of density differences. The Terrestrial Environment Monitoring and 
Management Plan does not define triggers for implementation of different monitoring methods. 
Solution - Slide 6 
GP: We have reviewed monitoring options, provide power analyses based on available information. 
TEMMP Monitoring Framework - Slide 7 
GP: This is a questions-based study. What are the effects of the mine on caribou? 
TEWG Impact Monitoring Study Input - Slide 8 
EM: We require your input to help assist us with focusing our work. 
North Baffin Island (sub)population - Slide 9 
GP: Currently at the trough of a possible 60-80-year population cycle. This is premised off of IQ and current 
population levels versus some recent highs. The Northern population is somewhat distinct. Recent collaring data 
indicates a very individual home range occupancy and fidelity. They are less gregarious and non-migratory, 
sedentary caribou. i.e., limited movements < 4km/day. In 2014, 63 caribou were observed, where 49 were in Mary 
River Stratum. Small groups in low densities. There is an estimated total of 315 caribou in the North Baffin 
population. The GN aerial survey conducted in 2017 observed 230 caribous. 
Slide 10 
GP: This is a simple kernel density estimate (KDE) for 4 VHF collared caribou. 1988 to 1993. 95% KD seasonal range. 
When caribou were in peak abundance. There has been some movement, as well as have been a change in the 
seasonal ranges. Fairly concentrated calving. More movement during the spring migration, consistent with migratory 
herds on mainland.  
Slide 11 
GP: This is another KDE. These data are representative of 31 animals between 2008 and 2011. There were 11 
animals with a GPS. As you can see, the seasonal ranges are more confined.  
Slide 12  
GP: There has been a big change in caribou ecology in this area. 
Ecological Context - Slide 13 
GP: North Baffin Island caribou has changed over time – they now have contracted ranges and restricted 
movements. Need to consider this when building studies. 
Impact Monitoring Study - Slide 14 
GP: This slide highlights current options being evaluated (i.e. control-impact study design; GPS collars; camera traps; 
assumptions data and IQ driven). We need to understand the caribou ecology we will be investigating. 
Study Design- Slide 15 
GP: here is a high-level breakdown of the study designs being looked at. 
Methods to Quantify Zone of Influence (ZOI) and Crossings - Slide 16 
GP: Monitoring options are limited because of low caribou densities. There are currently 4 monitoring approaches 
we are considering: ground surveys, aerial surveys, GPS collaring, and motion-triggered camera traps.   
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Ground Surveys - Slide 17 
GP: These are equivalent to Height of Land, crossings along roads, etc. There are pros and cons to study design. 
Good for crossing sites, but there is limited coverage for what you can see. Such surveys make a lot of sense if you 
are looking to assess impact only, and they are also site-specific. They are good habitat models; however, they can 
also prove highly time consuming.  
Aerial Survey - Slide 18 
GP: this slide outlines the pros and cons of aerial surveys. There is sightability bias, and if they are conducted 
frequently, they can be disruptive to caribou.  
GPS Collaring - Slide 19 
GP: A positive with this method is that it has been extensively used for the Zone of Influence (ZOI), and has an 
established movement analyses as well as is rapidly evolving. We like the collaring because you can use it to answer 
multiple questions, e.g., home range, habitat ZOI and influence with the same sampling method. There are many 
collaring options available too. For instance, geofencing - If caribou gets close enough to a polygon, data will be 
collected more frequently. There are also a few cons associated with this method. For instance, it is very expensive. 
With low number of caribou, there is the potential for independent animals. We may be collaring single animals (not 
population observations). This method is also invasive, and technical issues can be observed, such as failed collars. 
 Motion-triggered Camera Traps - slide 20 
GP: Motion-triggered camera traps. Methods have been evolving quickly. They are completely non-invasive. Some 
positives associated with this method include: it allows for stratified random sampling; continuous data collection; 
and there are methods to estimate intensity of use. We’ve seen this elsewhere. Some cons include: detection errors 
(only capture up to a certain distance) limited by focal angle of photograph; they are better for site-specific features. 
E.g., are animals using trail to cross road at low densities; not great for movement; requires many cameras - high 
density – 60-100 cameras are required in a study area; shear logistical, time and cost issues; impractical for large 
scale surveillance; and there is a trade-off between high and low density. If densities increase, you can do more 
reasonable sampling. But with current densities, it could be decades before they return.  
Next Steps - Slide 22 
GP: We need to complete detailed analyses on historic telemetry data. We will run a power analysis simulation of 
selected options(s) addressing ZOI and crossings.  
GP: We need to not work blindly when densities are low. We are moving towards collaring data and a control impact 
study. We are hoping that with increasing densities, that it may increase the potential for the project to interact with 
the project.  
Timeline - Slide 23  
GP: The timeline has been adjusted slightly as shown here. 
MS: We need your input to start planning for when caribou may return.  When is the right time, and what is the right 
study? 
PS: The challenge is that collars are typically so few. It will be hard to get the animals that may actually use the area 
until the densities increase.  
MS: This is exactly what happened in 2008-2011. See slide 12. The GN went out collaring. We collared a lot of 
animals that didn’t even interact with the Project area. We could be collaring animals that will not be in the Project 
area. 
KBa: All of the options are limited by the caribou.  
PS: The challenge is I don’t know what the 2009 data will provide. The baseline data suggests behaviours you won’t 
expect in future behaviours. You are going to be stuck with data that is inconvenient.  
KBa: If there is already some kind of avoidance behaviour prior to Project, we may be able to look at other factors on 
what may result on caribou avoidance.  
MS: The baseline data is not just collaring data. Our strongest data is the community knowledge. The caribou rotated 
from the south in the 1960s into Milne Inlet, but then the bulk of herd moved over to Clyde River. The main herd 
had already moved out of the area before we had even started any work. The bulk of the baseline, the main herd, 
had already left that area probably 8 or 9 years prior to any exploration activity.  
GP: There are caribou that do overlap the project area. They show similar movements, but there is overlap. It’s 
mostly the southern.  
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SL: Can you clarify what you mean about similar movements? 
GP: The recent collaring data does not show the same extent. 
MS: All of the baseline data would have shown this, including for Phase 2. Slide 11 shows all estimates – kernel 
density estimates. There is an interaction to some extent with the Project. If you look at specific individuals, it is a 
significant change from early movement.  
SL: I would like to spend some time looking through what you’ve provided and the historical baseline data. It is really 
interesting to think how the ecology of the herd changes, depending on how many there are and then how do you 
design the monitoring program that can pick up effects? We don’t have good western science data on what 
happened before when the herd was large in the past. If I recall looking at the early reports, there were differences 
between the northern and southern parts of North Baffin Island. We need to consider this if the numbers increase. I 
don’t see a better option to collaring. Average group size is 7? How many groups? How many do you need to tag? 
Should we look at Boreal caribou to see how we could move forward? This is very invasive. From the data 
perspective on the western side, I don’t see a better way. From the IQ side, we hear caribou avoidance on the Mine 
Site, but we don’t have a way of capturing this right now. I would hope that this is something we can address 
through complimentary monitoring. My first reaction on science for regional size assessment, I don’t see a better 
way of getting good data based on the constraints that are in place. I heard that before and after effects are ideal, 
but I just don’t know where we will get before impact data for the entire operations. There is opportunity should 
Phase 2 go ahead, we could get pre-impact data but it’s only during the low population cycle. Unless we look at IQ as 
a separate complimentary stream, I don’t see how we could get how movements were like in the past.  
KBa: We do know that the southern portion of the footprint has no development. So we do have something to 
provide on the southern route. Obviously, only during lower density period, but there is no data for higher density 
periods.  
SL: I do remember reading that there were differences in the southern portion of the route. Does anyone else have 
any information on that? 
GP: The habitats are very different from north to south. Even looking at the worn in trails, it looks like it’s a clear 
migratory path, when trails start growing over the trails, that’s when you know the caribou will come back. You 
don’t see those trails north of the mine site. There may even be different caribou coming into the north (mainland 
have eyelashes).  There is a very different movement ecology in the North.  
SL: I remember thinking this is not clear. And something to think about for this design. I think camera traps are 
useful as a local monitoring method to look at how well crossing structures are working. But I don’t see them for 
regional.  
HB: You will not get the same value on a camera trap for large scale study.  
MS: We are pretty sure we will use camera traps for crossing embankments for site-specific impact studies along the 
rail. But in combination with the collaring program. If we did a camera program, we’re also looking at a lot more of 
more flying around and then creating an impact in changing the memory cards. 
SL: Either way we’re going to have a potential impact. In terms of ground surveys, there has been some good work 
done on pellet surveys for population estimates, but again in terms of access, that would create a lot of disturbance. 
So there is a bit of a trade-off to have people live on the land and walk transects.  
PS: The observational indices are good indicators. In terms of measuring abundance over time, there should be 
strong support for observational indices given the low density. Once there are lots of caribou. That will be different. 
Has there been a community request for this? I don’t understand why this is being done, this should be down the 
road.  
MS: You are making a good point. We are being criticized for not doing enough. We have a term and condition for 
supporting regional programs. We have to develop a Memorandum of Understanding with the GN to support 
collaring programs (under review). The idea is that we don’t want to do this blindly.  It is coming out of mostly this 
group, and most recently during Phase 2-related caribou meetings. We have been saying we will do more when 
there are more caribou to monitor. So the work by KBa and GP is to assess when can we start doing work. If we 
actively start to find them, what data will we garner? The questions is feedback. We heard this should be done in the 
future. If we are going to invest now, what can we do? 
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PS: For one, if you collar for 20 years, you may have more data. I need to better understand the specific pressures, 
and how much the mine is supposed to invest is a political discussion. If we want to look at how caribou are being 
impacted by the road, then we look at other mine sites and then adjust to Mary River mitigation.  
KBa: This study is to start planning for the future. We know they don’t act the same as mainland Nunavut and 
anywhere else in Nunavut. We are adapting an approach where caribou ecology is very different and pre-emptively 
assumes the same kind of effect. We want to understand what study we may need to do based on the effect we may 
need to do, and then work our way back to see what we need to do as part of the surveillance study.  
PS:  These power analyses are not very good, and they can give you whatever answer you want based on the factors. 
I don’t think you’re going to get the answers from the power analyses. What are the mitigation processes that will 
be applied? I’m assuming that the mitigation measures are already in place. I’m confused about what we’re trying to 
do other than better understanding better caribou behaviour.  
GP: As part of the Environmental Assessment, we had identified the potential ZOI. So this work would help to inform 
the predicted effects that were considered non-significant to the caribou population. With the movement portion of 
potential effects, for trail crossings, there is a 10% reduction. We could compare effect sizes to what we could 
potentially see. 
PS: I need specific questions for me to be able to comment on this meaningfully.  
EM: One key thing to consider right now is that there are no MHTO members that could join today. They are a 
critical voice in this conversation particularly on the pursuit of a collaring program. I’m going to raise that this is not 
conclusive right now.  
PS: What I’m hearing is you need specifics before you even provide comment.  
EM: KB and GP - what key questions are we looking to answer? We’re trying to move aggressively on this schedule 
but adding more time to get grounded feedback would be worthwhile. These are the action items that I will take 
away. BP can you get insight from your local biologist (GN; John Ringrose) in a secondary discussion? ACTION T-
24062020-11). AHM - we should work to have MHTO involved. (ACTION T-24062020-12) 
PS: We need to see what you’re trying to do, specific questions.  
GP: I take it as step forward into a more technical discussion.  
MS: We can go beyond to do more surveys and get to asking the right questions, and then doing the right surveys to 
answer the right questions and then doing them at the right time, rather than doing them for the sake of doing 
them.  
EM: Yes. I have noted some follow-up action items. 
EM: As I mentioned, we have other follow-ups, we will provide updates as they become more flushed out. And other 
additional updates for desktop, secondary investigation for stockpile investigation. 
SL: Are you capturing the dustfall samplers?  
EM: You said you would reach out to the GN to further discuss. We will internally speak with EDI on what is captured 
as part of the program. 
BP: Yes, Susan - please reach out to us. We are interested in what you want to put forward – please put together a 
formal written request on this. 
EM: The other thing to flag, we will aim to have the final 2019 terrestrial report with responses. I do have the final 
version and responses to final comments with translations, there are delays but these will be provided as part of 
this.  

