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ᓯᖑᐊᐅᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕝᕕᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖓ ᓴᐅᓪ 
ᓴᐃᓐᑦ. ᒪᕇᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 1878 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1970−ᒧᑦ. 
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᖏᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.

1 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᕐᔪᐊᖓ ᓯᑏᕙᓐ ᕼᐊᕐᐳᕐ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᕐᔪᐊᖅ, “ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᓐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᖕᓄᑦ”, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ (ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᓃᑦ),  
 ᑲᓇᑕ, ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃ. 39th ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ., 2nd ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ., ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ. 142, ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ 110 (ᐋᑐᕚ: ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᕐᔪᐊᖅ, 11 ᔫᓂ 2008).
2 ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖓ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᕗᖅ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕋᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ: http://www.residentialschoolsettlement.ca/settlement.html
3 ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒎᖅᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔪᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ (23,425) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖑᓯᑎᒍᑦ (4,144). ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 
4 ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᕼᐃᐊᒃᑐᕐ ᓛᖏᕕᓐ, ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᓃᑦ, 22 ᒪᐃ 1883; ᑕᓐᑲᓐ ᑲᒻᕗᓪ ᔅᑳᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᐊ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓂ, (1920), ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᒃ, ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 10 ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ,  
 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 6810, ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᖓ 470-2-3, ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 7 ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖏᑦ 55 (L-3) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 63 (N-3), ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᔮᓐ ᓕᐊᔅᓕᒧᑦ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᕐᓂᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑕᒥᓂᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓄᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ  
 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ. (ᐋᑐᕚ: ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᕐᓂᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ, 1978) ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 114.
5 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑰᕗᖅ ᐊᒃᓱᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐆᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  
 ᓱᓕᓂᖅ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ, ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ. ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ (ᑐᕌᓐᑐ: ᔭᐃᒥᓯ ᓗᐊᕆᒧᕐ & ᑲᒻᐸᓂᖓ, 2015).

ᐅᓇᒻᒥᓇᙱᑐᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᑲᑉᐱᐊᑦᑕᐃᑦᑑᓕᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᐅᓴᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ ᖃᐃᔪᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᕗᖅ 

ᒪᑭᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᕗᕐᓗ ᓴᙱᔫᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ.1

ᑏᕝᕙ 19, 2007-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖓ (ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖓ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ) 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ.  ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖓ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᓄᐊᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᕐᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᖃᑎᒌᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᕐᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᖏᑦ.2

ᐃᓚᖓᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒦᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖅᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ 
ᖁᓄᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕋᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ, ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐊ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᙱᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 13 ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒎᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 26,700 ᖃᓄᐃᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ 27,800−ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᐊᖅᑖᑎᑦᑎᔪᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᓖᔪᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ $3.23 ᕕᓕᐊᓐ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔪᖃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ.3 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕿᒪᐃᔪᒥᓂᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᖕᓄᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ − ᓯᕕᑐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ − ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ − 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕿᒪᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕝᕕᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ:

1883-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑮᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᓱᕈᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ. ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 
− ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑯᕆᔅᑎᐊᓐ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ − ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓱᕈᓰᑦ ᐃᓚᒥᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖅᓵᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ “ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ”, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ “ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓕᐊᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ” ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᒪᑕ.4 1900-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 61−
ᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᖕᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᓂ ᓂᐅ ᕗᕋᓐᔅᕕᒃ−ᒥ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᕆᓐᔅ ᐃᐊᑦᕗᑦ ᐊᐃᓚᓐ−ᒥ. 1997−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᒪᑐᔭᐅᒐᒥᒃ, ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ 150,000-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓪᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᓱᕈᓰᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓯᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 140−ᖏᖕᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓂ..5

ᓯ

3ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



6 ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒡᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ: ᒫᕐᓖᓐ ᑲᓚᐅᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ  
 ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖓ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ (2004), 73 O.R. (3rd) 401 (CA).
7 ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᕆᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᕋᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᒥᐊᕆ ᐃᒫᑯᓚᑦ (1991); ᐋᓐᓕᑲᓐ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (1993); ᐳᕆᐊᔅᕕᑎᐅᕆᔭᓐ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (1994); ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (1998); ᐳᑭᖅᑕᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (2004).  
 1998-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ (ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ) ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ “ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ” ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᒡᒎᖅ “ᒪᒥᐊᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᒻᒪᑕ” ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ  
 “ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ” ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᓄᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.
8 ᑲᓇᑕ, ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ (ᐋᑐᕚ: ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖅᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 1996).
9 ᑲᓇᑕ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ (ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ), ᓴᙵᑦᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ: ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ (ᐋᑐᕚ: ᒥᓂᔅᑕ  
 ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 1998).
10 ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ (ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ), ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᖅ: ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ  
 ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ (ᐋᑐᕚ: ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  
 (ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ), 2000).
11 ᑖᒪᔅ ᑲᐅᑉᒪᓐ & ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖏᑦ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᒋᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ: ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ (ᑐᕌᓐᑐ: ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 11 ᐊᒃᑑᕝᕙ 2002).

ᐃᑯᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖁᓪᓕᖓᓂᒃ

ᖓᑖᓄᑦ 100 ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 100 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᑯᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᒌᙱᑦᑐᒡᒍᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓃᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓂ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᕋᑎᓪᓗ. ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓄᓪᓕ, 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᑕᖅᑲᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ. 
ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒥᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖁᓄᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ.

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᖅᑎᑦᑎᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ. 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᐃᑦ 20,000−ᖑᔪᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑦᑎᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃ 12 ᐊᒥᓱᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᖅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᓯᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑐᖃᕐᓄᑦ.6 ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᓚᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ. ᐊᑭᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.

ᑕᐃᒫᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᒃᑰᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᕿᒪᐃᓂᑯᒥᓂᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.  ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᓐᓂᕋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.7 1998−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ “ᑕᒻᒪᕈᑎᒋᔭᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓘᔭᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ” ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑮᖁᔨᔪᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ.8 ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᓂᒃ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ “ᑲᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ” ᐊᒻᒪᓗ “ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ”.”.9 

1998-99-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
“ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ” ᑐᙵᕕᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ.10 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᓴᖓᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ.11

2001-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑲᓇᑕ ᐋᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᖏᑦ, 
ᐋᖅᑮᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
2003-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓴᖅᑮᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᓂᒃ. ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ, 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ, ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ 7,600 ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑎᒎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓄᕖᕝᕙ 2003-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᑦᓯ 2007−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.

ᐅ

4 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



12 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᖕᓄᑦ (ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖓ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ: ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ  
 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ, 2004). ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᒥᓗᒍ ᑭ. ᒪᕼᐆᓂ, “ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ: ᐃᓄᑉ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ.”
13 ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖁᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐹᓕᐊᑦ ᕇᒐᓐ, ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒨᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓖᑦ: ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᑦ, ᓱᓕᔪᓂᑦ  
 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᕚᓐᑰᕗᕐ: ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓇᒻᐱᐊᒥ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖏᑦ 125-136.
14 “ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓯᑏᕝᕙ 19, 2007-ᒥ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᒫᑦᓯ 31, 2016-ᒧᑦ,” ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  
 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᖕᓅᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ−ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 19 ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2019, https://www.rcaanc-cirnac.gc.ca/eng/1315320539682/15715 
 90489978. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᙵᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑎᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ  
 ᐊᐃᑦᑑᓯᖓᑦ $1.9 ᕕᓕᐊᙳᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕋᒃᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑲᓪᓚᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ,  
 ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓄᑦ.
15 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ: ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓵᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔭᒥᓂᓪᓚᑦᑖᕆᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ;  
 ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᓱᕐᔪᐊᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᒐᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ; ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ “ᐊᓯᐊ ᐱᑲᒻᒪᑦᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ” ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ, ᐅᑉᐱᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᓂᕋᐃᔪᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕕᑐᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑲᔭᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᔭᕇᖅᑐᑦ. ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓵᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔭᒥᓂᓪᓚᑦᑖᕆᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ $250,000 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᙱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ.
16 ᑲᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᑏᕝᕙ 2, 2013-ᕈᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ,  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ (ᒥᔅᑕᔅᓯᓂ) ᐱᔭᒥᓂᐅᔪᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓯᑏᕝᕙ 19, 2012. 2018-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᓂ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔫᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 25, 2020, ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.   
 ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᕙᓚᑦ & ᑲᒻᐸᓂᖓ (ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓪᕘᑕᒥ, 2012) ᑐᓂᔭᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᐃᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ  
 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖓ ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ.

ᒥᓱᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᒻᒪᒡᒎᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑦᑎᙱᖔᕐᓗᓂ. ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᓂᒃᑰᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᑭᓖᓗᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᓱᒃᑲᓕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᖒᖔᕐᓂᕈᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᑦᑎᒍᑎᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᒃᓴᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᓈᙱᒍᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑕ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ, ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐅᑉᐱᕐᓂᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᒐᑎᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑎᕆᓂᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓂᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᙱᓗᐊᖅᑑᔮᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ.12

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓵᖓᓅᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 2005-ᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ.13 ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ 
ᓂᕈᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓇᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ 40 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.

ᐊ

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᒪᐃ 2005-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ, 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓅᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᓂᑦ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᐃ 10, 2006-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓄᑦ ᖁᔭᓈᕈᓐᓇᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ − ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᖏᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᑯᒃᑯᑎᖒᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ − ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᒃᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᓯᑏᕝᕙ 19, 2007−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ ᐊᑑᑕᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᓇᓕᒧᒌᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒎᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. 
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᒪᒥᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕈᑎᖏᖕᓄᑦ. 

ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖅᑲᖓᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ 
ᑎᓰᕝᕙ 31, 1997−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ $1.6 ᕕᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓐᓇᐸᓘᓪᓗᑎᑦ $20,457.14

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᖁᓄᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᕋᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
$275,000 ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ.15 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᓯᑏᕝᕙ 19, 2007-ᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍᓗ ᓯᑏᕝᕙ 19, 2012-ᒧᑦ.16

Phil Fontaine

5ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



17 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ 2008 (ᐋᑐᕚ: ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ, 2008), ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 11

26,000-ᕌᖅᑎᖅ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ.

ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ:

ᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᑎᑭᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᒻᒪᕆᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᕐᔫᒥᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑐᙵᕕᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᐊᓗ, 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᖏᑦ:

ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ: ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᓂᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ:

• ᓇᓕᒧᒌᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑑᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᖁᓄᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ,  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᓱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᕋᔭᒃᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᒻᒧᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ;

• ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ  
 ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐱᑲᒻᒪᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ;

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᓱᓕᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  
 ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐱᕋᔭᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ

ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ: ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 
ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᑎᒎᕋᓱᐊᖅᓯᓐᓈᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ. 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, “ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᙱᓚᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᙱᓚᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.” 

ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᖅ − ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖅ: ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᓗᓂ.  
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ: 
“ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᙱᓚᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᕋᔭᑦᑕᒥᓃᑦ: 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᖃᑎᒌᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥ.”17

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᕕᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕᒫᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ. 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑐᓅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ, ᑐᓵᔨᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᒥᓂᒃ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒥᓂᒃ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖃᕈᒪᙱᒃᑯᑎᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᖅᑐᕈᒪᒻᒪᖔᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᕐᓇᐅᖁᒍᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᖁᒍᓂᐅᓪᓗ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖓ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᓈᓚᑦᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᓵᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒦᑦᑐᖅᑎᑑᖓᒐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓲᖏᖕᓂ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓲᕐᓗᒃ 
ᐳᔪᖅᑎᕆᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᙱᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ. 

ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑐᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᓱᓕᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᒐᐃᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᓈᓚᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥᓗ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᕝᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑕ ᖄᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑉ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᓐᓂᕋᐃᒍᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓗᓂᐅᒃ, 
ᐃᓚᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ “ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ” 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂ.

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒡᒍᑏᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᓐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒦᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᖃᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᑭᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐅᖄᓚᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ 
ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᓕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑉ 
ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐊ

6 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎ ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓗᑎᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᑎᕙᖦᖢᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᒪᓗᓂ ᓈᑎᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ.

ᑕᕐᕆᔮᒃᓴᖅ, “Telling Your 
Story” (ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᕆᓗᒍ), 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᑭᓱᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ.

ᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖏᑦ: ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᑐᖔᓃᒃᑲᔭᙱᒻᒪᑕ 2,500 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑕ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓃᒃᑲᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓗ ᑕᖅᑭᓂᑦ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᒥᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᐅᒃ “ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑭᖑᕙᓗᐊᕌᓗᙱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ” 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖕᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖓ ᐊᓂᒍᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.18 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 30 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓈᓚᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᓅᖓᔪᓂᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 45 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ.19 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᖓᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᒻᒪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒧᑦ “ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑑᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ.”20

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ: ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕈᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᔪᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᖅ, 
ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑕᐅᒻᒥᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 
ᐊᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔪᒥᓂᑉ, 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᕋᒥ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ (ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᕐᓇᑎᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᒪᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ) ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᑖᕐᓗᓂ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᓴᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ. ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᓇᓕᐊ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ. 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᕆᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐃᓅᔪᓐᓃᓛᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᖅᑐᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.

ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, 
ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᓗ, ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓵᑦ 
ᑖᒃᓯᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᒻᒥ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐃᓅᓕᓴᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᑲᒪᒋᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑉ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑦᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᕋᔭᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ.21

ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ, ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᖅᑳᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖅᓴᐃᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᔪᑉ 
ᕿᒪᒃᑲᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᑎᒎᓈᖅᓯᒪᖔᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖓ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒃᓯᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ.22 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᐳᖅ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔨᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ.

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ: ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑲᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒡᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓂ ᓈᓚᖁᔨᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖃᕈᒪᓂᖓ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ. 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕐᕆᔮᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓖᑦ 
ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒧᑦ.23

ᐊ

18 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 6.03
19 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑭ, ᐃᓚᖓ III (k) (ii). ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓐᓂᕈᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓵᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔪᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᕋᔭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ  
 ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑭ, ᐃᓚᖓ III (b) (ii)).
20 ᕙᓐᑕᐃᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ), ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒥ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖃᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ 00-CV-192059CP, ONSC, 8 ᒫᑦᓯ 2007, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ 18 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 19.
21 ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2013-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒐᒥ “ᓱᒃᑲᓕᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓚᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ” ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᙱᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
22 ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓᑐᐊᖅ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ. ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᕋᔭᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ.
23 ᑕᕐᕆᔮᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᕋᑖᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕘᕋᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᒃᑰᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

7ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



24 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᒥᓂᕆᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᓄᑦ,  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.
25 ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ  
 “ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ”, ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ: ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ, 12 ᒫᑦᓯ 2014, http://www.iap-pei.ca/pub-eng.php?act=factsheets/church-role-eng.php.
26 ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓵᒃᓴᒥᓂᕋᓗᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔪᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ: ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔭᕇᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ. ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᒻᒧᑦ, ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔪᓅᙱᖔᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᕋᐃᒐᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ.

ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᖏᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐳᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᓂᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓᑎᒍᑦ.

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᓕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖁᑎᒧᑦ 
ᐸᑎᒻᒥᔅᓯᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖔᕈᒪᒍᑎᑦ ᓇᖅᑐᕋᓕᑉ ᓱᓗᖓᓄᑦ 
ᓈᓚᓐᓂᖏᖕᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.

ᓚᒃᑕᐅᕝᕕᑉ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓ ᐋᖅᑮᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓖᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ, 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔩᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᖏᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᕈᒪᒍᓂ.24 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᑉ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᖏᖕᓂ, 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᓂ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᒻᒥ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ, ᓈᓚᒡᕕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕖᑦ ᕕᓂᐱᒡᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕚᓐᑰᕗᕐ−ᒥ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᑕ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ. 

ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓅᖅᓯᒪᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ, ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓ 
(ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ), ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ. 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ ᓂᕈᐊᕈᓂ, 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᒃ, ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎ, 
ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᓵᔨᓗ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ. 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ 
ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᑉ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓲᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒃᑲᔭᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ, 
ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᑉᐸᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ; ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᔪᕆᖅᓱᐃᔨᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᓐᓂᕈᓂᓗ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᒪᓐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ.25 ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᙳᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᒻᒥᒃ.

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᒪᓐᓂᕈᓂ, 

ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑉ 
ᐅᑉᐱᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᐃᙱᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᓂ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᓂ, 
ᐱᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐲᔭᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᒡᓗᕈᓯᖅ ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐲᔭᐃᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᖅᑐᖃᖔᖅᑐᓂ. 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖁᑎᒧᑦ 
ᐸᑎᒻᒥᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᓱᓕᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᖅᑐᕋᓕᑉ ᓱᓗᖓ, 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᓕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᓗ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. 

ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ. 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᒧᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᑕᐃᓐᓇᑐᐊᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ 
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑐᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᕋᓂ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᒻᒪᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᒪᓐᓂᕈᓂ 
ᓄᖅᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᒪᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᐃᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᒪᑐᓯᒍᑎᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᕝᕕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓲᖑᒐᓗᐊᕐᓗ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕇᕐᓗᑎᑦ,  ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᒃ ᐅᓪᓘᓐᓄᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ 
ᓈᓚᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᓪᓗᑎᑦ.26

ᓈ

8 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



27 ᑕᒪᒃᑭᑎᒎᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᓲᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔫᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᙱᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᒍᓂ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒻᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔪᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᐸᓯᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖁᔨᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᑕᒻᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔪᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᑐᑎᑦ  
 ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑐᐊᖅ.
28 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓗᐊᖅᐸᙱᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓗᐊᙱᓪᓚᕆᑉᐸᑦᑐᑎᑦ, “ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓴᙱᓂᖃᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ” ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᖅᑕᐅᖔᕐᓗᓂ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᑕᐃᑰᓈᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᓐᓇᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓐᓂᙱᑉᐸᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ.   
 ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑦᑎᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᔨᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᖕᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑳᖅᑕᐃᓐᓇᕆᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ.
29 ᑖᒃᓯᔅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᓚᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

ᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕋᔭᑦᑎᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐱᑲᒻᒪᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓗᓂ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ. ᐱᕋᔭᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔭᐅᙱᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᒪᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᒥᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ: 
ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᒥᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 
ᑐᓂᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐱᑲᒻᒪᑦᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑉ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᖃᕐᓂᕋᐃᓗᓂ. (2009-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᖑ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ, “ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎ” ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ. 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ 
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ.)

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 
ᖃᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ. 
ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᒥᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ 
ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 
ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑕᑐᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᒫᑦ. 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᕐᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᓂᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒫᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᕐᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒥᔫᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᒃ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᖅ.27 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑕᐅᖁᔨᔪᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ 
ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᒻᒦᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᓇᕿᑦᑕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᓂᐱᓕᐊᒥᓃᑦ. ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑎ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓐᓂᕈᓂ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔫᒃ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖁᓐᓇᕐᒥᔫᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑉ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᒻᒪᕆᓐᓗᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒧᑦ. ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓂᑉ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᒐᔭᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᒧᑦ; 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓂᖓ 
ᑕᐃᑯᙵᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.28

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᒍᓂ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᒍᓂ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ 
ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᓐᓂᙱᒃᑯᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᑖᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒫᓂ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ − ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
− ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᑉ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᕌᖓᑦ, ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑉ 
ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᓂ, 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᒻᒦᙶᖅᑐᑉ 
ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ.

ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᒋᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
15-ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒻᒧᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᒋᒋᐊᓕᒥᓂᕐᒥᖕᓄᑦ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓖᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑖᒃᓯᔅ ᐃᓚᒍᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ.29 
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨ 
ᐊᑭᓖᒋᐊᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
30%−ᒋᕙᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒥᓂᖏᑕ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓖᓗᓂ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒥᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖁᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ. 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔭᒥᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᑎᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ.

ᐊ

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ

9ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



30 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓗᐊᖅᐸᙱᓪᓚᕆᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᕐᓗ − ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓ − ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑐᖔᓃᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 15% ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒥᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ. 
31 ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓕᕌᖓᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᓕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᓂᑦ.
32 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖅᑲᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ (ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 15), ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᕈᓐᓇᓕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ  
 ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ $250,000-ᓂᑦ. ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ ᕿᒪᐃᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑉ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖔᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖔᕈᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ; ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᕗᑦ.
33 ᕙᓐᑕᐃᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ (2007), ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1, 2, 4, 12 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 13.

ᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓯᒪᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᕿᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ “ᐱᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ”. ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᕈᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᑉ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᖅᑐᐊᓘᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ, 
ᓴᙱᓂᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ.30 
ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᐴᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓂᐅᓂᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓂᖅ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒧᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ.

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖓ

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᓕᐊᒥᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐋᖅᑮᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᓂᒃᓴᖏᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ.

ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ: ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᙱᓂᖅᑖᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ.31 ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑰᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖔᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙶᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᓕᒫᖔᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖔᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙶᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑉ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᖔᓕᖅᑐᓂ.32 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎ 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑎᓯᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨ−ᐅᔪᒥᒃ “ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓂᖏᖕᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ.”.33

ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒥ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨ: ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ (ᑯᕌᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᖏᑦ) 

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ.

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ: ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ, 
ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ, ᒨᕐᑦᓴᓐᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᖅ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᓈᓚᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᓯᓐᓈᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᕐᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᒌᔾᔪᒥᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ.  ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖅᑳᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᑉ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᖓ 
ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ: ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᓂᒃ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ: 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ), ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓ (ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᙶᖓᔪᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨ), 
ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ (ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᒃᓯᕋᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓃᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐳᕌᑎᔅᑎᐊᓐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᖏᖕᓂ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ. 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᑎᓕᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᒻᒥᖕᓂᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ:

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ  
 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ

ᓈ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᐹᖅ

10 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



34 ᔫᓂ 2008 ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᙵᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓄᑦ (ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ), ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᒡᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ ᑕᐃᑯᙵᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ  
 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊ (ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ). ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊ (ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ) ᐊᑎᖅᑖᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  
 ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 2019-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕕᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᓕᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᕈᖅᑐᑎᒃ, ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᒡᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ−ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᑖᓐ ᓴᐱᐊᕈ (ᓴᐅᒥᐊᓂ, 2013-2021) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᓐ ᐃᔅ (2007-2013) ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᓚᐅᖅᐴᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᑎᐊᑦ ᕼᐃᐅᔅ (ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ) ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᓂᒃ

ᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ

• ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑎ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ, ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑳᑐᓐᕌᒃᑦ−ᖏᑦ

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ

• ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑉ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᑉ  
 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑉ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ

• ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ  
 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ

• ᐅᐊᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᓕᕆᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ. 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑎ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ: ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᓄᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ ᓵᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑏᓐᓇᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑮᓗᓂ 
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᑉ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓵᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ: 

• ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᓯᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑎᓕᓯᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒃᓴᓂᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ;  
 ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᑉ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᖏᖕᓂᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓗᓂ  
 ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᙱᑦᑐᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ

• ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑲᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ

• ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖁᔭᐅᓕᕋᐃᒍᑎᑦ

• ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓ

• ᓈᓚᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ  
 ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

• ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ  
 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ, 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑦ ᑐᖏᓕᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᕐᒥᒃ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓈᓚᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ.

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ: 
ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᕐᒥᒃ. ᑐᑭᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ; ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᔪᓂᑦ; 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ; ᐋᖅᑮᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ; ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᓂᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᐸᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ.. ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖃᑦᑐᓂ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖏᑕ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑕᖃᓕᕌᖓᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒧᑦ.34
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ᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ: ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᖏᖕᓄᑦ. ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᓯᖏᖕᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᐸᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᕐᓕ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓐᓂᙱᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᑉ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᓕᒫᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᖅ

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᕆᖔᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᙱᑦᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᖕᓅᖓᔪᒥᒃ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ. ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᐃᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ; ᐊᕐᓇᐅᖁᒍᓂᐅᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᖁᒍᓂᐅᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ; ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᒻᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᕈᒪᒻᒪᖔᖅ, ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᕐᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᒥᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᕈᒪᒍᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᓈᓚᖁᒻᒪᖔᕐᒥᐅᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓵᔨᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓯᒪᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑉ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ. ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕈᓐᓂᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᐋᖅᑮᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓗᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᓅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ.

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦ − ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
− ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑐᖃᕐᓂᓕᒫᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᓂᒎᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᑰᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᒻᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓗᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᑉ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᑦᑐᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 24−ᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᖃᓗᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖄᓚᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ. 

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ 
ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔭᖓ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ 
ᓇᒃᓴᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓲᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᙱᓂᖅᑖᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖓ. ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐃᒡᕈᓯᑉ 
ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑲᐅᔫᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᑲᕐᕆᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᓕᒫᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᑲᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᓂᐊᓂᖔᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ ᓵᙵᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᓯᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᙱᖔᖅᑐᖅᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᐅᓯᖃᕋᓂ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑉᐱᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᖃᓇᖅᑑᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ.

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᑎᒎᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎ ᑎᐊᕕ ᓯᓕᐊᓐ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᑲ

12 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



35 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ: ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖏᑦ, (ᐋᑐᕚ: ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ, 2012), ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 4.; ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ  
 ᕼᐃᐅᓪᓵᑉᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ, “ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑳᒧᕋᓐ ᕆ. ᐊᔭᕆᐅ, ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑎᓴᒪᖓᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ,” ᑐᓂᔭᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  
 ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ (2012).
36 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔮᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐅᔪᕉᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ 25,000 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓚᐅᒃᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ: ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᒪᕼᐆᓂ, “ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ”, ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 513.
37 ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᒐᔭᕋᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖓ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ, ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ 38,275.
38 ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓗᑦ 90−ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ. ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᖐᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᓪᓕᕐᒥ.

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕈᑎᑎᒎᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᖕᓂᒃ ᓚᓐᑕᓐ, ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥ.

ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑎᒎᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑦ−ᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 100−ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ:

006-ᒥ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2012−ᒧᑦ, ᑎᓴᒪᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑕᖃᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ 

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᓂ. 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ; 
ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖓ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ; ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᑉ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖏᑦ. ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᓚᕖᓴᓂᑦ; ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑎᑦᑎᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖏᑦ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐳᓛᕆᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑑᑏᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, 
ᐅᐃᕖᑎᑐᑦ, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓐ, ᓯᒡᓕᑐᑦ, ᐅᔨ−ᑯᕇ, ᑎᐊᓇᐃ (ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖃᕈᓯᓖᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᒍᐃᑦᔅ’ᐃᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒡᕆ), ᐅᔨᕗᐊᐃ, ᐃᓐᓄ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑎᑲᒥᑯ. 
ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ, ᑎᓴᒪᐃᓕᖅᑲᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 98%−ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂᒃ 14−ᕌᖅᑎᖅᑐᑎᑦ.35

ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᒥᒃ, ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
400 ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᖐᖕᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᒧᒥᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᓱᓕᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᑕᕐᕆᔮᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓖᑦ ᑭᓱᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑐᖃᓕᕈᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᐃᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ.  ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒥ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ 
ᐊᑭᖃᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᕕᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ. 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓃᙶᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᕌᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ:

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓇᓚᐅᒃᑖᕆᐊᙵᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓘᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕᒎᖅ 12,500−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓯᑏᕝᕙ 2012 ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖓᓂ.36 ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 12,500 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2009, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑖ ᓇᓪᓕᕐᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ 37,800 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᓕᐅᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.37 ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᐊᓗ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᒐᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ 2,500−ᖑᔪᓂᑦ 
ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓗ ᑕᖅᑭᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ “ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑭᖑᕙᓗᐊᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ”, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓯᑏᕝᕙ 2013 ᐊᓂᒍᓚᐅᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ, ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ 12,500 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 2012-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 4,100-ᖑᔪᑦ.38 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑐᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ.
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ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᖓᓂ.

ᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᕐᓇᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖃᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᐅᐃᕖᓂᓪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖃᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ.39 ᐊᒥᓲᓛᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ 100 ᓈᓚᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ, 
8−ᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑉ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑦ−ᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᑦ. 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
ᑎᓴᒪᐃᕋᖅᑎᖅ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ.

ᐋᖅᑮᒍᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ:

ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᕐᒪᒍᓕ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ. 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᓂᑦ 
ᑲᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ.

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ:

ᖃᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᖅᓯᒪᙱᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ, 
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ − ᓲᕐᓗᒃ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ, ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ 
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ − ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ. ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, 
2013 ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖓᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓗᓐᓂᒃ 
9,000 ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑭᖑᕙᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ, ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐋᓪᕘᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᕙᓐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᑲᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ.

ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑉ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ 
ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᖅ “ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ” 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕖᑦ 
ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᓕᖅᑐᑦ; ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᙱᔅᓲᔭᓕᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᑦ 
ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ 
ᖁᔭᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓕᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ 
90%−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ.

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᓚᐅᙱᓪᓚᑦ. ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᓚᐅᙱᓪᓚᑦ ᖁᔭᓈᖅᓯᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᖃᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ 
ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓂᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᓱᓕᓂᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓚᐅᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 2011-ᒥ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑉ 
ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ ᓇᓚᐅᒃᑖᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 1,000−ᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒋᑦ 
1,500 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᒐᑎᑦ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ.

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑉ 
ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ, ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓯᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᓄᑖᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᓰᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2014-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᒃᒃᑯᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ “ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ”.

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖅᑲᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᙵᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑲᔪᓯᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᙱᒃᑯᑎᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑉ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᖓᑕ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᓯᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ.

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᒃᑯᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑉ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓ, “ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ” ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ 
ᐱᓗᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 
ᐋᖅᑮᓗᓂ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑉ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖃᕋᓗᐊᕈᑎᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖃᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
“ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᓕᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ” 
ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂ, ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᖁᔭᓈᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒧᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᒧᑦ.

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃ 60−ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑯᙵᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒨᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓈ

39 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖃᖁᔨᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ;  
 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ. ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑳᑐᓐᕌᒃᑦ−ᖑᔪᑦ “ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ” ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑮᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑎᒍᑦ.  
 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ 25%−ᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᑐᒋᑦ.

14 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



40 ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖔᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕐᒥᓗᓂ ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒥᓃᑦ  
 ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ.
41 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭ, ᐅᐃᒍᖓ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᓱᓕᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔮᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᕋᓱᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.
42 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 4,500-ᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᒥᓂᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒥᓂᖏᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓯᒪᔪᑦ:

ᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᒻᒪᔮ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᑉ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐅᔪᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᒐᒥ 300−ᐸᓘᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᓂᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ, 
ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒦᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᒃᑯᕕᒻᒥ, ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᔪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ 
ᓅᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᑖᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖏᖕᓄᑦ. 

ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓇᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ “ᓇᓂᔭᒃᓴᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ” 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᓂᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᖃᒻᒪᕆᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᓇᓂᓯᒐᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᓐᓈᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᑲᙳᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ, ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᕿᓂᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᒻᒦᑦᑐᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖅᑳᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑖᕋᓱᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᖕᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐅᑯᐊ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒋᓂᐊᕋᒥᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑉ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᖓᓂ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦ, ᐸᓖᓯᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕋᓱᐊᖁᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑎᓕᓯᔾᒧᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ, 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕋᐃᑉᐸᑕ ᓈᓚᒃᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖓᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᒻᒪᖔᑕᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓐᓂᕈᓂ, ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᖓ 
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᖁᑎᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᓂᖅ 
ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᒃᑯᓂ, ᑭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓂᕐᓂᕈᓂᓗ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᖓ 
ᓅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ.

ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2019-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᕗᖅ 841-ᓄᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ 771−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑲᒻᒪᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ.40 ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓕᒫᑦ, 546−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ 
ᓇᓂᔭᒥᓂᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ.

ᐊᑭᓕᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖃᑎᒥᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᕋᔭᒃᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ:

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᕈᓰᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕝᕕᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᓃᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖃᑎᒥᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᑭᓕᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᒡᒎᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᒪᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᒋᐊᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖃᑎᒥᓄᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂᐅᒃ, 

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ: 

“ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᐱᑲᒻᒪᑦᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᑎᔭᒥᓄᑦ, ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑐᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐱᕋᔭᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᐱᕋᔭᒃᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᖓᓄᑦ.”41

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᙵᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒥᓂᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᕋᔭᑦᑐᖃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ.42 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑉ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᑭᓕᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖃᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᐱᕋᔭᒃᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᒪᐃ 2013-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᓐᓇᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ, ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᓄᑐᐊᖅ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑲᒻᒪᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᑐᐊᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᒥᓃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᒻᒪᑕ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᕐᓕ, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᒪᐃᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᕋᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑎᓰᕝᕙ 2013-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ “ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᐱᑲᒻᒪᑦᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ” 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᑖᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᒐᔭᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ. ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓗᓂ, ᓯᑏᕝᕙ 
2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᐅᔪᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᒃ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᕐᒥᒃ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᒡᒎᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒪᑕ “ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓇᓕᒧᒎᑦᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ” ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓐᓂᕐᒪᑕ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᖁᔭᓈᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᙱᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᙱᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᒥᓂᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ 
− ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᒋᐊᙵᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
− ᓴᖅᑭᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᑲᒻᒪᑦᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᓂᖅ. ᑲᓇᑕᑉ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᑐᐊᕉᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᓴᙱᓂᖃᖅᑐᑑᒻᒪᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᒃᓴᖏᖕᓂᑦ.

ᐊ

15ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



ᕕᓂᐱᒡ ᓈᓚᒡᕕᖓ

ᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒫᑦᓯ 2018-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑲᓇᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᒋᒡᒎᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑎᒥᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑲᒻᒪᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᔭᓈᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐱᑲᒻᒪᑦᑕᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᒥᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒐᐃᒍᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᖏᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓯᓚᑖᒍᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂ.

ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ:

ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᑐᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐅᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕᒎᖅ. 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓕ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ. 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔮ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ. ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ, 
ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑉ ᓘᒃᑖᖓ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓗᐊᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᒻᒪᖔᑕ.

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᑕᖅᑭᑯᑖᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒐᒥᒃ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᑕᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖓᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ, 2012−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ “65−ᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᙱᒻᒪᖔᑕᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒥᒃ” ᐋᖅᑮᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᒃᑲᑕᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᖏᑕ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ. ᐆᑦᑐᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ 
ᓂᕐᕙᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᑦ. ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᖅᑮᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ, ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ 140 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑎᒍᑦ. 

ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓱᒃᑲᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ, 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᑕᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ) ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒪᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ 
ᓱᒃᑲᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔨ 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖓᑕ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ. ᐋᖅᑮᓕᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ. ᓱᒃᑲᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓕᕋᔭᖅᐳᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᖅᓯᒪᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍᓗ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᓱᒃᑲᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕕᖓ “ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᖅᓯᒪ”ᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ 
ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᑦ. 

ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᖁᔭᓈᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓇᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ:

ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒍ 2011-ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖑᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 20%−ᖑᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑕ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 40%-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᔭᓈᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᔭᑦ 10 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᖓᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᒧᑦ. 
ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓇᒍ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᐸᙲᓐᓇᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᙱᑦᑐᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᖅᑭᙲᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ. 2013-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᖁᔭᓈᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐋᔩᕋᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᒐᒎᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2015-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᓕᒃ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᙲᓐᓇᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖓ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ.

ᐃ

16 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



43 ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᒥᒃ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᓪᓕ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ.
44 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑎ, ᐃᓚᖓ III m (i) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (ii)

ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐋᔩᕋᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ:

ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ:

ᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 

ᐋᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂᒃ, 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑑᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᕐᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ, 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ, ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ. 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᒧᒪᔪᓪᓕ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᖁᔭᓕᒐᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᒍᑎᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓄᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, 
ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᕐᒥᔫᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ. ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓈᑎᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ.

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ 
ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2010-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ 
ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᒧᑦ. ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕋᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ 
ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ; ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ; ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ 
ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ 
(ᐱᑕᖃᕈᑎᑦ) ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓕᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᕐᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ 
ᓈᓚᓐᓂᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ.43 ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ; 
ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔪᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐃᕙᑎᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ; ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎ ᓱᓕᔪᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᑦᑑᔭᕌᖓᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ 
ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐳᖅ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᒧᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓗᐊᕌᓗᒃᐸᓚᐅᙱᖦᖢᓂ.

ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ:

ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒍᓯᖓᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ 
ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ.   
ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓ 
ᑐᙵᕕᖃᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑎᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑉ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖓ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
572 2011-ᖑᑎᓪᓕᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒻᒪᕆᓕᖅᖢᑎᑦ 742 
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ, ᐋᔩᕋᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᓂᑦ 4,400 ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖑᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓘᓪᓗᑎᑦ 13−ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᕋᕋᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 99-ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔩᕋᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ.

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ:

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ: “ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ... ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
ᓈᓚᓐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᓲᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.”44 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖏᓕᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐅᐊᐊᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᓈᒪᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᔾᔫᒥᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᓂ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ.

ᓴᙵᑦᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᔾᔫᒥᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖓᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ 11-ᓂᒃ 
ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ, 10-ᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒧᑦ

ᐊ

17ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



45 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ, “ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᑖᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖓ  ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᖓ?”
46 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᒪᓂᖓ 00-04-A, ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 19-20, 2000.
47 ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ. ᕙᓐᑕᐃᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), 2012 ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ 839.
48 ᕙᓐᑕᐃᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), 2014 ᒫᓂᑑᕙᒥᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ 113.

ᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, 2010-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᐃᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ 

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕈᓘᔭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ, ᕿᓂᕈᑎᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ, 
ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᖁᔨᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᒧᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓᓄᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᑦ, 
ᓇᑲᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑲᙳᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᕋᔭᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑐᕕᓃᑦ. 

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᙱᒃᑯᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᕈᑎᒋᔭᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᒧᑦ. 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᑐᕕᓂᒻᒪᕆᐅᓐᓂᕈᓂ. 

ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑦᑎᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ:

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒻᒧᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᑉ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᓂ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ “ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᓅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᑖᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ”.45

2000−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, 
ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ “ᐊᓂᒎᑎᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᖓ ᐲᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᕙᓛᑦᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2012-ᒥ. 

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒨᖅᓴᕋᐃᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᒥᓴᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ”, 
ᐊᔭᐅᕆᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓯᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᓲᓂᑦ.46 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥ, ᒫᓂᑑᕙ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᑳᓐ 
ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᑦ 100−
ᖏᓐᓃᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᑦ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᑲᒻᒪᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ, ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ.

ᐆᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᓪᒍᕆᒦᑦᑐᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᖓ ᕙᓛᑦ & ᑲᒻᐸᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ 5,600-ᖑᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐅᓐᓂᕐᓘᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑎᓕᓯᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ, 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ 2012−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑎᓕᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕙᓛᑦ & ᑲᒻᐸᓂᖓ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᖁᔭᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂ.47

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐆᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᑲᒻᒪᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑑᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ.  
ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᖅᖢᑎᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖏᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᖕᓄᑦ, 
ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᙱᑦᑐᕕᓂᐅᔫᒃ. ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2013-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 
ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ 
ᑎᓕᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ 
ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓇᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 2014−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 
ᒫᓂᑑᕙᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑦ−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑦᑎᖅᑳᖁᔨᒍᓐᓃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑦ−ᓕᐅᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᖁᔭᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᐅᒍᓐᓃᖅᖢᑎᑦ.48

ᐊ

18 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



49 IRSSA, Schedule D, sec. III 0 (i) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐃᒍᖓ II (iv)
50 IRSSA, Schedule D, sec. III o (ii)

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦ:

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ:

ᐊᒥᓱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ, ᐋᖅᑮᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ 
ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ. ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 2010-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕖᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ. ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ, ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ 250,000−ᖑᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑎᑦᑎᕕᖓᒍᑦ.

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, 2011-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᒃᓴᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᒃᑯᕖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᖕᓂᒃ: 
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕝᕕᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᓇᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ.

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ 
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 1,000−ᖏᓐᓂᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖁᔨᒻᒪᖔᑕ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᑎᒎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᖕᓂᒃ.

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ:

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒎᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᑲᙳᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ.49 ᑕᐃᑲᓂᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ, ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ “ᓂᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑕᕕᓃᑦ ᓇᕿᑦᑕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᑦ [ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ] ᓅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ” ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.50

ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᓗᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᓐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, 
“ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓗᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑐᑦ” ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᐅᓴᖏᓐᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᙳᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᒻᒪᑕ. 

ᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᒻᒪᑕ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᕙᓛᑦ & 
ᑲᒻᐸᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᒃ, 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑕᕕᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ. “ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᖓ” ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᑎᓕᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᒧᑦ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 2012-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᓴᙵᑦᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᓕᐅᖅᖢᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᒪᑦ. ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑦᑕ 
ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ, ᐱᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ “ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᖁᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ” ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐅᓐᓂᕐᓘᑎᓖᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᑦ. 2014-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑎᓕᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᖁᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᒥᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐅᓐᓂᕐᓘᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᖕᓂᑦ.