 
Tables that follow provide summary of: i) action items from current; ii) status update on action items from 
previous February 26, 2020; (iii) October 7, 2019; (iv) June 20, 2019; and iv) April 24, 2019 meetings. 

***ACTIONS*** 
11. GN (BP) to get insight from local biologist on specific questions that may need answering re. 

caribou behaviour, distribution, etc. 
12. MHTO technical advisor (AMH) to get additional insight from MHTO members on the “what 

was heard” re. caribou triggers. 
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Table 1. Summary of action items from June 24, 2020 TEWG Meeting: 

# Action Action By Status Update 
1 Baffinland to provide an update on 

the amount of Dust Stop® ordered 
for 2020. 

Baffinland  Completed. Baffinland ordered 654 m3 for 2020. 
 

2 Baffinland will develop a tracking 
table that includes formal 
recommendations made by 
members of the TEWG should they 
be submitted. 
 

Baffinland In Progress. Development of table remains under 
consideration. No formal recommendations have been 
submitted.  

3 Baffinland to consider holding a 
future engagement session on 
potential identification of migratory 
bird concentrations.  
 

Baffinland Not Yet Started. Baffinland will plan to have an agenda 
item dedicated to this item as part of a future TEWG 
meeting.  

4 ECCC-CWS (PS) to follow-up 
internally on how the flight height 
guidance was developed. 
 

Baffinland Not yet started. Baffinland will modify status based on 
input from ECCC-CWS following review of draft 
minutes. 

5 Baffinland to share copy of 
guidelines provided to helicopter 
pilots and passengers with regard to 
flight height guidance. 

Baffinland In progress. As part of a future TEWG meeting, 
Baffinland will discuss the various elements of the 
guidelines shared with pilots in advance of the 
upcoming 2021 field season. 

6 Baffinland to provide a figure 
showing potential locations for 
dustfall sampling for deviations of 
rail line.  
 

Baffinland Completed. As part of the December 10, 2020 TEWG, 
Baffinland shared and discussed proposed sampling 
locations for additional dustfall samplers.  

7 Baffinland to continue pursuing 
discussions with NRCan regarding 
dust monitoring techniques. 
 

Baffinland/NRCan In progress. As part of the December 10, 2020 TEWG 
meeting agenda, NRCan planned to present their 
research that is relevant to dust monitoring, however 
due to delays in the meeting schedule, the agenda item 
will be moved to a future TEWG meeting (TBD). 

8 Baffinland will explore the potential 
for Site Environment staff to track 
animal sightings in consideration of 
observer effort in 2020.  

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland Site Environment staff 
concluded that it is not feasible to adequately track 
observer effort. However, as part of this initiative, all of 
the environmental field staff are now provided 
incidental wildlife sighting sheets to improve tracking 
processes.  

9 Baffinland to consider other sources 
of noise such as wind speed in order 
to control for these factors as part of 
noise analyses.   
 

Baffinland Completed. Analyses completed as part of pilot noise 
study considered other sources of noise by identifying 
wind sound signatures in recordings. Specific details on 
the analysis will be provided as part of the draft 2020 
Terrestrial Environmental Annual Monitoring Report.  

10 Baffinland will distribute to the 
TEWG the 2019 flight tracks near 
walrus haulout in Steensby split by 

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland provided the 2019 flight tracks 
near walrus haulout in Steensby split by month as part 
of 2019 Annual Report to NIRB comment response 
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month, as done last year with 2018 
data. 
 

from QIA 2019 AMR M&AE #15 (map provided in 
Attachment 2).   

11 GN (BP) to get insight from local 
biologist on specific questions that 
may need answering re. caribou 
behaviour, distribution, etc. 
 

GN In progress. GN biologist (John Ringrose) was able to 
join the December 2020 call and provide some 
feedback, however additional targeted discussions will 
need to continue into 2021 once data from the caribou 
monitoring analysis (triggers and strategies) is shared 
with the TEWG for feedback.  

12 MHTO technical advisor (AMH) to 
get additional insight from MHTO 
members on the “what was heard” 
re. caribou triggers. 

MHTO In progress. No additional feedback was brought 
forward following the meeting, however MHTO was 
present during the December 2020 call and was able to 
provide some comments on the progress. Additional 
discussions will need to continue into 2021.  

 

Table 2. Summary of action items from February 26, 2020 TEWG Meeting: 

# Action Action By Status Update 
1 GN to distribute to TEWG members 

the latest draft of ToR showing track 
changes. 

GN/All 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. 

5 Baffinland to provide follow-up on 
concern from MHTO on asbestos.  
 

Baffinland Completed.  As part of Baffinland’s Technical Comment 
Response HC-7 related to Human Health and Exposure 
Potential Assessment from March 25, 2019 related to 
the Phase 2 proposal (NIRB Doc. No. 323801, including 
reference to “Appendix 5, HC-7 Attachment 1: 
Certificate of Analysis Bulk Asbestos”) on page 86 of 
PDF, it is noted that based on the various drill 
campaigns and samples submitted for analysis, the 
material is rare across the Mine Site. With respect to 
encountering asbestos along the proposed North 
Railway, “the likelihood is remote as the bulk of the rail 
route is focused across an area that is underlain by 
much younger age rocks and as such do not contain the 
rock types in which asbestos would occur”. 

6 NRCan to follow up with their 
dustfall expert with regards to the 
appropriateness of installing dustfall 
samplers at 1 m (non-standardized 
method) versus 2 m (approved 
standardized across jurisdictions).  
 

NRCan Completed. Initial call to discuss options with NRCan 
held in June 2020 to assess feasibility of using satellite 
imagery to assess extent of dustfall. Updates will be 
provided following further engagement and are 
captured as part of current meeting’s Action T-
24062020-7. 
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7 Baffinland to consider installing 
dustfall samplers at an alternative 
height (e.g., 0.5 m or 1 m) for a 
subset of locations once TEWG 
members provide scientific support 
(weight of evidence) for doing so.  
 

Baffinland/TEWG In progress. Action requires additional information from 
TEWG members for consideration by Baffinland before 
proceeding. It is also noted that Baffinland has added 
satellite imagery analysis to better assess dustfall 
extent. Results will be provided as part of 2020 
terrestrial environment annual reporting efforts.  