ᐃ

19ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



51 ᑲᓇᑕ (ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕙᓐᑕᐃᓐ, 2017 SCC 47 (CanLII), [2017] 2 SCR 205.
52 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᓱᓕᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖃᕋᔭᕋᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᒥᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ. ᒫᓂᑑᕙ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᕐᔪᐊᖓᓃᑦᑐᖅ. ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕋᒥᒃ  
 ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒃᑲᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ: ᕙᓐᑕᐃᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), 2018  
 ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃ 4179.
53 ᕙᓐᑕᐃᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ (ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) [ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ], 2014 ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃ 4585, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᓱᓕᔫᓂᕋᖅᑐᓂᒋᑦ 2016 ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃ 241, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ  
 ᓱᓕᔫᓂᕋᖅᑐᓂᒋᑦ 2017 ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᐹᖅᑲᓇᑕᒥᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃ 47.

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᒃᑲ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑎᒋᔭᒃᑲ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᖓ MyRecordsMyChoice.ca ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᒎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᓂᐱᓕᐊᖑᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᖁᒻᒪᖔᒋᑦ. 

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᐊᓕ ᑐᕆᕕᑕᓐ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖦᖢᓂ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᔨᐱᐅᕆᐊ ᔫᓯᐱ ᕚᓐᑰᕗᕐ−ᒥ.

012-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᑉ ᐊᖏᕋᓗᐊᕈᓂᓘᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᓐᓂᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒧᑦ 
ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐸᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᕐᕕᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
“ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ” ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᖕᒥᒃ.51 ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓᒎᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᓄᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓱᕋᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ 
ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐊᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓇᕿᑦᑕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑕ, ᓂᐱᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᖢᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ “ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦ” 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 19, 2027−
ᕈᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓂᖅ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᖕᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᐸᐸᑕᐅᖁᓗᓂᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕆᓂᐊᕐᒪᒋᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓂ.52 ᑕᐃᓐᓇ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓂ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᖅ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᓯᒪᓐᓂᙱᒃᑯᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᐱᕆᓐᓂᙱᒃᑯᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓄᑦ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕕᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᓴᒃᑯᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2020-ᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑎᒋᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓂ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ, ᑲᓇᑕᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓱᓕ ᐅᑕᖅᑭᔪᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᔅᓯᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊ 
ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓈᕆᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕕᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ.53 

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᕕᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ − ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ 
ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᑑᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᒋᔮ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᕆᕙᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒪᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᑕ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂ. ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ 
ᓈᓚᓪᓚᑦᑖᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑉ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ 
ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖅᑲᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ. 2013 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
2014-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 23−ᓂᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᕐᒥ 125−ᖑᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐅᖓᑖᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓂᖓᑕ.  ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒋᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ 
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20 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᕋᐃ 
ᑕᓐᑐᕐᑦᓴᐃᔪᓪᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᖕᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ ᕿᓚᐅᔾᔭᖅᐳᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᕚᓐᑰᕗᕐ−ᒥ.

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ 
ᓈᑎᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᖕᓂᑦ 37−
ᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᓂᑦ, 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᑐᓵᔨᓂᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᑦ, 
ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᖕᓂᒃ, ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ. ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
254−ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 72-ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ 24-ᖑᔪᓂᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
100-ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.54

ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᖅᑲᐅᓪᓗᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᒋᐊᖅ, ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕗᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ. ᐊᕝᕙᑲᓴᖏᑦ (45%) ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ 
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐅᕐᓂᕋᒥᒡᒎᖅ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ. 
ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᙶᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓂᑦ, 
ᐱᖃᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᖕᓂᑦ/ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᖏᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒥᒃ. ᐊᕝᕙᖏᑕ ᐊᕝᕙᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᕋᒥᒡᒎᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ. ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ 80%−ᖑᔪᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒍᑎᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖁᔭᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᕐᖐᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓐᓇᒥᒃ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑉᐱᕈᓱᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕᒎᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ.  

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᕐᓇᓗᐊᕌᓗᓚᐅᕈᓐᓂᖅᖢᓂ. 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ:

“ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᒃᑰᒻᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓚᐅᙱᓚᖓ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ.” 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᑲᓴᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ (94%) ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓇᓱᒋᓚᐅᕐᒪᒋᒡᒎᖅ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᒌᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓗᓂ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᖕᓂᑦ (CSOs):

 “[ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒪ] ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ; ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᖓᒎᖅ ᑭᓱᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔮᙱᒻᒪᑕ. [ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᒪ] ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐹᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐱᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᖔᕐᒪ.”

ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᒧᓪᓕ, ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ (78%) ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕋᒥᒎᖅ 
ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ, 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖓ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑉ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᓄᒃ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, “ᐱᐅᙱᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕖᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓛᖓᓃᖦᖢᑎᑦ.”  ᐊᕝᕙᖏᑕ ᐊᕝᕙᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕋᒥᒡᒎᖅ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓᓅᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ. 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ: 

“ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ. 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓚᐅᙱᓐᓇᒪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᒃ; ᓂᕆᐅᙱᓈᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᖓ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ. ᓂᕆᐅᙱᓈᓚᐅᖅᐳᖓ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒻᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᙱᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᕋᒪ.”

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒋᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᓄᒃ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ:

“ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦᑕ 
ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ.”

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᑲᓴᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ, ᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᒃᓴᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ. 
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᒃᑰᕈᒪᓚᐅᕋᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᑑᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᖁᓚᐅᙱᖦᖢᓂᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ, “ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖁᙱᓐᓇᕕᒋᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂ”.

54 ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.

21ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



ᕕᓕᐊᒻ ᕼᐆᕐᓂ, ᐃᔅᑲᓲᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂᒥᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓴᒥ.

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᓗᕆᐊᓪ ᑰᕐᓕ, ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖃᐅᖅᑐᓃᙶᖅᑐᖅ ᑰᒡᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ, ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕗᕌᓐᑦᕗᑦ, ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥ.

ᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ 90% ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᕋᒥᒡᒎᖅ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᒧᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓂᒎᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 
ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕝᕙᖏᑕ ᐊᕝᕙᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔩᒡᒎᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ. 

“[ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨ] ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. 
ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᖅᐹᖓ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᖓ. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒥᒐᒥᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ, ᑐᑭᓯᓚᐅᕋᒥ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᒻᓂᒃ. ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. ᐅᑉᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋ ᐊᓯᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᙱᓐᓇᒥ ᐅᕙᖓ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ.”

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᕋᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕋᒥᒎᖅ (86%), ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ (76%), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᑭᐅᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ (75%). ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᑭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕋᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖔᖅᖢᓂ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ:

“ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᖢᓂᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔫᓪᓗᖓ. ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᖓᓕ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᖕᓂᑦ. ᑭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐸᒃᑲ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ, ᑭᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᖓ.” 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖓᓗᐊᕌᓗᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᕋᑎᑦ ᐱᒡᒐᓇᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᑦ.

ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖏᓪᓕ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, 90%−ᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᖐᖦᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᔪᐅᖅ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ:

“ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ.  ᖁᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓚᒍᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᔨᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑰᕐᓂᕈᑦᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ.” 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᕋᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓗᐊᕌᓗᒃᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᒡᒎᖅ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ:

“ᓈᒻᒪᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ. 
ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑎᒎᖓᒋᐊᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ. ᐃᓛᓪᓕᑭᐊᖅ ᐃᓚᒌᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐹᕇᒍᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒫᓐᓇ? ᐃᓛᓪᓕᑭᐊᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕗᑦ? ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕖᓂᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᓂᑦ, ᐃᓚᒌᑦ 
ᐊᕕᖦᖢᑎᑦ. ᐃᓚᒃᑲ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕇᙱᑦᑐᑦ.“ 

60%−ᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᕋᒥᒎᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕕᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ. ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᕐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ. ᐊᕝᕙᖏᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᕋᒥᒎᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ. ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕝᕙᖏᑕ ᐊᕝᕙᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᒍᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕈᔪᒃᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᑉᐱᕈᓱᒻᒪᑕᒎᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
15%−ᖏᖕᓂ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᙳᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ. 
ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨ, 
“ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋᓕ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ 
15%−ᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ.” ᐃᓚᖓᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ 
ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᕕᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂ 15%−ᖑᔪᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᖃᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓂᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑉ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕕᓂᕆᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔾᔪᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ, 
74%−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᔭᕆᐊᖏᖕᓂᑦ.

ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓪᓕ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓛᖑᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑕᒎᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑉᐱᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓛᖑᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ:

“ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᓚᐅᕋᒃᑯᓕ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᕆᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓯᒪᓂᕋ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓯᒪᓂᕋ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓯᒪᓂᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖓᒃᑯᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔪᕕᓂᐅᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᓗ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖑᓗᑕ ᐃᓄᙳᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᖁᓄᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᖓ 
ᓇᔭᙳᐊᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔪᒪᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ.” 

ᐅ

22 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



ᑕᒻᒪᕈᑎᕕᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᑉᐹᓪᓕᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:

ᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ 
ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒻᒪᕈᑎᕕᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᑉᐹᓪᓕᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᒍᑦ. 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ:

• ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑎᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᒻᒪᕆᖕᒪᑕ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  
 ᐃᓚᒥᖕᓄᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ,  
 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ  
 ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ. ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᑦ,  
 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ  
 ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑉ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᖓᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ − ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐱᓕᒻᒪᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ  
 ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ − ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕈᑎᑦ  
 ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ  
 ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ  
 ᑎᒍᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.

• ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᓕᒫᖏᖕᓂᑦ  
 ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᑐᑯᓘᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖏᖕᓂᑦ  
 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓇᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑎᓂᑦ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᓄᓪᓕ  
 ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᕗᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕈᑎᑦ  
 ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᓕᒫᖅ  
 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.

• ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᑖᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᒐᔭᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂᒃ,  
 ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ  
 ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓱᓕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ  
 ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

• ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑕ  
 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᖓ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᖁᒻᒪᖔᒍ  
 ᐊᖑᑕᐅᖁᒻᒪᖔᒍᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓂ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᒍᓐᓇᖅᑖ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑑᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ  
 ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᕐᓗ  
 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ.  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ  
 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ  
 ᐋᔩᕋᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ  ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᕋᒥ  
 ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑲᕐᕆᔮᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ

• ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕈᑎᖏᑕ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  
 ᓇᓕᒧᒌᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 

• ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓲᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓗᓂ  
 ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ. 

• ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᑦ ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔪᕕᓂᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ, ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ  

 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓕᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᒃᑲᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᑦᑑᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᒃᑰᑐᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᑉ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖏᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑭᙴᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒨᖅᓴᕋᐃᓛᖑᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ.

• ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ  
 ᓵᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ ᓵᖓᓂ − ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ  
 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᙵᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ − ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ  
 ᑕᐅᑦᑐᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑰᓈᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ.

• ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ  
 ᐊᑑᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖅᓵᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖁᓇᒋᑦ.55

ᐊᓯᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᙵᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 
ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ:

• ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕆᐊᙵᕐᓂᖅ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᐊᓕᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ  
 ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᑎᒎᙱᖔᖅᖢᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑎᒍᑦ,  
 ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖔᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᒐᑎᑦ. ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑦᑎᙱᖔᖅᖢᑎᑦ,  
 ᐊᑦᑕᓇᙱᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ.  
 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᑦ  
 ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᓯᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ  
 ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᙱᖔᖅᖢᑎᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᔪᖃᕋᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
 ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ.

55 ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᑐᕐᔫᔮᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖏᑦ  
 ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒋᑦ. ᐃᓚᖓᒍᓪᓗ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᔾᔫᒥᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᕋᒃᓴᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔭᖏᑦ.

ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓛᖑᓂᕋᓚᐅᖅᐹ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᐃ

23ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᕙᑦ ᕕᓂᐱᒡ−ᒥ
ᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑰᖓᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᙱᖔᖅᖢᑎᑦ  

 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᓕᒫᖅ  
 ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᖅ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓐᓂᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᔭᓕᕆᓂᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ.  
 ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕆᕗᕐᓕ  
 ᐱᓕᒻᒪᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

• “ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ” ᑐᓂᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᔮᕐᓂᖅ  
 ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᕐᓄᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ,  
 ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᕕᓂᕆᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ;  
 ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓪᓚᑦᑖᕈᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ  
 ᓱᓕᔪᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᑕᐃᒫᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ,  
 ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᓄᑉ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ. 

• ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑕᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒨᖓᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐊᐃᕙᑎᙱᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᒃ  
 ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᖕᓂᑦ.  
 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᖕᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  
 ᐅᒃᓂᑲᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒻᒪᕆᖕᒧᑦ  
 ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ.

• ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᖔᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᒍᑎᑦ  
 ᐋᖅᑮᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 10,000− 
 ᖏᓐᓃᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕋᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  
 ᑕᐃᑲᓂᖅᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ  
 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖃᐃᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ  
 ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ  
 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑏᑦ  
 ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

• ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ  
 ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ  

 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓗᑎᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ,  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ.   
 ᐊᓯᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓰᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᓄᑦ, ᖃᖓᐅᒐᓗᐊᕈᓂ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓗᓂ  
 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓐᓂᕋᓗᐊᕈᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓐᓂᕋᓗᐊᕈᓂ. 

• ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᖏᑦ  
 ᑕᐃᑲᓂᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᖕᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ  
 ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᒪᒥᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  
 ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᒃᑰᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑎᕆᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᕐᔪᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓇᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒥᖕᓄᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒥᖕᓄᑦ.

• ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑖᓗᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓃᕐᓂᕈᑎᑦ  
 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᑦ  
 ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᑐᐊᕕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ  
 ᐱᔭᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.

• ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ  
 ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ  
 ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ  
 ᐅᑕᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  

 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑐᓯᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ.

• ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᙱᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᕐᓗ,  
 ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓ ᓴᖅᑮᖃᑦᑕᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑑᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐊᑭᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᖕᓂ.  
 ᓱᒃᑲᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ, ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᑎᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒍᑎᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑎᑦ  
 ᐊᑯᓂᐅᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᙱᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ.

• ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  
 ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ  
 − ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᑦ,  
 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ − ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓯᓐᓈᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  
 ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒋᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ,  
 ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᓄᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᑕ  
 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᖃ

24 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



56  ᔪᓚᐃ 27, 2015-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨ ᐊᕐᓇᖅ ᐸᕗᓕᕐ ᔨ. ᕗᕋᐅᓐ ᕗᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᓄᖅᑲᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒍ  
 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 12 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥ. ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2017−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒍ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 12 ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓ. ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 25, 2020-ᒧᑦ, ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ.

ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓ ᒪᐃᔪ ᒧᐊᕋᓐ (ᑕᓕᖅᐱᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ) 
ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑦᑎᔨ ᑖᓐ ᓴᐱᐊᕈᒥᒃ.

ᓚᖓᓪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕇᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  

 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ, ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒍ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 12, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ  
 ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ  
 ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᖅ  
 ᑎᑎᕋᖁᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  
 ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ  
 ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᒍᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᖅᑖᕆᐊᓕᒻᒥᖕᓂᒃ  
 ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓗᐊᓕᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓗᑎᑦ.  
 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ, ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᔭᕆᖃᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.56

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓇᑐᒃᑰᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ,  
 ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ  
 ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓚᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ,  
 ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  
 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ.

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ:

• ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ − ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ− 
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᐸᑦᑐᑎᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ. ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ,  
 ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑉᐱᕆᔭᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ  
 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᒌᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂ. ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ −  
 ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᙱᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᔪᓂᑦ − ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ.

• ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ  
 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ,  
 ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂ  
 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ  
 ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᓐᓂᕐᓘᑎᓂ,  
 ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᑕᕐᕕᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ  
 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

• ᑕᐃᑲᓂᖅᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ − ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᓴᙱᓂᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᕕᖓᓂ  
 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓪᓗᑎᑦ “ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ” ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑎᒥᓄᑦ−ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒥᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᐅᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ −  
 ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᖢᒍ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑮᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ  
 ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑎᒎᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  
 ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒋᐊᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᒫᓄᑦ.

ᐃ
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ᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᖏᑦ,  

 ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑎᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᐅᔪᑦ  
 ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᖓᓂᒃ,  
 ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᓯᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᒥ  
 ᐋᖅᑭᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᑐᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᑐᐊᖏᑦ.  ᓴᙱᔪᒥᒃ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᑕᒡᕘᓇ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  
 ᐱᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑎᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐊᓐᓇᐃᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ.

• ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓪᓛᑦᑖᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  
 ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᓱᓕᔪᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᒃᓂ  
 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᑕᒡᕙᓂᓕ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ,  
 ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᐅᓯᔾᔪᓰᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓂᖓ ᓈᓚᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ. ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᔩᕋᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᑖᕆᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᖦᖢᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ  
 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ  
 ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᖓᒧᖅᑳᕐᒧᑦ  
 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ. 

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓖᒋᐊᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑑᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᓪᓗ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ,  
 ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᖅ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓱᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᖁᔭᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓐᓂᖃᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ  
 ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 

• ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
 ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ  
 ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᓄ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑑᒋᐊᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᓐᓂᕐᓘᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ.  
 ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ  
 ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ (15% ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᐊᑦ) ᑐᑭᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ  
 ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᓅᖅᐸᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ, ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ  
 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᑉ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔮᑕ.  ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ  
 ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᐊᓘᓕᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓᓄᑦ,  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔫᒐᓗᐊᕐᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᐳᕈᑎᖃᓕᖅᖢᓂ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓ,  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐳᕈᑎᖃᓕᖅᖢᓂ  
 ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᙱᖦᖢᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᙱᖦᖢᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ.

• ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᖏᑦ  
 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ  
 ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᖢᑎᑦ,  
 ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  

 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ  
 ᐱᕐᔪᐊᕌᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ  
 ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ  
 ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᕙᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ  
 ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ  
 ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᓴᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ  
 ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ. ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ− 
 ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᓴᖅᑳᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᓕᑕᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ. 

• ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ  
 ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ  
 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ  
 ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ. 2014-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᒥᒃ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑲᒻᒪᑦᑐᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ,  
 ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᖅ.

• ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ. ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᓇᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ  
 ᐱᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑕᖅᑭᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦᑕ.  
 ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓗᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 1,000− 
 ᖏᓐᓃᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ  
 ᑐᓂᔭᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 19, 2012−ᒥ,  
 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ.

• ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᐸᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ, ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔫᑉ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ  
 ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᕆᔭᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ,  
 ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᑲᒻᒪᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒨᖅᑕᐃᓕᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ,  
 ᓲᕐᓗᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒨᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᖃᓄᐃᓗᐊᕌᓗᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ.

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒎᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᖄ

26 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



 ᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑕᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᓗᐊᕌᓗᒍᓐᓂᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  

 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ: ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  
 ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᖃᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ,  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ  
 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑯᓗᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
 ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᓂᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖁᓇᒋᑦ,  
 ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ.

• ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓵᓗᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᐊᓘᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᓂᒃᑰᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᓴᐱᓕᔪᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᒪᓂᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ −  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ −  
 ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᕈᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᕕᓃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ  
 ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦᑕ.

• ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖔᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᓯᓚᑐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ  
 ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ.

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ:

• ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᒪᒥᓴᕈᑎᒋᔭᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

• ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ, ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ 10,000−ᖏᓐᓂᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂ  
 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᙵᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᓂ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ  
 ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᒋᐊᙵᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓕᖅᖢᓂ.

• ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᓴᙱᓂᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᕕᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
 ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᙲᓐᓇᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑖ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᕐᓗᓂᐅᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᒧᑦ  
 ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑎᐊᓪᓚᑦᑖᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ.

• ᓴᙱᓂᖓᓗ ᒪᒥᐊᕝᕕᐅᓂᖅ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
 ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓗᐊᕌᓗᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᙱᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ. ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᑯᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᓚᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  
 ᐅᒡᒍᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᕋᐃᙱᒃᑯᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᓅᒻᒥᕐᓂᕋᐃᔪᒥᓂᐅᔪᖃᙱᒃᑯᓂ. ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ  
 ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᓐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓐᓂᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᕕᓃᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓕᔫᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑖᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ  
 ᐊᑐᓂ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ.

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ 
ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᕚᓐᑰᕗᕐ−ᒥ.

ᐃᒐᓛᖅ ᐊᒥᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᕗᖅ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓂᒃ.

ᐃ

27ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᐊ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓵᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ.

 ᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐱᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᕝᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᒥᒃᖠᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ  

 ᖃᐃᖁᔭᐅᓗᐊᕌᓗᒃᐸᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᓈᓚᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓗᐊᕌᓗᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᕋᑎᑦ ᐱᓪᓚᑦᑖᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᓐᓂᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐅᒡᒍᐊᕐᓂᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᒻᒪᕆᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᓈᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓂ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᕕᓂᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᙱᒃᑯᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᒃᑯᑎᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ,  
 ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᑦ  
 − ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᒥᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ  
 ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓐᓂᕈᓂᓈᓚᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᒪᒥᐊᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ  
 − ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᑦᑎᐊᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᒪᔪᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.

• ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᐃᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
 ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᓕ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕᔫᓂᖏᑦ  
 ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᒡᒍᑏᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑉ ᓱᑯᑦᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᖓ.

• ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ,  
 ᐃᓄᒻᒨᖓᓗᐊᕌᓗᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  
 ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ, ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᒃᓴᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᒥᓴᖃᑎᒌᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ  
 ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᑦ, ᐱᖃᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒥᓂᒃ  
 ᐱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  

 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ  
 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᕌᓗᒃᐸᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
 ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓗᐊᕈᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᓂ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ.  ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ  
 ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓪᓚᒡᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ  
 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒨᖓᓂᖃᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕋᔭᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
 ᒪᒥᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ.

• ᓴᙱᓂᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖓ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ  
 ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᙱᓚᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓᑐᐊᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  
 ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᕐᔪᐊᕆᕗᖅ ᐃᓚᒥᓄᑦ, ᕿᑐᕐᖓᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᕐᖑᑕᖏᖕᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ  
 ᑭᖑᕚᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐆᒥᖓ:  
 ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᑐᒃᑰᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᕕᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᕙᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ  
 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ − ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᒪᓐᓂᕈᓂ − ᓈᓚᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ 
 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᓅᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓂ. ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᑉ  
 ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᒥᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᒥᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕᔫᓂᖓᓂᒃ  
 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᒍᓐᓇᕆᕗᖅ  
 ᑭᖑᕚᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᓯᕕᑐᓂᖓ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕋᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ − ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ  
 ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᒥᐊᕝᕕᐅᓗᑎᑦ, ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ,  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ − ᐃᓚᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᒪᒥᓴᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᑭ

28 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



57 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ H ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ: “ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᙱᓚᖅ ᐸᓯᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᕋᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ  
 ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔪᕕᓂᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ.”

ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖓ:

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᙱᔾᔪᑎᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᑲᒻᒪᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ. 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕆᕗᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᐃᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ, ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒋᐊᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᓱᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒥᒐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᑕᒡᕙᐅᒋᕗᑦ, ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ, 
ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: 38,276 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᕕᓃᑦ, 25,707 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ, $3.233 ᕕᓕᐊᓐ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ. 
ᓯᕕᑐᓂᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒃᓱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ 
ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ − ᓲᕐᓗᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐊᖑᓗᑎᑦ, ᐋᔩᕋᖃᑎᒌᖦᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ − ᐃᓕᑉᐹᓪᓕᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ.

ᓈᓚᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓱᓕᔪᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᐊᑦᒪᓐᑕᓐ−ᒥ.

ᓚᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ  

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ,  
 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ,  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᓇᓗᓕᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ  
 ᐃᓗᓕᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᑭᓱᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᐅᐸᓗᖓᐃᖅᓯᒪᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᑎᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ  
 ᐃᓗᓕᓕᒫᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑯᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ  
 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ. ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᓚᐅᕆᕗᕐᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᑦᑎᐊᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓕᒫᕐᓄᑦ.

• ᐃᓚᖓᓪᓕ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎ ᑕᐃᑲᙶᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᓂᕈᐊᓚᐅᙱᓐᓇᒥ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕋᓱᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑎᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ  
 ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓕᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.  
 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ  

 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒻᒨᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑎᑐᑦ  
 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᓚᐅᕋᒥᒃ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᕐᓕ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᖓ  
 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒎᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ  
 ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐲᖅᓯᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᒻᒪᑦ. 

• ᑕᐃᒫᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  
 ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.57  
 ᒪᒥᓴᕈᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ  
 ᐸᓯᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ  
 ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒎᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᐅᔮᓗᓐᓂᖅᐸᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ  
 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓐᓂᕈᑎᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ?

• ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓗᓂ  
 ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᙳᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ  
 ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  
 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇᑉ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᑕ. ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖃᕈᓂ  
 ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᑐᑭᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ  
 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒌᓪᓗᓂ  
 ᐊᐅᓚᓂᑎᒎᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ − ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ −  
 ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᑦ,  
 ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᑦ.

ᐃ

29ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



58 ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᓚᐅᒃᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 1, ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᑭᑉᐹᕆᑦᑐᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 17-10-0005-01, ᐄᐳᕈᓪ 27 2020,  
 https://doi.org/10.25318/1710000501-eng.

ᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᙱᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ: ᓱᕈᓰᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ; ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᒥᖕᓂᒃ; 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᔪᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐊᓗᑭᐊᖅ 
ᓴᙱᓂᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ; ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᓂᒎᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ; 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᒧᖅᑐᐃᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ, ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᓱᓕ, 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖃᑦᑕᓲᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᑦ; ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑉᐱᕆᔭᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑎᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᒃᓴᖅᑐᑦ; 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓈᓚᒃᑐᓅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᓈᓚᒃᐸᖦᖢᑎᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᒥᐊᑉᐸᖦᖢᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ; ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓱᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᓐᓈᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ; ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓗᐊ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᑭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᖓᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓗ ᐅᓪᓘᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᒥ, 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᓗᐊᖅᑐᒃᑰᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ; ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᔭᖅᑐᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ; 
ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᓲᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᖕᓅᖓᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑲᒪᓇᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᑐᒃᑰᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᑦ; 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓴᕋᒃᓴᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᑉᐱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑏᑦ, ᓇᖏᖃᑎᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓛᒍᕗᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
10,000−ᖏᓐᓃᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ, ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ.

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᕐᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔪᒥᓇᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᕐᓂᓴᑐᖃᐅᓕᕋᒥ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓗᓂ 2020−ᐅᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᕝᕙᖏᑕ ᐊᕝᕙᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ 
ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓪᓗᑎᑦ.58 ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᒥᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᓄᓪᓕ 
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 

ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐱᐅᓪ ᕙᓐᑕᐃᓐᒧᑦ 
(ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᒫᓂᑑᕙᑉ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᒡᒍᑎᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᓂ) ᐃᓄᓕᒫᕐᓄᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᖕᓂᑦ; ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ; ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᕐᔪᐊᖓ ᒪᒥᐊᑦᑐᕕᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᓂᒃ. 
ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᕈᑎᒋᔭᒻᒪᕆᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᖅ ᓱᓕᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕌᖓᑦᑕ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓴᖅᑮᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐅᔪᕐᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᕚᓪᓕᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ; 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᐅᒍᓐᓇᓲᖑᕗᖅ ᐱᑲᒻᒪᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᑦ, ᒪᒥᓴᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑎᑦ.

ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᓕ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᓗᐊᕌᓗᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ. ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕋᒥᓕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᓯᐅᒐᔭᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ 
ᓈᓚᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᙱᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᙱᑕᒥᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕋᒃᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᖕᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓᓄᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᖁᓚᕐᓇᙱᖦᖢᓂ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔩᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂ.  

ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ 
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᓚᖅ, 
ᑐᑭᓕᐊᑦᑐᑯᓘᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᙱᓚᖅ; ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑕᖅᑕᕈᑎᖃᕈᓘᔭᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ. ᑕᐅᓴᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ, 
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓪᓕ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑲᐅᒍᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᐅᓐᓂᕆᔭᕕᓂᕋᓗᐊᖏᑦ 
ᓱᓕ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗᓕᖃᐃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᔪᒃᑲᓐᓂᒻᒪᕆᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᓛᖅᐳᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖏᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᕕᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ, 
ᑐᙵᕕᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᒪᒥᓴᕆᐊᓯᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᒋᐊᓯᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᒪᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᒪᓂᖏᖕᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ. 

ᑭ

30 ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)



ᓴᖅᑭᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ ᕿᒪᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕆᐊᓯᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ ᓴᙱᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᖃᖁᓪᓗᑕ ... ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓘᕗᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᕐᓗᒍ 
ᓄᑖᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᓯᓕᕐᓗᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑕᓗ 

ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᒋᓛᖅᑕᑎᓐᓂᒃ.  ᓱᓕᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑦᑐᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᐃᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐃᒻᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᒋᐊᓯᓕᕐᓗᑎᑦ.

− ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ, ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ “N”

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᑰᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓇᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ, ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕈᑏᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᕋᓂᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓗᒍ ᖁᕕᐊᓇᕐᓂᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓ.

ᐊᓪᓚ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᔪᕌᓂᒨ “ᐃᖃᓗᒃ” ᕼᐃᐊᓐᓄᕆ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖁᐊᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᒧᑦ ᒨᕼᐋᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᕗᕌᓐᑦᕗᐊᑦ, ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒥ.

ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐊᖓ ᐆᒪ Michael Tansey, Eric Lefebvre, Christi Belcourt ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔨᑦ ᐸᐸᑦᓯᔨᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᔭᓯ ᑕᕐᕆᔭᒐᒃᓴᖅ

31ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᖕᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2021)
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CHAPTER 1

It has taken extraordinary courage for the thousands of survivors that have come forward to speak publicly about the 
abuse they suffered. It is a testament to their resilience as individuals and to the strength of their cultures.¹

n September 19, 2007, the Indian Residential 
Schools Settlement Agreement (IRSSA, or 

Settlement Agreement) was implemented. The IRSSA 
simultaneously signified a culmination, a continuation, 
and a commencement of efforts towards reparation and 
reconciliation for the history and ongoing impact of 
Canada’s residential school system.²

In 1883, the government of Canada had formalized a 

policy of creating residential schools for Indigenous 
children with the establishment of three schools in Alberta 
and Saskatchewan. The residential school system – funded 
by the Government and administered by Christian 
Churches - was designed to separate children from their 
families in order to “civilize” them, and to “get rid of 
the Indian problem”.³ From then until the final federal 
residential school closed in 1997, more than 150,000 First 
Nations, Inuit, and Métis children attended these schools.

O

The Shingwauk Indian Residential School in Sault 
Ste. Marie operated between 1878 and 1970. The 
school site now has one of the largest collections 

of residential school history in the country.

INTRODUCTION

1 The Right Honourable Stephen Harper, Prime Minister of Canada, “Statement of Apology to Former Students of Indian Residential Schools”, Official Report (Hansard), Canada, Parliament, House of Commons. 39th Parl., 2nd sess., vol. 142,  
 no. 110 (Ottawa: Parliament of Canada, 11 June 2008).
² The full text of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement (IRSSA) is available at: http://www.residentialschoolsettlement.ca/settlement.html
³ Public Works Minister Hector Langevin, Hansard, 22 May 1883; Duncan Campbell Scott, Deputy Superintendent, Department of Indian Affairs, (1920), National Archives of Canada, Record Group 10, vol. 6810, file 470-2-3, vol .7, pp. 55  
 (L-3) and 63 (N-3), as cited in John Leslie, The Historical Development of the Indian Act, 2nd ed. (Ottawa: Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Treaties and Historical Research Branch, 1978) p. 114. It should be noted  
 that church-operated Indian Residential Schools predated confederation; the new policy was created to systematize and expand this already existing system
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4 In partial response to these claims, Canada commenced, in 2003, an out-of-court Dispute Resolution process to expedite the resolution of claims. This process is discussed in Chapters 3 and 4.
5 Canada, Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, Report of the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services, 1996).
6 IRSSA, Schedule “N”, p. 1.

CHAPTER 1

panning more than one hundred years and more than 
one hundred schools, the residential school experience 

was not the same for every child or in every location. Some 
former students talk about learning new subjects; about 
participation in sports, music, or dance; about a teacher who 
tried to be kind and sheltering. Some went on to higher 
education. But these stories are the exceptions. For most, the 
residential school system was profoundly negative and had a 
lasting impact on the children, on their families, and on their 
culture. Children as young as three were forcibly removed from 
their families and communities and taken to the schools. When 
they arrived, their clothes were often discarded and destroyed. 
They were often no longer called by their names but were given 
new English or French names, and numbers by which they 
were referred to throughout their years at the school. They were 
typically forbidden to use their language, follow their spiritual 
beliefs, or practise their cultures. Many schools prohibited 
parental contact, and children did not see their families for 
months or years at a time. At the school they could face extreme 
discipline and be forced to do labour. If they tried to escape, 
they were tracked down by the police and brought back to the 
schools where they were punished. Many of the students were 
subject to physical, psychological, and sexual abuse.

Beginning in the 1990s and continuing into the 2000s, 
organizations and individuals started to embark in concerted 
ways to acknowledge and address the legal, moral, and spiritual 
wrongs that the Indian Residential Schools legacy had inflicted. 

An increasing number of former students began to file 
individual lawsuits against the Government of Canada and 
the Churches. Survivor groups were formed, and law firms 
launched class action suits on behalf of those former students.4 
When it was achieved in 2007, the Indian Residential Schools 

Settlement Agreement was the largest class action settlement 
in Canadian history and marked the culmination of many 
thousands of active or potential civil litigation claims.

At the same time, the IRSSA represented a step in a continuum 
of efforts, legal and otherwise, to come to terms with this 
dark chapter in the country’s history. Churches had by then 
offered apologies for the residential schools; the Royal 
Commission on Aboriginal Peoples had called for a public 
inquiry into the schools5; dialogues and discussions had 
been undertaken and, ultimately, multi-party negotiations 
were launched to determine and achieve a comprehensive 
approach to addressing these deep and complex issues. The 
Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement was thus 
a continuation of a number of significant measures on a 
protracted and ongoing path toward recognizing and  
healing the past.

The IRSSA also signaled the commencement of several 
new initiatives. It created a Common Experience Payment, 
designating $1.9 billion to provide compensation for all 
surviving former residents of Indian Residential Schools. This 
marked the first time that compensation was awarded for the 
collective experience of all who had resided at those schools. 
The Settlement Agreement provided a five-year endowment 
for the Aboriginal Healing Foundation in the amount of 
$125 million, and set aside an additional $20 million for 
funding national and community-based commemoration 
projects. Furthermore, the Agreement established a Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission to compile the historical record and 
promote awareness of the Indian Residential School system, 
“to put the events of the past behind us so that we can work 
towards a stronger and healthier future… and pave the way  
to reconciliation.”6

S



2021 FINAL REPORT8

7 Section 4.06 (i) of the IRSSA allowed for claims to be litigated in certain specified circumstances: “…a Class Member who on or after the fifth anniversary of the Implementation Date had never commenced an action other than a class  
 action in relation to an Indian Residential School or the operation of Indian Residential Schools, participated in a Pilot Project, applied to the DR Model, or applied to the IAP, may commence an action for any of the Continuing Claims within  
 the jurisdiction of the court in which the action is commenced.”
8 Some of these were continuations of claims filed under the former Dispute Resolution process. Following the deadline for IAP applications, the Supervising Courts added several schools to the terms of the Settlement Agreement and 
 provided for former students of those schools to submit IAP applications: The Courts (in Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2012 BCSC 839) also allowed a number of unsubmitted claims that had been handled by former claimant   
 counsel David Blott to be deemed “accepted as filed” following the IAP application deadline: Chapter 4, footnote 78.
9 In addition to this number of initial claimant hearings, the IAP also conducted separate hearings for witnesses and for alleged perpetrators, as well as claimant continuation hearings if required. The total number of awards includes  
 those issued by adjudicators (23,425) and those resulting from the Negotiated Settlement Process (4,144). The total amount of compensation paid includes awards to claimants, disbursements and claimant counsel legal fees paid by the  
 Government of Canada.
10 The completion of IAP adjudication is subject to any cases that may in future be referred to the process by the Courts.

CHAPTER 1

s well, the Settlement Agreement 
created an Independent Assessment 

Process (IAP) to adjudicate claims and 
provide compensation for former students 
who had suffered abuse at residential 
schools. As it was part of a class action 
settlement, unless a class member opted 
out, the IAP became the only means for 
former students to advance claims of 
abuse; all class members who did not opt 
out of the Settlement Agreement would 
be bound by its terms, and unable to sue 
the government or the churches for issues 
emanating from the residential school 
experience.7 Former students wishing to 
submit a claim under the IAP were given a 
five-year period in which to do so, with the 
deadline for applications being September 
19, 2012. Ultimately, more than 38,000 
Residential Schools survivors had filed 
claims under the IAP.8

In the over 13 years since the signing of 
the IRSSA, the IAP held 26,707 claimant 
hearings, issued 27,846 awards, and 
awarded $3.233 billion in compensation.9 
It marked a unique experience in the 
history and legacy of Indian Residential 
Schools in Canada, and also – given its scale 
and approach - a unique undertaking in the 
resolution of civil litigation. It is thus vital 
at this juncture to capture in some measure 
the history, development, implementation, 
and impact of this core aspect of the 
Settlement Agreement. The Oversight 
Committee of the IAP hopes that its Final 
Report on the Independent Assessment 

A More than 26,000 hearings were held in the IAP. 

Process will contribute to an understanding 
of the magnitude and complexities of this 
process, of the challenges in ensuring that 
the IAP would meet its objectives under the 
Settlement Agreement, and of the lessons 
that have been learned in shaping and 
delivering an undertaking of this nature 
and importance.

The Oversight Committee would like to 
acknowledge the many IAP claimants, 
stakeholders, and staff who have 
contributed to this Report. In particular, we 
would like to thank the tens of thousands 
of survivors who came forward to relate 

their personal histories and experiences at the 
residential schools. 

The claims filed under the IAP have now 
been resolved and the work of the IAP 
itself is concluded.10 However, the need to 
continue the healing journeys of residential 
school survivors, their families, communities, 
and Nations to work toward individual and 
collective reconciliation of the divisions caused 
and exacerbated by this important chapter of 
Canadian history, remains; so too does the 
need to address their impacts on contemporary 
Canadian society as a whole. This Report is 
dedicated to that ongoing journey.
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THE LEGACY OF INDIAN  
RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS IN CANADA

ver the past several years, there have been numerous 
in-depth examinations of the history and experiences of 

Indian Residential Schools in Canada. Perhaps the most notable 
and comprehensive of these was contained in the Final Report 
of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, whose mandate 
included the creation of “as complete an historical record as 
possible of the IRS system and legacy”.11 While it is not necessary 
to replicate these significant studies in this Report, it is important 
to understand the Indian Residential Schools Settlement 
Agreement, the IAP, and the experiences of residential school 
survivors, in the context of that history. The following, therefore, 
provides a brief description of the background and legacy of 
Indian Residential Schools in Canada.

History of Residential Schools in Canada

While attempts by missionaries to assimilate Indigenous peoples 
can be found as far back as the 17th century, the first known 
residential schools in Canada (then known as “Mission schools”) 
can be traced to the 1820s.12 These were boarding schools run 
by the Churches in Upper and Lower Canada, the Red River, and 
in British Columbia. Roman Catholic, Anglican, Presbyterian, and 
United Church clergy developed curricula and established and/or 
operated the schools to educate Indigenous children13.

Proposals for a federally-supported residential school system 
began to emerge in the early 1800s, including the Bagot Report14, 
seen as the foundational document for the federal residential 
school system.15 Following Confederation, the Government of 

Canada began funding the establishment of the Indian Residential 
School system in Canada to meet its obligations under the Indian 
Act (1876), and treaty obligations to provide education. At the 
request of Prime Minister Alexander Mackenzie, Nicholas Flood 
Davin conducted a study of the boarding school concept used for 
“aggressive civilization” of Indians in the United States. The 1879 
Davin Report promoted educating Indian children at industrial 
schools away from their families and cultural traditions to facilitate 
the destruction of Indigenous spirituality.16 The objectives were 
based on the assumption that Indigenous cultures and spiritual 
beliefs were inferior to the European-Canadian culture. He noted:

“If anything is to be done with the Indian, we must catch him 
very young. The children must be kept constantly within the  
circle of civilized society.”