8 EDI/Baffinland to consider reporting 
additional details regarding no. 
helicopter flights per year, no. low 
level flights and associated 
compliance including reasoning.  

EDI/Baffinland Completed. Baffinland will provide an update on 
additional analysis on helicopter overflight data during 
the June 24 2020 TEWG meeting. 

9 Baffinland to further consider 
concerns raised by MHTO regarding 
extent of red dust on snow during 
the winter. 

Baffinland Completed. Initial call to discuss options with NRCan 
held in June 2020 to assess feasibility of using satellite 
imagery to assess extent of dustfall. Updates will be 
provided following further engagement.   

10 Baffinland to schedule next TEWG 
in-person meeting prior to start of 
2020 field season.  

Baffinland Completed. In-person meeting was replaced by 
teleconference format and set for June 24 2020.   

  

Table 3. Summary of action items from June 20, 2019 TEWG Meeting: 

# Action Action By Status Update 
3 Baffinland to include a section in 

future monitoring reports on the “Use 
of Community Input and IQ (or Inuit 
Perspectives) in the monitoring 
program.  
 

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland summarized relevant information 
available for each program component in the 2019 
Terrestrial Environment Annual Monitoring Report. 

4 Baffinland may consider completing 
fox den surveys as part of the Arctic 
Raptor monitoring program for 2019. 
 

Baffinland Completed. Terrestrial program was already expanded in 
2019 to include avian distance surveys, raptor 
productivity and occupancy, winter nest counts and small 
mammal trapping for rough legged hawk survey. Could be 
further discussed with TEWG as part of future program 
design when it becomes relevant to do so.  

6 EDI to discuss with NRCan other 
dustfall monitoring programs 
occurring in the region and use of 
alternative tools for conducting 
dustfall sampling. 
 

EDI/Baffinland Completed. Initial call to discuss options with NRCan held 
in June 2020. Updates will be provided following further 
engagement.   

9 Baffinland Site Environment team to 
consider revising hunter/site access 
protocol to ask hunters who come to 
site if they are amenable to 
participate in mapping caribou 
migration routes and travel paths to 
develop a more comprehensive 
database of this information. 
 

Baffinland In progress. Baffinland will discuss this request with the 
MHTO to better understand the possibility for moving 
ahead with this request. In the meantime, any input from 
the MHTO is welcomed as part of the review of these 
meeting minutes.  
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Table 4. Summary of action items update from April 24, 2019 TEWG Meeting  

 Outstanding Action Item from April 
2019 TEWG Meeting 

Action By  Update 

1 GN to provide a copy of summary 
report on caribou composition 
surveys throughout Baffinland Island 
from 2015 to 2018 at the request of 
QIA.  

GN Completed. The report is available online at: 
https://www.nwmb.com/en/funding/nunavut-wildlife-
research-trust/reports/2017-6/2-17-11-central-baffin-
island-caribou-spring-composition-survey/7385-baffin-
island-caribou-composition-summary-report-2015-
2018/file  
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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 24 
2020_TEWG 
Meeting No. 22 
Minutes_Draft 

General It is QIA's expectation that draft 
TEWG 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 TEWG 
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: Krupesh Patel 

 

Agency / Organization: ECCC  

 

Date of Comment Submission: April 8, 2021  

 

# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

2 A.1 June 24 
2020_TEWG 
meeting No. 22 
Minutes_Draft 

2020 
Terrestrial 
Monitoring 
Program 
Overview – 
2020 
Monitoring; 
Birds – Slide 
14 

Regarding the following comment; 
 

KP: One point to add, 
clarification. I definitely am not 
recommend doing this in 2020 - 
we would recommend doing the 
Red Knot surveys along the 
Southern route. This should be 
discontinued along the Northern 
route; however, once activities 
ramp up in Southern route, we 
would recommend reinitiating 
the surveys in the Southern 
route habitat. We would leave it 
up to you to decide when that’s 
best to do this.  

 
Please edit to the following to 

make it more clear;  
 

KP: one point to add for 
clarification. Although we agree 
that Red Knot surveys are not 
required in 2020 for the 
northern route, we would 
continue to recommend they be 
done along the Southern route 
once activities ramp up in those 
areas.  

 

Comment has been noted and 
changed accordingly.  
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 Terrestrial Environment Working Group (TEWG) Draft Meeting 22 Minutes 

Date: December 10, 2020 
 1:00 pm – 4:30 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) 

Genevieve Morinville 
(GM) – (Y) 

Qikiqtani Inuit Association 
(QIA) and Consultants 

Jeff Higdon (JH) – (Y) 

Chris Spencer (CS) – 
(N)  

Emma Malcolm (EM) – 
(Y) 

Bruce Stewart (BS) – 
(Y) 
Susan Leech (SL) – (Y) 

Connor Devereaux (CD) 
– (Y) 

Observer Organization Participants 

Kendra Button (KB) – 
(Y) 

Canadian Northern 
Economic Development 
Agency (CANNOR) 

Arusa Shafi (ASh) – (Y) 

Adrian Paradis (AP) – 
(N) 

Natural Resources Canada 
(NRCan) 

Peter Unger (PU) – (Y) 

World Wildlife Fund – 
Canada (WWF) 
 

Andrew Dumbrill (AD) 
– (N) 

Mittimatalik Hunters and 
Trappers Organization 
(MHTO) 

Eric Ootoovak (EO) -  (Y) Brandon Laforest (BL) 
– (N) 

Enookie Inuarak (EI) – 
(N) 

Nunavut Impact Review 
Board (NIRB) 

Solomon Amuno (SA1) 
– (N) 

Amanda Hanson-Main 
(AHM) – (Y) 

Cory Barker (CB) – (Y) 

Environment and Climate 
Change Canada (ECCC) 

Krupesh Patel (KP) – (Y) Baffinland Consultants Participants 

Paul Smith (PS) – (Y) Environmental Dynamics 
Inc. (EDI) 

Kerman Bajina (KBa) – 
(Y) 

Anna Graham (AG) – 
(N) 

Mike Setterington 
(MS) – (Y) 
Elaine Kennedy (EK) - 
(Y) 

Government of Nunavut 
(GN) and Consultants 

Brad Pirie (BP) – (Y)  Graeme Pelchat (GP) – 
(Y) John Ringrose (JR) – (Y) 

Natalie O’Grady (NO) – 
(N) 

Lyndsay Doetzel (LG) – 
(Y) 

Stephen Atkinson (SA) – 
(N) 



 

2 
 

 
 

 
Agenda 

Time Activity 
1:00pm – 1:10pm  Welcome and Rollcall 
1:10pm – 1:30pm  Baffinland Update  

• 2020 Operational Update 
1:30pm – 2:00pm 2020 Monitoring Program Update 
2:00pm – 3:00pm Caribou Monitoring Trigger and Strategies  
3:00pm – 3:15pm Health Break 
3:15pm – 4:15pm NRCan - Dustfall Monitoring  
4:15pm – 4:30pm Action Item Review 
 
 

Discussion and Comments 

Baffinland Update – 2020 Operational Update 

Baffinland (GM) welcomes all participants from member and observer organizations.  
 
CD: Target this year was 6 million tons, as Dec. 9th we are at 5,680,000 million tones hauled to date; shipping season 
for 2020 has closed and we hauled 5.5 million tones. 
CD: Site dust suppression measures has been a priority for Baffinland; use of water calcium chloride on roads, 
installation of coverings on ore crushers, improved methods of transferring ore onto stockpiles decreasing the drop 
distance.  Continued evaluation of new dust suppressants, technologies and equipment retrofits to reduce dust 
emissions. DusTreat product at Milne Port Ore stockpile and Dust Stop application on the Tote Road. Over the past 2 
years we’ve been looking at a variety of options to control the dust. Based on what has been proven at other 
operations and achievable to adapt to our conditions. We’ve implemented a trial application in December 2020 at 
site now, a product called DusTreat which is used at other iron ore operations. It is a non-toxic, non-water based, 
rain resistant substance that coats the outside of the stock piles and acts as a sealant to prevent lift-off of dust from 
the stock pile. We are working with QIA and MHTO on various monitoring options to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the product.  The Dust Stop® product has been applied to the Tote Road in 2020. It was approved by the 
government of Nunavut for application on unpaved roadways. We trialed this product in 2019 and initial 
observations found it effective. We applied this product to the entire length of the Tote Road (100 km). We are 
evaluating the effectiveness of this product currently.  From the feedback from members at the TEWG working 
group, we evaluated installation of some passive dustfall monitoring stations along the railway at 30 meters and 100 
meter distances, similar to our Tote Road program. We have procured the supplies required for this installation and 
are prepared to implement. At this point we are seeking feedback from the working group members and will be 
reaching out directly to QIA and MHTO to finalize and confirm the exact location. We will have an opportunity at the 
end of December or early January to install this equipment after receiving the feedback. 
PS: What is the chemical composition of DusTreat?  
CD: There are 2 products. Where this product is added we have water management surrounding the entire facility, 
ditches where the water will accumulate and it is tested prior to discharge. I will send you the chemical names of 
what it is made of. It forms a solid crust. (ACTION T-10122020-1) 
BS: Can you circulate the data when you have it please.  
SL: Can you explain how you selected the monitoring sites for the railway.  
CD: QIA & MITA were looking for guidance on where those will be installed. We went out to see what was feasible, 
access year round as this is one of the constrains. Moving it along closer to the south, back to Km. 80 as a reference 
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point on our Tote Road, we have access to that area. The feedback from the members would dictate exactly where it 
would be along the rail line. 
SL: So those sites on the map are tentative accessible, not yet confirmed? 
LD: Most of these sites are all existing sites along the road, for the most part the railway follows the road. We were 
trying to collect data as far from the road as we can. These are the sites that we have the best chance for measuring 
background for this year and then what kind of dustfall is only associated with railroad opposed to road traffic at the 
same time. These site are for discussion purpose as far from the road as we could be. It will be up to Connor to find 
the best sites based on accessibility perspective. Please let us know if you have any thoughts on this. (ACTION T-
10122020-2) 
SL: There is one site along the deviation? 
LD: There are actually 4. We want to compare this to what we want to see on the road. We want to look at the 
dustfall at 30 m and 100 m from the railway bed for statistical comparison for dust produced by the railway, 
compared to dust by the Tote Road.  
SL: So 4 stations of 1 location. 
LD: Yes 
SL: Is that enough to capture the baseline? The other sites you are already monitoring are you going to put this 
similar array corresponding to the railway route and as well as the road? 
LD: We can look at making some adjustments if we need to. We do our best to get 30 m at 100 m due to 
topography, as long as it was fairly close to the roadway that shouldn’t be a problem.  
SL: I understand there will be some logistical issues, as close as you can to make it comparable. I’m wondering if 
more than 1 baseline station might be worthwhile. There is a mitigation associated, the opportunity to put covers on 
the ore cars. 
GM: Is the concern you are identifying one station that’s along proposed rail route where you don’t have the road 
close? 
SL: Yes, and I want to ensure we put that station in a place where you’re going to capture a potentially high risk area 
so we understand what the highest risk is and we can think about mitigations based on that. There are other 
avenues for identifying means for mitigation, but is one station enough? It might be something that we can review in 
the future. 
EM: Can you explain what you mean by high risk? 
SL: The point of monitoring the dust is to know if you are getting enough dustfall that will have effects. We want to 
see the range of dustfall and we want to understand which areas are getting high dustfall so we can ensure we are 
introducing mitigation based on that.  
EM: When you say high risk do you mean area that dust is likely to go the farthest? Is that what you mean? 
SL: Yes, or where deposition levels are likely to be the highest. So we are monitoring that and addressing concerns. 
EM: LD - in our current data sets, are we already having those trends in spatial areas identified where we are seeing 
consistently greater deposition along the Tote Road? 
LD: Yes, we are able to pick out those points. It depends on how you want to define baseline data; we have quite a 
bit of data showing us where the dustiest parts are along the Tote Road. We are going baseline from pre-railway to 
post-railway and we can make valuable comparisons. Therefore, there is a great deal of baseline data collected, it is 
not background dustfall but it is pre railroad.   
GM: The orientation that you are setting up your stations, they have taken into consideration prominent wind 
direction in the angle where they are placed, to ensure you are measuring where you expect the dust to go? 
LD: Yes, we also need to think about how topography might play around. Wind, topography and site access are key 
elements in picking sites. 
CD: Feedback from the last meeting, we selected optimal distance away from the Tote Road. We wanted a baseline 
of where the railway was and all the other current monitoring data was influenced from the Tote Road. That was 
part of where this location is. 
JR: When selecting the location for the railway I think about dust and the impact of railway versus roads. Are the 
places that have the highest dust load is that going to be the same for the railway that is high and the same spot for 
the road that is the highest? Meaning, if you picture a road and railway running beside each other, there might be 
differences in elevation there might be differences in other factors as Susan mentioned. Are the areas for the railway 
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and roads in the exact same spot?  There might be multiple different aspects with the railway and the road even 
though they are running adjacent to each other such as a sandy versus a rocky area. 
LD: There is going to be significantly less dust off a rail bed than a road as the mechanics are very different.  Right 
now we are seeing an insignificant amount of dust coming off the ore loads on the road as opposed to what is the 
wheel entrainment with the road.  Not sure why we expect there to be an increase in dust off the ore loads on a 
train car in comparison with a truck load.  These are unknown variables that we will be able to pick out once we 
have some data.  
PS: When you imagine trains driving through the country, you don’t imagine great plumes of dust behind them. The 
orientation of the plots proposed seem reasonable. 
SL: I would add, the benefit of adding another baseline station (collecting just the dust from railway), then I agree 
with what PS is saying that you expect dust to be mainly associated with ore coming off the rail cars for the railway.  
That is one of the benefits of moving to the railway there won’t be the same amount of dust from hauling on the 
road. I would expect we will see a decrease in the dust but not sure what is going to happen with the ore. It is the 
ore dust that is part of the concerns, we want to ensure we are capturing what is coming from the railway and if the 
one site in the deviation area happens to be in a low area, you might not get something representative. My 
suggestion is to have 2 until you see there is no difference between them. In 2-3 years we can eliminate one of 
them. 
PS: Another potential idea would be to have containers of ore measured out precisely that are put on top of a rail 
car and then measure it again on the other end of a railroad and whatever is not there came out. That would be a 
compelling argument that would integrate the dust loss over the entire railroad.   
EM: This is something that potentially could be considered once we have a live and operational railroad. If Phase 2 is 
approved the ore that will be hauled by rail will be lump ore versus the fines that we are transporting now. That is 
one of the reasons we are expecting a reduced loading of dust along the railway as we are moving secondary 
crushing to Milne Port. Any disagreement expressing here is not about installing additional dustfall collectors, the 
only consideration is around the accessibility of the site. There is already a robust data set. From our June meeting, I 
believe the objective was that we wanted an idea if there was never a rail operation in that area of the deviation 
point, what was the ambient environment.  We have the entire data set to compare against and understand what 
the decrease would be, assuming there is one once we switch to a rail operation.  
EO: There is a lot of vibration on a train, more than trucks and I believe that vibration will pour dust all over.  Connor, 
the mine site generates more dust than the Tote Road and Milne Port combined together, I wonder what if this 
suppressant will be used at the mine site?  There is ten times more dust at the mine. 
CD: The Mine Site is the most impacted. Some of the mitigations that we have put in place have been ongoing. We 
apply dust suppressant to our airstrip and we have been looking at increasing the frequency this is applied and a 
focus around the crusher and the shrouding and the maintenance plans. There have been some improvements, we 
are constantly working with the operations on the dust production at the mine site. With our Phase 2 proposal we 
will move the secondary crushing indoors at Milne Port if the proposal is approved.  
LD: There is a quite a bit of dust as we expect in some of the areas close to sources like the rail road, the crusher. It is 
consistent with what we see at the Port; the sources are different. At the Port we are seeing dust blowing off of the 
stock piles and associated with dust that happens when ore is put on the stock piles. The mine and the port are not 
the dustiest places; the road produces more dust in comparison.     
CD: The product that we are currently trialing at Milne Port, the DusTreat® to cover over our ore stock piles. The 
crusher stock piles are very transient, so when we stock pile that, it is moved within hours or days, possibly a week. 
Once the ore is produced it is hauled with the trucks down to Milne Port. Milne Port is where it is stockpiled until our 
next shipping season in July, that is why we targeted that area with this suppressant.  
EO: I was hoping you had other plans to reduce the amount of dust at the Mine Site, it is spreading everywhere. 
Maybe this is something to look at in the future. 
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2020 Terrestrial Monitoring Program Overview 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 14a, 32, 34, 36, 37, 38, 50, 53, 54, 57, 58 , 59, 60, 66, 70, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 
72, 73, 74, 75, 107 
EK: Programs include dustfall, vegetation, mammals, bird monitoring; several of the monitoring programs are still in 
the data collection or analysis phase. Results will be included in the annual report that will come out in the spring 
next year. Same as last year 39 dustfall collectors distributed at various distances and project areas. Most are 
changed out monthly, except for the remote sites. Samples are shipped to the lab for analysis. No changes in 
location for 2020. New analysis introduced in 2020, dustfall extent via satellite imagery analysis.   Trace metals 
monitoring program includes collecting soil and lichen samples from site and analysis for different trace metals that 
might be deposited in dust. In 2020 we looked at all the same metals as previous years, we increased sample size 
from 50 to 60 sites. We had collection sites near the mine footprint sites. The other vegetation was for exotic 
invasive plants. In 2020 this was targeted at one location at effluent outflow site where tomato plans were found in 
2019; no new tomato plants were found. Mammal monitoring program – snow track surveys. These are done to 
assess the wild life response to the Tote Road. The surveyor’s record all wildlife tracks that they find. They record if 
an animal crossed the road, if they travelled along the road or if its path deflected away from the road. They did 5 of 
these surveys in 2020, 3 this past spring, 2 in October.  They also did supplemental observations. If drivers along the 
Tote Road see a caribou, they notify site environment. This happened in January 2020 on 2 separate days observed 
around km 94.5 and km 95. Snow bank height monitoring, snow banks are managed along the Tote Road to keep the 
heights under a meter tall to improve driver visibility and allow caribou and other wildlife to cross the road easily 
without barriers. This was done once a month from Nov. 2019 to Jan. 2020 and then increased to twice monthly 
from February onwards. This is performed at 50 locations along the road. One change for 2020 was from visiting 
repeated km markers they visited random km markers, based on a TEWG recommendation. Height of Land survey 
monitoring, 21/24 Height of Land stations visited at least twice in 2020, 20 stations visited twice; 3 visited once, 1 
visited three times. Total observation time 18.3 hours. Average observation time per station 23.9 minutes. Most 
sites accessed by helicopter this year. No caribou was observed. New program for 2020 noise monitoring pilot 
program to examine different noise levels at varying distances from the mine and potential affects for caribou and 
other wildlife. Set-up 9 noise monitoring stations in June and July. The recordings will be analyzed for sound 
pressure level patterns. The active migratory bird nest surveys were conducted prior to any land clearing on site. 
Takes place between May 31 and August 5 during nesting season. They did 13 surveys in 2020 covering 7.08 
hectares. Found one snow bunting nest, construction was postponed until chicks fledged. Raptor monitoring was 
conducted on site this year, 9 years now. This was done by Arctic Raptors Inc. & University of Alberta. They did 3 
raptor monitoring survey’s in June, July and August. They surveyed 175 nesting sites and found 42 peregrine falcons, 
47 rough-legged hawk, 86 empty nesting sites. Helicopter overflights program has been going on for a number of 
years. We used similar methodology looking at the GPS data from helicopters along with pilot flight tickets to 
determine compliance with the minimum flight height requirements set-out in project conditions. Additional 
compliance/flight data requested by TEWG, new analysis uses flight segments instead of only GPS points.  Found this 
easier to map and interpret, results presented in duration or % of total flight time. Will continue to analyze and 
report on compliance, including pilot rationale via flight tickets in 2020 report.  
GM: We were happy to do the programs we could this year, hopefully the COVID-19 challenges will be past us in the 
new year and we will be able to bring back our Inuit researchers in 2021 that have been working with us in previous 
years.   
BS: Slide 16, I don’t see any flights going south to Steensby Inlet. Did you have flights going down there? 