Davin urged the Government to build and fund the schools to 
be run and operated by the Churches. To implement its policy 
of assimilation, in 1883 the Government of Canada funded 
three residential schools and relied on the Christian religious 
organizations to provide teachers and education. By 1900, 61 
schools were in operation, in all provinces and territories except  
for New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island. This number grew  
to a total of 140.17

The Roman Catholic Church accounted for approximately 60% 
of residential school operations, the Anglican Church of Canada 
approximately 30%, and the United Church of Canada and 
Presbyterians 10%.18

O

11 Canada and Plaintiffs and Independent Counsel and The Assembly of First Nations and Inuit Representatives and The General Synod of the Anglican Church of Canada et al, Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement Residential  
 Schools Settlement Official Court Notice, (8 May 2006), Schedule N, Section 1 (e), http://www.residentialschoolsettlement.ca/IRS%20Settlement%20Agreement%20ENGLISH.pdf. See Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada,  
 Honouring the Truth, Reconciling the Future. Summary of the Final Report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (Toronto: James Lorimer & Co., 2015). See also Aboriginal Healing Foundation, From Truth to Reconciliation:  
 Transforming the Legacy of Residential Schools (Ottawa: Dollco Printing, 2008); Canada, Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, Report of the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services, 1996); P.  
 Fontaine, A. Croft, and the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, A Knock on the Door: The Essential History of Residential Schools (Winnipeg: University of Manitoba Press, 2015); K. Mahoney, “The Settlement Process: A Personal  
 Reflection,” University of Toronto Law Journal, 64, No.4, (2014); J. R. Miller, Shingwauk’s Vision: A History of Native Residential Schools (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996); J. S. Milloy, A National Crime: The Canadian Government  
 and the Residential School System, 1879-1986 (Winnipeg, University of Manitoba Press, 1999); P. Regan, Unsettling the Settler Within: Indian Residential Schools, Truth Telling, and Reconciliation in Canada (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2011).
12 Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, Honouring the Truth, Reconciling the Future.
13 The United Church was formed in 1925 with the union of the Methodist Church, Canada, the Congregational Union of Canada, two-thirds of the Presbyterian Church of Canada, and the General Council of Union Churches.
14 C. Bagot (The Bagot Commission), The Bagot Report: A Report on the Affairs of the Indians in Canada (Ottawa, Government of Canada, 1844).
15 Milloy.
16 Nicholas Flood Davin, Report on Industrial Schools for Indians and Half-Breeds, Report produced for the Minister of the Interior (Ottawa: s.n., 1879).
17 There were 130 Indian Residential Schools included in the 2007 Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement. An additional eight institutions were added through Article 12 of the Agreement and two schools were added by the  
 Courts, bringing the total number of recognized schools to 140.
18 “Oblates in the West: The Alberta Story”, Heritage Community Foundation Alberta Online Encyclopedia, University of Alberts, 2009 , http://wayback.archiveit.org/2217/20101208160339/http://www.albertasource.ca/oblatesinthewest/eng/ 
 index.html.

CHAPTER 2
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n the beginning, residential schools were poorly 
attended, as Indian agents and local clergy had a hard 

time convincing parents to send their children to these schools. 
Small schools on or near the reserves initially were more 
popular, but the industrial school model began to dominate: 
in part because of the cost effectiveness of larger facilities, 
but also because removing children from their families and 
communities drew them farther from their language and 
traditional practices.19

Attendance issues were addressed by regulations intended to 
allow Indian Agents and Justices of the Peace to take children 
from parents if it was believed that the school would provide a 
better environment for the child. Truant children were returned 
against their will or that of their parents, but even parents 
who voluntarily placed their children in these schools were 
often not given permission to visit nor to remove the students 
without approval from the Department of Indian Affairs. In 
1920, an amendment to the Indian Act made day or residential 
school attendance compulsory for status Indians between the 
ages of seven and fifteen. 

Enrolment in residential schools began to drop by the 1950s, 
as the Government created day schools or funneled children 
into provincial systems. Some schools were closed, and the 
remainder restructured to provide schooling for children 
thought to be “at risk”. The Churches also began to back away 
in the face of active resistance to the Government of Canada’s 
agenda of assimilation by Indigenous peoples and by their 
own congregations. The residential school system underwent 
a considerable re-organization in 1969, when Canada 
assumed sole operational and administrative responsibility 
for the schools.20 Over the next five years, almost two dozen 
residential schools were closed. However, a small number 
of Government-run schools remained open into the 1990s. 
The last residential school run at least in part by the federal 
Government – Kivalliq Hall in Rankin Inlet, Nunavut – operated 
until December 31, 1997. 

From 1883 to 1997, 150,000 First Nations, Métis and Inuit 

children were forcibly removed from their homes, families, and 
communities, and placed into Indian residential schools across 
Canada. Many generations of Indigenous children from the 
same families and communities attended these schools. 

Residential School Experience

With the overall intent of assimilating Indian children into 
European-Canadian culture, the goal of residential schools 
was to ensure that children lost their identity, individuality 
and family ties. Far away from parental oversight of their 
intellectual, cultural and spiritual development, it was thought 
that Indian children would become integrated into “Canadian” 
society and that, over time, Indian communities would cease 
to exist. In this way, the Truth and Reconciliation Commission 
concluded that residential schools were part of a policy of 
cultural genocide, focused on eliminating Indian language, 
culture and religion within the Canadian Confederation.21

As cited earlier, the experiences of students who attended 
Indian Residential Schools are now well-documented in 
a number of reports. For its part, the TRC spent six years 
travelling across Canada listening and giving a voice to 
more than 6,750 Indigenous survivors who told about their 
experiences at residential schools at various TRC events.

For most students, when they arrived at the residential school 
they were separated from siblings, stripped of their belongings 
and given unfamiliar clothes and haircuts. Often children 
were given new names and a number. Living in an unfamiliar 
environment, they were forced to speak in a new language and 
to adopt a new religion. The TRC quoted one survivor:

“I wasn’t aware at that time that my grandma was gonna’ 
leave me there. I’m not even sure how she told me but 
they started holding me and my grandma left and I started 
fighting them because I didn’t want my grandma to leave me, 
and, and I started screaming, and crying and crying…. They 
let me go, and they started yelling at me to shut up… they 
had a real mean tone of voice.”

I

19 In 1893, the Government of Canada implemented a system of per capita grant funding for industrial schools. This provided a financial incentive for the schools to maximize their attendance, up to the caps established by the Government:  
 see Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, Canada’s Residential Schools: The History, Part 1 Origins to 1939, Final Report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, Vol. 1 (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2015),  
 p. 211, and Miller, p. 126. In 1890, Hayter Reed, then Indian Commission for the North-West Territories and Manitoba, wrote that “industrial schools should not be located close to reserves because ‘the more remote from the Institution and  
 distant from each other are the points from which the pupils are collected, the better for their success.’” Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, Canada’s Residential Schools, p. 208.
20 This emanated at least in part following a ruling by the Ontario Labour Relations Board that residential school staff were Crown employees.
21 Truth and Reconciliation Commission, Honouring the Truth, Reconciling the Future.
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22 J.S. Mosby, “Administering Colonial Science: Nutrition Research and Human Biomedical Experimentation in Aboriginal Communities and Residential Schools, 1942-1952”, Social History, 46, No. 91 (2013), pp. 145-172.
23 Milloy.
24 B. Curry & K. Howlett, “Natives Died in Droves as Ottawa Ignored Warnings”, Globe and Mail, 24 April 2007.
25 According to the TRC’s report, “No matter what the European standards of the day might have been, residential school discipline clearly violated the norms by which Aboriginal parents expected their children to be treated.” p. 523.
26 Miller.

urvivors often described overcrowded 
classrooms, unqualified teachers, 

inadequate instruction and forced child labour. 
Students were often provided with limited 
academic education and taught basic trades to 
become self-supporting farmers or labourers. 
Often, in addition to learning a trade, students 
were required to perform chores to maintain 
the day-to-day operation of the schools. 
They grew and prepared food, repaired their 
clothing, raised stock, hauled water, chopped 
wood, and more. The TRC concluded that the 
residential school system was chronically 
underfunded, and that the federal Government 
did not develop a system-wide policy on teacher 
qualifications. As a result, teaching staff was 
“under-qualified, poorly paid, and overworked”.

Some survivors also spoke of constant 
hunger. There was little consideration 
given to the nutritional requirements of 
growing children, leaving many students 
vulnerable to malnutrition and illness. 
During this time, Canadian Government 
scientists performed nutritional tests on some 
students and knowingly kept some students 
undernourished to serve as the control 
sample.22 Living conditions in residential 
schools were substandard, with overcrowding, 
poor sanitation, inadequate heating, and 
lack of medical care leading to high rates of 
influenza and tuberculosis.23 An examination of 
documents in the National Archives of Canada 
found that: 

“As many as half of the aboriginal children 
who attended the early years of residential 
schools died of tuberculosis, despite repeated 
warnings to the federal Government that 
overcrowding, poor sanitation and a lack of 
medical care were creating a toxic breeding 
ground for the rapid spread of the disease.”24

Corporal punishment was used on children to 
enforce assimilation and other school rules. 
Some students were struck, strapped, kicked 
and whipped for infractions many did not 
understand. They were publicly humiliated, 
had their heads shaved and were locked up for 
running away. They were severely disciplined 
for speaking their mother tongue. There are 
accounts of students being shackled to beds 
and even having needles inserted in their 
tongues for speaking their native languages.25

Sexual exploitation of residential school 
children by Church and lay staff was also 
common. However, complaints were ignored, 
improperly investigated or dismissed, and 
some Government and Church officials 
covered up the sexual abuse to protect 
reputations. Families were not informed that 
their children had been victims of sexual 
abuse - abusers often blamed their victims 
and threatened them with eternal damnation 
if they reported the abuse they suffered. 
Although not every student who attended a 
residential school suffered physical or sexual 
abuse, and not every student received a 
poor education, this was far overshadowed 

by the tens of thousands of students in the 
residential school system who faced neglect 
as well as emotional, physical and sexual 
abuse from teachers and administrators.26

The Impact of Residential 
Schools on Survivors and 
Future Generations

Based on the accounts it heard, the TRC 
concluded that many Indian Residential 
School survivors experienced a world 
dominated by fear, betrayal, loneliness, lack 
of affection, and loss. The devastating effects 
of the schools resulted in trauma that has 
been felt through succeeding generations of 
Indigenous people in Canada. A residential 
school survivor commented: 

“I did attend residential school… but 
my mom also went through the school. 
So it’s an experience that had an impact 
intergenerationally…. They experienced 
the abuse and the cycle continued in the 
communities and I was one of them that 
had… abuse.”

S
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27 R. Corrado and I. Cohen, Mental	Health	Profiles	for	a	Sample	of	British	Columbia’s	Aboriginal	Survivors	of	the	Canadian	Residential	School	System (Ottawa: Aboriginal Healing Foundation, 2003).
28 Unless otherwise indicated, quotes from residential school survivors and stakeholders in the IRSSA are drawn from a series of interviews and focus groups conducted by the Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat.  
 Details on the process and results of those interviews and focus groups are contained in Chapter 7 (“The IAP Experience – Claimants’ and Stakeholders’ Perspectives”) of this Report.
29 C. Partridge, “Residential Schools: The Intergenerational Impacts of Residential Schools on Aboriginal Peoples,” Native Social Work Journal, Vol. 7 (2010), pp. 54-55.
30 A. Bombay, K. Matheson, and H. Anisman, “The intergenerational Effects of Indian Residential Schools: The Implications for the Concept of Historical Trauma,” Transcultural Psychiatry, 51, No. 3 (2014), pp. 320-338; and A. Bombay, K.  
 Matheson, and H. Anisman, “Perspectives on Intergenerational Transmission of Trauma: The Case of Aboriginal Peoples in Canada”, in Social	Issues	in	Living	Colour:	Challenges	and	Solutions	from	the	Perspective	of	Ethnic	Minority	 
 Psychology, eds. Theodore Cooper et al, Vol. 3 (Santa Barbara: Praeger Press, 2017).

he ongoing effects of Residential Schools are 
revealed in the low levels of educational attainment 

and high rates of unemployment, under-employment, poor 
health, poverty and suicides among children of survivors. 
It is shown in the disproportionate number of Indigenous 
children apprehended by child welfare agencies and 
involvement of Indigenous people in the criminal justice 
system. It has manifested in problems with anger, substance 
abuse, domestic and sexual violence, and depression.27

One survivor described the impact that both parents 
attending residential school had on her: 

“My dad was an alcoholic, when my mom drank – she had a 
problem. My dad… was in residential school for nine years. 
My mom was in residential school for three years… The 
shame that I felt was the shame of being Aboriginal.”28

Studies of the effects on children of single and repeated 
trauma are still relatively new. Some survivors of trauma 
experienced what has been described as a loss of spirit 
and hope accompanied by recurring issues with anger and 
fear, self-blame, sexual dysfunction, and an inability to set 
and maintain boundaries. A study in 2010 identified the 
intergenerational legacies of residential school abuse to be 
the loss of meaning, family, childhood, and feeling. 

“These losses to the mental, emotional, physical and 
spiritual well-being of the children who attended 
residential schools have impacted our communities 
intergenerationally right up to the present day.”29

Other Canadian researchers have focused on the 
cumulative nature of historical trauma, arguing that the 
more generations within a family that attended residential 
schools, the poorer the physical, mental and emotional well-

being of the next generation.30 They found that this occurs 
even if a descendant has never been told of the residential 
school abuse and trauma experienced by family members. 
For example, a person whose parent and grandparent 
attended residential schools may experience more stressors 
in their life than someone who had one family member who 
attended a residential school, and most likely more than 
a person who had no ancestors with a residential school 
history. 