***ACTIONS*** 
1. Baffinland (Site Environment) to circulate to Working Group members ECCC-CWS and QIA the 

data on the chemical composition of DusTreat. 
2. TEWG members to provide Baffinland with feedback regarding sites for dustfall collection.  
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EK: This map is just for July, not sure if they were there for other months. Connor do you know if they flew to 
Steensby this summer?  
CD: Yes, it would be similar to 2019, we are just waiting on the data from our contractor and we’ll send that over for 
analysis (ACTION T-10122020-3) 
GM: BS - in terms of the response in the annual report, we are saying we are capturing and sharing the information 
as part of the MEWG but we aren’t going to officially report as part of the existing active phase of the Project, 
because we are not operating in Steensby Inlet, however we are happy to share that analysis.  
EM: When Steensby is operational. Baffinland summits an annual report to NIRB each year as part of the approval 
for that program and we provide information on the helicopter overflights specific to the Eqe Bay as part of that 
report.  
SL: Helicopter flights related to compliant versus no compliant and these figures, I can’t read the entire legend, I’m 
curious to separate out flights that are compliant only because the pilot provided an explanation for a non-compliant 
flight with those that are truly compliant and respected the set-back limits. I believe it was a request of the TEWG.  
EK: Yes, it was and I believe we did incorporate in the 2019 Annual Monitoring Report to the NIRB. We will have that 
for the 2020 report with 3 categories in the text of the report.   
SL: The reason we wanted to look at that was we were thinking what other mitigations might be possible to increase 
compliance based on height threshold. Is there a possibly to look at that detail in an upcoming meeting to have a 
focus discussion if there are other mitigations we can think about? 
EK: The flight height requirements, the flights aren’t going to change, we will include the breakdown of pilot 
rationales to break it down into specific categories such as surveying or low level flying or sampling or low level 
flying because of weather, or because of slinging. That will give a better idea of why pilots can’t meet the height 
requirements. EM or GM do you have any thoughts on that? 
SL: There are various reasons why flights may not achieve the height cut-off, is there any rational for giving a lower 
threshold guidance for shorter flights that can be met more easily? Is there a middle ground? I understand there are 
reasons where there are lower flight levels sometimes or why the flight target can’t be met. Can we have a closer 
look at the data so the pilots can achieve a minimum, maximum level? 
CD: Most of the operating constraints are around safety, from lift-offs, weather conditions and regulations in terms 
of slinging, passenger flights. 
PS: The issue was we were concerned because the compliance was so low. The suggestions were unreasonable, we 
were wondering if we could achieve better environmental outcomes by specifying more achievable targets for 
compliance, lower height flights. The idea was to create guidelines that balance environmental needs with practical 
reality.  
CD: We can take that back to our helicopter contractor and work with them and get their thoughts and circle back 
with EDI.   
GM: We can have a separate agenda item in a future TEWG meeting to discuss this further (ACTION T-10122020-4) 
EO: The dust collectors, does EDI have other collectors? Some are 2 feet, some 6 feet above the ground? Do you 
have anything for the ground level? The snow tracks, is there any documentation on how big the caribou is or was? 
How many have you documented in 2020 for the annual report? The MHTO is concerned about the number of 
helicopter flights. They seem to be scaring away caribou from our hunting grounds. I want you to limit as much as 
you can on our hunting grounds. 
LD: We sample at 2-meter height because that is the internal dustfall standard methodology we follow. We do 
monitor at ground level through our testing of lichen. We test the dust that comes off these lichen samples and 
potential containments that rinse off. It gives us a measure of what we are seeing in that dust.  We get the dustfall 
that travels from Site in the air. The higher it is the further it travels and we are trying to capture it. We hope the 
satellite imagery will help as well. 
CD: This caribou sighting was reported by our road maintenance department to dispatch and they called the Site 
Environment Department. We sent out a technician they mapped out the tracks and created this figure. We have 
dimensions of the track I would need to review our data. There were observations of the caribou quite some 
distance from the Tote Road around Km 94. When we are doing the snow track surveys at Site, all observations of 
animals are recorded in a data base and there are sheets around our buildings where employees can record 
observations as well as the environmental staff. 
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EO: I remember a lost calf running around your Tote Road area that was motherless and lost. 
CD: Offline if you can provide some details we can look into that. From our reporting data base, we don’t have 
record of that in 2020 and we do talk to some of the hunters that pass through. That is valuable information if you 
are able to share with us we will look into it. (ACTION T-10122020-5) 
GM: The use of helicopters - we are taking that information back with us, your point it noted.  
SL: Land surveys, did we integrate any of the suggestions made from the last meeting with independent observers? 
Invasive plants – did you only monitor that one site or a scan for other invasive plants? Do you have any results yet 
from the noise monitoring? 
GM: Regarding the noise monitoring we are still in the data processing phase; results will be available with 2020 
annual reporting. Height of Land (HOL) surveys were completed in June, thus by then the HOL surveys were 
completed. We were not able to bring in Inuit survey staff this year due to COVID-19 restrictions. Your comment is 
noted for next year. Any data related to invasive plants, in 2019 we did an entire survey that is typically done every 
3-5 years. This invasive species component was a follow up because we identified the tomato plants and we wanted 
to ensure it wasn’t an ongoing issue and we confirmed that it wasn’t.   
SL: I remember there were issues with the vegetation site potentially being wetter than the sites along the road. Did 
that get sorted out? 
EK: That is part of the analysis sampling we ran from last year. We looked at soil moisture and we incorporated that 
into the analysis. I believe she found it did not have an effect on the reference sites. I believe she clarified that with 
Paul. 
PS: Yes, she did follow up with me about the analysis and made some changes in response to our discussions. I don’t 
recall exactly what it was. 

 
Caribou Monitoring: Triggers and Strategies 
Relevant to Project Certificate Conditions 50, 51, 53, 54, 57, 58 
Meeting Objectives – Slides 2 - 4 
MS: Working on project since 2007, focus on caribou. Project objectives, how does caribou movement change, 
specifically crossing the road and rail. What with the effect of indirect habitat loss from the project? The study is 
informed by QIA and results from previous collaring studies with GN in late 1980s collaring data and 2008-2011 
Baffinland study. We are looking for the input from working group to give understanding of the study approach, 
specific study areas, required density that will require further study, and we need about 350 caribou in both 
northern and south study areas. We will need about 35 collared caribou per year to conduct a study. Caribou 
movement is a key part of the study and impact monitoring. It will become more important when the caribou 
density increases, as the elders say, when the big heard comes back, migratory movement. We will show you the 
work to help predict when that will happen based on the study. It is important to have the migratory movement so 
we can repeat studies seen elsewhere. We need the caribou interacting within the study area. The current density of 
caribou is too low for an effective impact study. Monitoring to date has been focused on further understanding of 
caribou behavior through traditional knowledge studies and through our reconnaissance data through ground-based 
surveys. The focus is, “when will Baffinland be able to study project effects on caribou?”  
Slides 5 - 17 

***ACTIONS*** 
3. Baffinland to provide TEWG members the data/analysis from helicopter contractor for 

review. 
4. Baffinland to include an agenda item on the practical realities of helicopter flight 

requirements and constraints as part of a future TEWG meeting agenda item. 
5. MHTO to provide any additional information on caribou possibly interacting with the Tote 

Road including dates on which these observations were made.   
6   
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GP: Slide 5 discusses the structure of the mitigation and monitoring plan. There are 3 different categories of the 
study. Baseline study include items where there is information missing on caribou but may not be directly related to 
Project-related impacts. Surveillance monitoring collects relative information that allows Baffinland to mitigate and 
manage impacts that interact with the project. Surveillance monitoring does not collect data beyond the project 
footprint. This is currently being conducted at Mary River. The focus of our work is the impact monitoring study 
which the potential of studying on caribou. They are mostly beyond the project footprint. Both the surveillance 
monitoring and impact monitoring form mitigation but in different ways and neither replaces the need for the other. 
North Baffin caribou are cyclical and are at a low, in a 60-year population cycle. The estimate is 315 caribou with 224 
in the Mary River stratum, 5.7 caribou/1,000 km (square); Density on North Baffin is very low to mainland herds. The 
2008-2011 collar data showed caribou that didn’t move much from the caribou range.  We were tasked to 
determine the number of caribou that would trigger an impact study that would address the key questions that 
were presented at the previous TEWG meeting. Changes in caribou movement, specifically across road and railway. 
Indirect habitat loss from project disturbance. At the last meeting we reviewed options for reviewing collaring data 
and different study designs. It was generally agreed that the GPS collaring program was the best data method. Once 
you decide the number of collars per year and the spatial distribution of these collars to be sampled.  Quantitative 
approach used elsewhere is the biased-correlated random walk. Used to quantify potentially important changes in 
movement: (i) how many days it takes to cross a feature, (ii) date of crossing infrastructure. Assumes caribou need 
to cross to access seasonal parts of their range (i.e., they are on a migratory movement).  We reviewed the 2008-11 
collar data and we expected changes in movement relative to project footprints, consider the ecological link to 
movement. Looking at the data it was clear there were differences in caribou behavior. We see differences in 
movements among different caribou. For example, some caribou shows migratory movement and other more 
nomadic type movement and others limited movement, resident caribou.   The classification of movement is 
interesting because we see caribou change by movement types. The migrant caribou start at the southern part and 
move north across Milne to Tote Road and spent the summer north of the Tote Road and in the fall crossed back the 
Tote Road and went back to the same location for the winter. The nomadic started in the northwest and moved 
down to the Rowley River and then moved along the river for a period of time. The resident spent the entire year at 
the same location.  The individual variation and movement in years, means we don’t see enough consistent 
migration to start studying the impact of the project on caribou movements. How many collared caribou do we 
need? Required start and destination, so the method is not applicable until caribou destinations are more 
predictable. We expect the caribou to migrate again once the densities increase. Based on recent studies elsewhere 
we see sample sizes around 15-20 caribou interacting with the structure. Until there is predictable migratory 
movement the focus of the impact monitoring study will need to be indirect habitat loss. 
Indirect Habitat Loss – Slide 18 
KB: Key question is related indirect habitat loss, zone of influence. Avoidance behavior near disturbance that makes 
habitat less desirable for caribou. We need a study specific to North Baffin land caribou. Based on ecology of local 
caribou and other studies, the most likely potential effect is avoidance due to sensory disturbance. We need to 
determine how many caribou we need to study, when and how to conduct the study.  Effective habitat is 
proportional to perceived quality of the habitat. Base habitat vs. disturbance model. Next step was, use existing data 
to inform the design of an Impact Monitoring study that will quantify indirect habitat loss. We used historical collar 
data (2008-11) to quantify indirect habitat loss. Use this data with two specific goals (1) determine the influence of 
(biased) sampling and study design (2) find the sample size that reduces variation in estimated effects. Key message, 
an impact study that will improve mitigation.  We conducted a study of indirect habitat loss.  
Slides 19 - 25 
KB: Key message is we can’t just collar caribou anywhere on North Baffin land. It must occur within a predefined 
study area that focuses on a specific footprint. Based on the low current densities on North Baffin Island this would 
not be possible. Densities must increase before we can quantify project effects at the population level. For effects at 
the individual level current surveillance monitoring is sufficient to identify and mitigate potential effects as individual 
caribou interact with the project. We have identified things we need to consider for the study design of a future 
impact study. Specifically, where the caribou need to be. They must be closer to the project. The sample size that we 
would need would be a range from 1 to 50 size.  We identified we would need 35 collared caribou per year. 350 
need to be within a caribou study area of a given footprint.  It will be important to identify 2 separate study areas, 



 

9 
 

north and south. We suggest 350 caribou be present in the North study area and require 35 collars per year and the 
same for the southern footprint. The density of caribou will need to increase by 5 times greater than the 2014 Mary 
River stratum density of 5.7 Km per 1,000 density square. Currently we have ground based observations. These 
include the HOL survey, incident observations, hunter observations, GN aerial surveys. When a condition is met, it 
would trigger an aerial survey that would inform us on caribou density in the area. These would be a collaborative 
effort specifically for estimating abundance and density and identify the trigger for future monitoring. When this 
condition was met it would lead to approximately 35 caribou being collared per year. We want to ensure an impact 
study and remove any guess work with mitigation. Effective mitigation that will reduce the risk harm to caribou and 
be well informed by the impact study. With a strong study design we can collect better data and the ability to 
quantify population level effects and a better targeted mitigation strategy that will be useful. 
The floor is opened for questions 
JR: Map on Slide 23, study areas identified and hoping for 35 collared animals and 350 in North and South study 
area. The study area looks like it is 40 Km buffer around. Knowing that North Baffin land are at a low right now. In 
those mainland migratory groups some of the recent work is identified going beyond 30 km, what would be the 
implications if the zone of influence is out to 30 km and there is very few animal and the road the railway the project 
is creating a level of disturbance. You might not see 350 caribou within that area for the future. The communities 
have identified that there are impacts now on individual and groups of animals. I don’t think it would be reasonable 
to not do any survey work until this threshold is met, we might not get there.  What if that is the impact? 
KB: You have to look at the mechanisms, I don’t see a clear link to a mechanism suggesting anything 40 km plus. The 
two scenarios that we ran indicate that if you sample caribou in a broad scale you are going to pick up spatial 
distribution that isn’t going to link to project effects. Right now, caribou are at a low density and we see that most 
are concentrated to that south east area moving further into the sub population. Most are residents as well. At low 
densities there is no clear way to link a sensory disturbance affect to those caribou. If densities are so low that very 
few caribou interact with the project in general, then surveying these methods are targeting mitigation for those 
individual interaction.  
JR: I do like this discussion is happening and was missing in the past. There are some items I don’t agree with. I 
would suggest if there are 240 animals in North Baffin study area, the composition studies in the past couple of 
years suggest that based on productivity and trend, there is likely an increase in North Baffin. There should be more 
than 240. The GN has continually pushed to say that the Height of Land survey is not being completed with enough 
of an effort to identify the impacts. I don’t believe 18 hours is enough to determine impact. 
MS: This discussion is about a study design for the collaring program that we are obligated to support for GN. We 
state that our Height of Land is not impact monitoring it is surveillance. Let’s bring the discussion back to what we 
are talking about which is an impact study design using collared data. 
JR: You missed where I was going with that, I thought the discussion was this project and the indicators, being Height 
of Land and survey’s and then doing abundance level estimates or aerial survey’s to determine the abundance 
within that region. Then a large scale collaring project.   
MS: JR - we are looking for input on what we have presented here for collaring design program. Do you have any 
specific input on that and can provide direction? 
JR: My question is what is the plan if those thresholds are not met? My concern is you may never get there. 
PS: I think we need to assume there will be an increase in density. The information we get is the populations have 
gone down and they are cyclical and at some point they will increase.  
SL: Wondering if you’ve thought about integrating some prediction of when the population numbers are likely to 
increase? JR’s point is we are looking at the trigger for an aerial survey would be multiple groups per survey per 
multiple efforts. From Height of Land survey, incidental observations and hunter observations. If we get a better 
local monitoring program in place that is tied to hunter observations from people that are regularly out on the land 
seeing those increases happening. If the Height of Land surveys never actually achieves much of seeing observations, 
to date they haven’t been very successful. If there are indicators that caribou numbers are increasing and yet we are 
not getting the numbers we expect to be seeing. If there was no influence of the railway we are not getting the 
numbers expected in the 40 km buffer zone. Can we think about what the implications would be? Mike, I think you 
are saying a collared survey within 40 km of the rail isn’t going to be an effective way to look at changes in 
movement patterns if you don’t get to the number of 350. But if you don’t get to that number and the numbers are 
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increasing elsewhere that suggests and effect as well. We need to think about those kinds of indicators that might 
trigger mitigations that are not captured in the system right now. 
KB: I have to look at all sources of evidence when making conclusions about the effects or the trigger for aerial 
surveys. GN has done composition surveys. There are hunter observations. Because there is an increase in densities 
further south east and that it is cause because of the project because there is no mechanism linking that conclusion. 
That is why a regional monitoring program might better understand what is happening in terms of habitat selection 
but that isn’t going to tell us what the project is doing. 
EM: There is not a linear relationship between the Height of Land surveys and current project effects monitoring 
being done in terms of surveillance and other projects such as aerial survey. There is valuable harvester data that 
will hopefully be shared with us and we will have an understanding if there is more caribou in the Project area or 
areas outside of the Project area. What other indicators should we be look at and become import. For example, 
continuing to do our noise monitoring. It isn’t just looking at a single study or data set to understand changes in 
habitat affected by the project. If we were seeing a growth in the population of the caribou in an area that wasn’t 
near the project site, we have the ability to go back to the baseline to understand that data.  
PS: I understand the power analysis to get at your sample size, but I didn’t get how you came to the conclusion that 
35 animals would achieve the necessary power to the conclusion that equates to a need for 350 animals in the study 
area as a trigger. What was the basis of that? 
GN: We were trying to see when those estimates would become reasonably precise. Going from 35 to 350 that is a 
logic leap and that is why we wanted to open to a discussion. For sample sizes, we are assuming that the population 
size is unknown but fixed and we are trying to get a representative sample. We are working backwards, at a 
reasonable guess that would allow 35 caribou to represent of the population acting with the project.  
PS: This is likely not clear for the group, I missed this part about 7 to 10 per group and that is the logical argument. 
You could achieve your state of precision with 35 animals in the study area and collaring all of them. The concern is 
that would not be a representative sample of the population. To be clear it is a logical decision not a statistical 
argument that 350 is the trigger rather than a number as low as 35 caribou in the study area. 
GN: That is correct. 
PS: I don’t disagree with the logic about group size I think that is a reasonable argument. 
MS: JR - we went for part of the GN collaring program we are finding group caribou sizes in the past 7 to 10 and 
maybe up to 20, usually smaller groups. Under collaring programs, you will only collar one caribou out of a group. 
That was part of the reasoning as well.  We are looking for at least 35 groups of caribou that size. 
BP: I don’t believe JR is on the call now. 
PS: Would it be problematically vague to stage your threshold more like that MS? Right now the numbers are too 
low, as the numbers go up we will make a determination of when they are a suitable level as a starting point.  
MS: It would still be 35 groups within the 40 km radius of the project. Maybe EO has more input on that. 
EO: I don’t see anything in this that involves Inuit knowledge. 
MS: If we started these studies and never talked to the communities and did our own aerial surveys we would have 
assumed that caribou was always at this low density. It would have been impossible for us to develop this kind of 
study. We know that the caribou will recover because we have been told that by the Inuit when the large herds 
come back, when the trails grow over, the caribou will come back. The premise of this study is based on Inuit 
traditional knowledge and faith that the animals will come back. If we did it without talking to the communities, we 
would assume the caribou were always 1,000 to 10,000 times lower density here than where these studies are 
successfully completed. This is all about long-term knowledge about caribou and we are just putting some science 
behind it from our understanding to support a monitoring program from a science perspective.  This is all about the 
science on top of the Inuit knowledge and everything we have learned from it.  
GM: EO - when we show you data from 2011 collared data is this representative of where you were seeing or where 
you were hunting caribou? Does that match recent history? 
EO: I see the maps. A lot of them are not even where we see various caribou. I’m having a hard time looking at this. 
It just doesn’t make sense, it seems like it is avoiding real numbers and impact. 
MS: EO - I understand what you are saying and all the graph and figures don’t represent what it looks like on the 
ground. I don’t think you would ever see any collaring program using designed to the extent. I agree we are at the 
limits of our scientific knowledge to predict what is going to happen.  
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SL: Wondering how much variation you saw in group size number and if there is any data on that. I would also like to 
talk about the 40 km area that you have identified. A detailed methodology document would be helpful to give us a 
chance to do a good review to understand the assumptions. There is very likely to be an effect of building this type 
of project on the caribou habitat. I think we have to be careful about being unwilling to accept any kind of impact, 
even if the impact potentially inflated by other things going on. There is going to be an impact and what can we do 
to lessen the impact as much as we can. I believe we should be focusing our efforts on that not trying to avoid any 
kind of responsibility for potential stages that are observed in the way the caribou are using the area around the 
railway and the mine. 
KB: To have the best kind of mitigation we need to fully understand what the impact is and the reason we have laid 
out this study design in detail. We will go into much more details about how we got to this in the report. The point is 
so we can clearly identify what the impact is and best mitigate it rather than guess what we should be doing. 
SL: The question about group size number and if data is available. 
GP: We got that number from the 2014 population estimate for North Baffin and that is where the 7 comes from 
and the 10 from local knowledge that we reviewed. That information if available in the 2014 survey report. There 
was a mean group size of 7 and not a lot of variation around that.  
MS: That is GN data that we have used and had available to us. This is the technical discussion about trying to figure 
out a study design to determine impacts. It isn’t about shifting responsibility it is about trying to make the right 
decisions based on all the information available to us. We are looking for direct technical feedback on this approach.  
GM: I think it is important that EO brought up the point of integrating Inuit knowledge and I think the question of 
mean group size is important. Is it reasonable to think group size is around 7-10 caribou, and whether they are 
variable or not will help us as well. EO - What are you seeing on the ground? 
EO: The most caribou we have seen on the ground is 35 animals in a group, this was last year. Most common is 
between 7 and 10-15 are most common numbers of animals seen. 
SL: I want to flag that we follow up with GN to check on group size numbers. I appreciate EO providing his 
perspective on it (ACTION T-10122021-6). 
PS: Can someone confirm there will be a technical report that will be circulated about this so we can comment in 
more detail? Is that correct? 
MS: Yes, there will be a detailed report. If there are any further information to provide on the questions, input on 
the approach, study areas, we talked about the caribou density and sample size. Suggesting the number of collared 
caribou. 
PS: A simple metric you could include is whether the proportion of the North Baffin herd using the Project area is 
different pre- and post-development. Are there pre-development surveys that are spatial?    
MS: No there are not.  
PS: In the technical report it would be helpful to accompany that with a review of some of the details of the other 
studies that are public information. From Meadowbank for example, also Porcupine Caribou herd from GPS to 
support this zone of influence and a study area in the 40 km range based on other studies. 
GM: If people are eager to see the reports, can you tell us if you are comfortable with what we have provided thus 
far and are now waiting for more details to review everything. Are you flagging anything in our approach or we’re 
good to move forward? 
SL: This has been really helpful to see this and it will be great to see the technical document. It would be nice to 
identify a trigger for what happens, for example observations from Inuit, are the numbers increasing elsewhere and 
you’re not getting the increase within the Project study area. What does that trigger? Is there something else we 
might like to think about doing? In terms of reviewing information from other locations, there might be some 
implications from some recent studies in Newfoundland on Caribou populations which show density-dependent 
changes and their nature. I will see if I can find that and send it your way. (ACTION T-10122021-7) 
GM: Great to have a bigger data set, I agree with you, please share that data. 
SL: What is the timeframe for releasing the technical reports? 
GP: Early February 2021. 
AHM: I think this is good discussion as JR said earlier, important. GN pushing the need for additional effort for the 
Height of Land, we have been commenting about that and snow track surveys. The comments, we do what we can 
when there is light. I would look to EO to confirm that if you took a ski-doo with a head light down the road track 
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during the hours of limited light, you’d still see animal tracks along the side of the road. Increasing efforts for these 
local impacts is really important.   
EO: Caribou don’t have a clock, they wander around all times of the day and night. 
GM: From our end there are certain limits on when surveys can be done (and safety considerations. CD – What is 
your perspective on this? 
CD: There was a discussion of why we switched from snowmobiles to trucks, our current methodology is from a 
truck from the road. Yes, around recent snow falls and then waiting within 24-hour period that we action that, we 
are limited to that. When those conditions are met we head out.  
MS: The use of snowmobile was the original design. You can’t select a path of travel like that if you are hunting. 
Simply too hard on the equipment to run transect parallel to the road. 
GM: Unfortunately, with our lengthy discussions, we are unable to discuss NRCan at this meeting, we will move that 
presentation to a future TEWG meeting. Thank you for your contributions today, appreciate your time. (ACTION T-
10122020-8 
 

 
Closing Out Notes 
• Please send around a list of key follow-up items that you captured and we will include that in the minutes. 

(ACTION T-10122020-9) 
• Thank you for coming today.  Meeting is adjourned. 
 

 
Tables that follow provide summary of: i) action items from current; status update on action items from 
previous (ii) June 24, 2020; (iii) February 26, 2020; (iv) June 20, 2019; and v) April 24, 2019 meetings. 
 

Table 1. Summary of action items from December 10, 2020 TEWG Meeting: 

# Action Action By Status Update 
1 Baffinland (Site Environment) to circulate to Working 

Group members ECCC-CWS and QIA the data on the 
chemical composition of DusTreat. 

Baffinland  Completed. Baffinland sent Safety Data 
Sheets (SDS) of DusTreat via emails to 
QIA and ECCC-CWS on December 10, 
2021 (also attached SDS to draft 
minutes for reference).  

2 TEWG members to provide Baffinland with feedback 
regarding sites for dustfall collection for 2021 baseline 
monitoring for proposed railway.  

All  In progress. Any additional feedback to 
be provided for consideration by 
Baffinland can be submitted as part of 
comments on draft minutes and 

***ACTIONS*** 
6. QIA to follow-up with GN to check on caribou group size numbers and report back to the 

group. 
7. QIA to look for recent studies in Newfoundland on Caribou populations and forward to the 

group. 
8. Baffinland to reschedule NRCan presentation at a follow-up TEWG meeting. 

***ACTIONS*** 
9. Request that TEWG members forward to Baffinland a list of follow-up items that were 

captured during meeting so that they can be captured in meeting minutes.  
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include reference to figure shown 
during meeting (see page 6 of BIM 
TEWG Update_Final_ENG.pdf/BIM 
TEWG Update_Final_IKT.pdf). 

3 Baffinland to provide TEWG members the 
data/analysis from helicopter contractor for review. 

Baffinland  In progress. Baffinland will provide an 
update through 2020 annual reporting 
efforts.  

4 Baffinland to include an agenda item on the practical 
realities of helicopter flight requirements and 
constraints as part of a future TEWG meeting agenda 
item. 

Baffinland In progress. To be discussed as part of 
a future TEWG meeting agenda item. 

5 MHTO to provide any additional information on 
caribou possibly interacting with the Tote Road 
including dates on which these observations were 
made. 
 

MHTO Not Yet Started. Baffinland has not 
received additional information from 
the MHTO regarding incidental caribou 
sighting(s) interacting with the Tote 
Road. MHTO to provide any additional 
updates as part of the review of these 
meeting minutes. Baffinland will also 
follow-up with the MHTO as part of 
future discussions. 
 

6 QIA to follow-up with GN to check on caribou group 
size numbers and report back to the TEWG. 

QIA (SL)  Not Yet Started. QIA to provide update 
as part of review of meeting minutes. 

7 QIA to look for recent studies in Newfoundland on 
Caribou populations and forward to the group. 

QIA (SL)  Not Yet Started. QIA to provide update 
as part of review of meeting minutes. 

8 Baffinland to reschedule NRCan presentation at a 
follow-up TEWG meeting 

Baffinland/NRCan Not Yet Started. 2021 meeting dates 
have yet to be scheduled.  

9 Request that TEWG members forward to Baffinland a 
list of follow-up items that were captured during 
meeting so that they can be captured in meeting 
minutes.  
 

All/Baffinland Completed. No follow-up items were 
received. TEWG to provide any other 
feedback through review of meeting 
minutes. 

 

Table 2. Summary of action items from June 24, 2020 TEWG Meeting: 

# Action Action By Status Update 
1 Baffinland to provide an update on 

the amount of Dust Stop® ordered 
for 2020. 

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland ordered 654 m3 for 2020. 
 

2 Baffinland will develop a tracking 
table that includes the 
recommendations made by 
members of the TEWG. 
 

Baffinland In Progress. Development of table remains under 
consideration. No formal recommendations have been 
submitted. 

3 Baffinland to consider holding a 
future engagement session on 
potential identification of migratory 
bird concentrations.  
 

Baffinland Not Yet Started. Baffinland will plan to have an agenda 
item dedicated to this item as part of a future TEWG 
meeting. 
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4 ECCC-CWS (PS) to follow-up 
internally on how the flight height 
guidance was developed. 
 

ECCC-CWS Not yet started. Baffinland will modify status based on 
input from ECCC-CWS following review of draft 
minutes. 

5 Baffinland to share copy of 
guidelines provided to helicopter 
pilots and passengers with regard to 
flight height guidance. 

Baffinland In progress. As part of a future TEWG meeting, 
Baffinland will discuss the various elements of the 
guidelines shared with pilots in advance of the 
upcoming 2021 field season. 

6 Baffinland to provide a figure 
showing potential locations for 
dustfall sampling for deviations of 
rail line.  
 

Baffinland Completed. As part of the December 10, 2020 TEWG, 
Baffinland shared and discussed proposed sampling 
locations for additional dustfall samplers.  

7 Baffinland to continue pursuing 
discussions with NRCan regarding 
dust monitoring techniques. 
 

Baffinland/NRCan In progress. As part of the December 10, 2020 TEWG 
meeting agenda, NRCan planned to present their 
research that is relevant to dust monitoring, however 
due to delays in the meeting schedule, the agenda item 
will be moved to a future TEWG meeting (TBD). 

8 Baffinland will explore the potential 
for Site Environment staff to track 
animal sightings in consideration of 
observer effort in 2020.  

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland Site Environment staff 
concluded that it is not feasible to adequately track 
observer effort. However, as part of this initiative, all of 
the environmental field staff are now provided 
incidental wildlife sighting sheets to improve tracking 
processes.  

9 Baffinland to consider other sources 
of noise such as wind speed in order 
to control for these factors as part of 
noise analyses.   
 

Baffinland Completed. Analyses completed as part of pilot noise 
study considered other sources of noise by identifying 
wind sound signatures in recordings. Specific details on 
the analysis will be provided as part of the draft 2020 
Terrestrial Environmental Annual Monitoring Report.  

10 Baffinland will distribute to the 
TEWG the 2019 flight tracks near 
walrus haulout in Steensby split by 
month, as done last year with 2018 
data. 
 

Baffinland Completed. Baffinland provided the 2019 flight tracks 
near walrus haulout in Steensby split by month as part 
of 2019 Annual Report to NIRB comment response 
from QIA 2019 AMR M&AE #15 (map provided in 
Attachment 2).   

11 GN (BP) to get insight from local 
biologist on specific questions that 
may need answering re. caribou 
behaviour, distribution, etc. 
 

GN In progress. GN biologist (John Ringrose) was able to 
join the December 2020 call and provide some 
feedback, however additional targeted discussions will 
need to continue into 2021 once data from the caribou 
monitoring analysis (triggers and strategies) is shared 
with the TEWG for feedback.  

12 MHTO technical advisor (AMH) to 
get additional insight from MHTO 
members on the “what was heard” 
re. caribou triggers 

MHTO In progress. No additional feedback was brought 
forward following the meeting however MTHO was 
present during the December 2020 call and was able to 
provide some comments on the progress. Additional 
discussions will need to continue into 2021.  

 

Table 3. Summary of action items from February 26, 2020 TEWG Meeting: 

# Action Action By Status Update 
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7 Baffinland to consider installing 
dustfall samplers at an alternative 
height (e.g., 0.5 m or 1 m) for a 
subset of locations once TEWG 
members provide scientific support 
(weight of evidence) for doing so.  
 

Baffinland/TEWG In progress. Action requires additional information from 
TEWG members for consideration by Baffinland before 
proceeding. It is also noted that Baffinland has added 
satellite imagery analysis to better assess dustfall 
extent. Results will be provided as part of 2020 
terrestrial environment annual reporting efforts. 

  

Table 4. Summary of action items from June 20, 2019 TEWG Meeting: 

# Action Action By Status Update 
9 Baffinland Site Environment team to 

consider revising hunter/site access 
protocol to ask hunters who come to 
site if they are amenable to 
participate in mapping caribou 
migration routes and travel paths to 
develop a more comprehensive 
database of this information. 
 

Baffinland In progress. Baffinland will discuss this request with the 
MHTO to better understand the possibility for moving 
ahead with this request. In the meantime, any input from 
the MHTO is welcomed as part of the review of these 
meeting minutes.  
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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 10 2020 
TEWG Meeting No. 
23 Minutes_Draft 

General It is QIA's expectation that draft 
TEWG 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 
TEWG 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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Name: Krupesh Patel 

 

Agency / Organization: ECCC  

 

Date of Comment Submission: April 8, 2021  

 

# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

1 

A.1 Dec 10 2020 
TEWG Meeting No. 
23 Minutes_Draft 

Caribou 
monitoring: 
Triggers and 
Strategies 

The following 3 comments from 
the minutes are referenced to the 
wrong individual. I believe they are 
meant to be referenced to KB: 
 

KP: You have to look at the 
mechanisms, I don’t see a clear 
link to a mechanism suggesting 
anything 40 km plus. The two 
scenarios that we ran indicate 
that if you sample caribou in a 
broad scale you are going to pick 
up spatial distribution that isn’t 
going to link to project effects. 
Right now, caribou are at a low 
density and we see that most 
are concentrated to that south 
east area moving further into 
the sub population. Most are 
residents as well. At low 
densities there is no clear way to 
link a sensory disturbance affect 
to those caribou. If densities are 
so low that very few caribou 
interact with the project in 
general, then surveying these 
methods are targeting mitigation 
for those individual interaction. 

 
KP: I have to look at all sources 
of evidence when making 
conclusions about the effects or 
the trigger for aerial surveys. GN 
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# Document Name Section 
Reference Comment Baffinland Response 

has done composition surveys. 
There are hunter observations. 
Because there is an increase in 
densities further south east and 
that it is cause because of the 
project because there is no 
mechanism linking that 
conclusion. That is why a 
regional monitoring program 
might better understand what is 
happening in terms of habitat 
selection but that isn’t going to 
tell us what the project is doing. 

 
KP: To have the best kind of 
mitigation we need to fully 
understand what the impact is 
and the reason we have laid out 
this study design in detail. We 
will go into much more details 
about how we got to this in the 
report. The point is so we can 
clearly identify what the impact 
is and best mitigate it rather 
than guess what we should be 
doing. 
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