An Elder described how she raised her children in the way 
that she had been raised, without knowing that her mother’s 
child-rearing practices were a legacy of her experience in a 
residential school:

“She held everything in there. I guess she never got the 
attention, the affection, the love that she wanted. So she 
got used to that and that’s how she raised us. We didn’t 
dare go near her, grab her all of a sudden. It was never 
being playful with us too, nothing…. I raised my own 
children that way because I thought that was the way of 
life. And with me not knowing that was how she went 
through at the school, and I never knew she went to 
residential school and I didn’t even hear nothing about it.” 

The legacy of residential schools through the generations is 
illustrated through these words of a descendant of survivors: 

“As her child, do you feel the effects passing through the 
generations? I think it came down to… when grandmother 
was taken away... she wasn’t nurtured the way a mother 
should nurture her kids, her children. She didn’t get that 
from her mother. So I feel like it was passed on to my 
mother and onto me. Expressing my true feelings like how 
easy it is for some people to say I love you to their children. 
It’s hard for me.”

T
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31 “Phil Fontaine’s shocking testimony of sexual abuse,” The Journal, Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (30 October 1990).
32 In the 1930s, there was a criminal investigation into sexual abuse at the Kuper Island Residential School in British Columbia. The case was closed without public disclosure. In 1995, a former Kuper Island employee pled guilty to three  
 charges of indecent assault and gross indecency. “Kuper Island Residential Schools”, National Centre for Truth and Reconciliation, University of Manitoba, https://memorial.nctr.ca/?p=1456  Prosecution for sexual assault at a residential  
 school occurred as early as 1945, and for physical assault as early as the late-1920s. 
33 In some cases, criminal cases were followed by civil actions that did lead to individual compensation. For example, the administrator of the Gordon Residential School residence, William Starr, was imprisoned for criminal charges and was  
 also named as a defendant on more than 400 civil claims. Similarly, Alberni School dormitory supervisor Plint (a defendant in Blackwater v. Plint, referenced below) was criminally convicted of sexual abuse prior to being named in the civil  
 lawsuit. In the Blackwater v. Plint case, the Church and Canada admitted that “acts of sexual abuse did occur” for those plaintiffs for whom a criminal conviction against Plint had been entered. Blackwater v. Plint, 2001 CanLII 997 (BCSC),  
 para. 15.
34 A synopsis of significant aspects of residential schools litigation is contained in Mayo Moran and Kent Roach, “Introduction: The Residential School Litigation and Settlement,” University	of	Toronto	Law	Journal, 64, No. 4 (August 2014),  
 479-485, and other articles in that volume.

The Quest for Redress and Healing

or many years, accounts of residential school experiences and 
the resulting trauma were hidden. Sometimes only the abused 

child knew; sometimes family and community members were aware. 
Because of self-blame, shame, and fear, few came forward to break 
their silence and accuse someone of abuse. As residential school 
survivors explained:

“I was still living… with a lot of shame and fear. The shame that I felt 
was the shame of being Aboriginal and the fear I felt that I lived with 
sometimes was unbearable, that I too turned to alcohol and drugs.” 

“Our first reaction was that we can’t speak out against the system or 
against the school or against the Church, the Government because 
they were the voice of authority and it’s been hammered into us all 
over these years that we don’t do that.” 

That began to change significantly in 1990 when the then Grand Chief 
of the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs, Phil Fontaine, publicly disclosed 
the sexual and physical abuse he had endured at a residential school 
and called for a public inquiry. He said:

"In my grade three class... if there were 20 boys, every single one of 
them... would have experienced what I experienced. They would have 
experienced some aspect of sexual abuse."31

Subsequently, thousands of former students came forward to speak 
about the abuse they had suffered. 

But while Grand Chief Fontaine’s public statement shone a light on 
the reality of the residential schools and helped pave the way for 
many former students to come forward and relate their own personal 
histories, demands for redress for abuse and mistreatment at the 
schools had begun several decades earlier.

Litigation:

As far back as the mid 1940s, there had been criminal prosecutions for 
sexual abuse that occurred at residential schools.32 While these were 
important in terms of cataloguing some of the crimes that had taken 
place and identifying and punishing some of the perpetrators, they did 
not of themselves provide compensation or restitution to the victims.33 
Increasingly then, civil law suits were launched by former residential 
school students, seeking compensation from the Government of 
Canada and/or the Churches for torts committed at the schools.34

F
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owever, many at the time felt that civil litigation was a flawed and 
ultimately inadequate means of obtaining redress for the abuse 

suffered at residential schools. In an analysis of legal actions dealing 
with sexual abuse at the schools, the Dean of Law of the University of 
Ottawa concluded that: “Canadian tort law has failed to address the 
unique national debt we owe to Aboriginal people arising from residential 
schooling.”35

There were several factors that contributed to this failure. First, there were 
statutes of limitations that varied from province to province on initiating 
legal proceedings. If these time limitations did not preclude a civil action, 
plaintiffs faced significant difficulties in establishing the credibility of their 
claims. The inherent challenges in proving sexual assault in the Courts 
were exacerbated in cases related to residential schools by the length of 
time that had elapsed since the alleged assaults, the absence of some 
schools’ records, the death of many alleged perpetrators, the vulnerable 
state of many plaintiffs who in some cases had drug and alcohol 
dependency problems and/or criminal records, and the cultural differences 
that existed between those plaintiffs and the Courts themselves. In this 
context, it was difficult to meet the relatively high standard of proof 
required by the Courts to prove the claims of abuse.36

Even should the abuse and mistreatment be proven, there were further 
challenges in assessing financial damages. In this regard, not only would 
actual costs – such as expenses incurred for care - need to be substantiated, 
but loss of past and future earnings would need to be calculated. As well, 
the plaintiff needed to show that the school experience actually caused 
the harm: other factors that may have contributed to the damages – such 
as sexual assaults suffered prior to or following attendance to the school – 
would be considered in the calculation and attribution of compensation. 
This could be even more difficult in the residential school context, where 
emotional damages were often as significant as physical ones, and where 
abuse occurred within a broader context of cultural loss that may also have 
contributed to psychological and emotional harm. 

A further challenge in litigation was establishing the extent to which 
the operators of the schools could be held responsible for the actions of 
individual staff members. Although the Supreme Court of Canada found 
that both the Government of Canada and the Church could be vicariously 
liable for sexual misconduct at a residential school, it was still extremely 
difficult to establish that liability.37 In addition to the legal challenges for 
claimants, the trial process could take an enormous psychological and 
spiritual toll on claimants and witnesses.

H

35 Bruce Feldthusen, “Civil Liability for Sexual Assault in Aboriginal Residential Schools: The Baker Did It,” Canadian	Journal	of	Law	and	Society/Revue	Canadienne	Droit	et	Société, 22, No. 1 (2007).
36 The IAP stipulated that: “Except as otherwise provided in this IAP, the standard of proof is the standard used by the civil courts for matters of like seriousness. . . the standard of proof remains the balance of probabilities in all matters.” While  
 the standard of proof generally remained the same, other aspects of the IAP, such as the less stringent causation test and the burden of proof shifting to the Government in relation to certain student on student claims, made it easier for the  
 claimant to meet the requirements for compensation in the IAP in comparison with litigation.
37 The Supreme Court ruled that employers could be vicariously liable for sexual misconduct in Bazley	v.	Curry, 2 S.C.R. 534 S.J.C. No. 35 (1999). In Blackwater v. Plint, [2005] 3 S.C.R. 3, SCC 58, the Supreme Court held that both the  
 Government of Canada and the United Church of Canada were vicariously liable for sexual assaults committed by a supervisor at the Alberni Indian Residential School.  While the Court ruled that residential school survivors should be  
 compensated for sexual assault, it also ruled that such survivors were not entitled to compensation for physical and mental abuse or the loss of Aboriginal language and culture. Also, in another ruling in 2005, a majority of the Supreme  
 Court ruled that the Church and Government of Canada could not be held liable for sexual abuse at Meares Island school as there was not a strong enough connection between the abuse and the employment: E.B.	v.	Order	of	Oblates	of	 
 Mary Immaculate in the Province of British Columbia, [2005] 3 S.C.R. 45,2005 SCC 50.
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38 However, prior to the Settlement Agreement, only one class action suit had been certified by the courts: Marlene Cloud et al v. The Attorney General of Canada et al (2004), 73 O.R. (3rd) 401 (CA).
39 Zoë Oxaal, “’Removing that Which Was Indian from the Plaintiff’: Tort Recovery for Loss of Culture and Language in Residential Schools Litigation”, Saskatchewan Law Review, 68, No. 367, (2005), 367-402. In most provinces physical abuse  
 claims were barred by limitations.  Ontario barred both physical and sexual abuse claims, but had no limitation on breaches of fiduciary duty, unlike other provinces, and therefore both kinds of claims could proceed there.  In most of the  
 rest of the country it was sexual abuse claims alone that proceeded. 
40 M. Moran, “The Role of Reparative Justice in Responding to the Legacy of Indian Residential Schools,” University	of	Toronto	Law	Journal, 64, no. 4 (2014), 529-565.
41 Canada, Indian Residential Schools Resolution Canada, Performance Report for the period ending March 31, 2003 (Ottawa: Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2003).
42 For example, over a period of fifteen years the average age of priests at the Diocese of Antigonish, Nova Scotia, rose from 55 to 61, while the number of both priests and church attendees declined. As well, financial pressures also arose from  
 legal obligations related to sexual abuse that occurred both outside and inside of Indian Residential Schools: that Diocese alone was required to pay $15 million to victims of sexual abuse by its priests over the past fifty years. These factors  
 combined to force the diocese to sell properties, liquidate bank accounts, and close churches: Aaron Beswick, “Diocese starts church review,” Chronicle Herald, 13 August 2013, p. A3.
43 Tanya L. Jorgenson, Associate Director, Aboriginal Law, BC and Yukon Region, Department of Justice Canada, Correspondence titled “Re: Modified Litigation Plan for IRS Claims in British Columbia and the Yukon,” 20 December 2004.

otwithstanding these legal hurdles, a large and increasing 
number of former residential school students sought 

redress for their experiences through the Courts. Prior to the Indian 
Residential Schools Settlement Agreement in 2007, there were as 
many as 20,000 active cases in litigation, many of which had more 
than one named plaintiff.  There were also approximately a dozen 
class actions filed on behalf of former students.38

As well, the inability of Government and Churches to acknowledge 
loss of language and culture in the forum of civil litigation meant 
that this was an issue in hundreds of cases, complicating the 
litigation and impeding progress on other remediation. Little merit 
was accorded these claims by the Courts, which did not recognize 
cultural loss as a cause of action. Thus, the focus in litigation was 
on sexual and physical abuse, rather than on the destructive 
collective ramifications of the residential school system, or on other 
elements of redress that could aid in healing, commemoration, and 
reconciliation.39 

On a pragmatic level, litigation was both costly and time-consuming. 
Prior to the Settlement Agreement, out of close to 20,000 claims 
only 2,200 cases had been settled, and only 36 trials had taken 
place.40 One (albeit atypical) trial related to allegations of abuse 
at the Alberni Indian Residential School (Blackwater v. Plint) lasted 
almost a decade including a trial of 115 days spread out over three 
years. The Cloud class action lawsuit had taken five years just to 
reach the point of certification without addressing any issues related 
to the merits of the claims. The Government of Canada estimated 
that it would take 53 years to resolve the civil cases in traditional 
litigation, at a cost of $2 billion in administrative costs alone.41 It 
was also calculated that, in civil litigation, it cost $3 in legal and 
Court fees for every dollar of compensation paid to former students. 
Individual residential school survivors - who provided the impetus 
for civil litigation - were required to retain legal counsel and bear 

the considerable costs of litigation. The cost of litigation was also a 
motivating factor for some Church entities - who were experiencing 
financial pressures rooted in their aging demographic - to explore 
alternative approaches to resolution.42

Increasingly, traditional civil litigation was considered as not 
sustainable for resolving the outstanding claims. Within the 
litigation framework itself, a Modified Litigation Plan was 
implemented in 2005 for resolving residential schools claims in 
British Columbia and the Yukon. Developed through extensive 
discussion among counsel involved in these claims, this Plan was 
aimed at addressing the “need to streamline litigation so that 
the resolution of IRS claims would be achieved in an honourable, 
but more expeditious manner and still meet the rigours of public 
scrutiny.”43 While the Modified Litigation Plan did not ultimately 
have the scope to rectify all concerns regarding residential schools 
litigation, it did incorporate such concepts as the removal of the 
issue of apportionment of liability as between defendants, the 
removal of the need for expert reports for some types of claims, 
a less formal process for residential school survivors to describe 
their personal experience, an apology, the provision of counseling 
and health supports, and commemoration: concepts that were 
eventually carried through into the Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Process and the Independent Assessment Process. 

Eventually, attention began to focus on a comprehensive national 
class action settlement as the most effective way to structure a 
resolution to the residential school legacy. A class action, it was felt, 
would serve to limit liability, provide a faster and more efficient 
means of settling the plethora of outstanding claims, and lead 
to finality in the legal repercussions of the residential school 
experience.  A pan-national class action could also provide the 
organizational framework for commencing discussions towards a 
comprehensive resolution.

N
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44 Canada, Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples.
45 Canada, Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Gathering	Strength:	Canada’s	Aboriginal	Action	Plan (Ottawa: Minister of Public Works and Government Services Canada, 1998).
46 K. Mahoney, “The Settlement Process: A Personal Reflection.” A summary of these dialogues is published in Canada, Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Reconciliation	and	Healing:	Alternative	Resolution	Strategies	for	 
 Dealing with Residential Schools Claims (Ottawa: IAND, 2000).
47 In 2004, Martin Houston pled guilty to three additional charges related to sexual offences at Grollier.
48 One variant of this approach was adopted in claims related to Lower Post. There, individual claims were settled by a chosen negotiating committee.  The settlements were totaled and then divided equally among the claimants.  The  
 committee did not disclose the amounts of the “individual” settlements. The “mandatory set aside” method of funding group activities was the subject of significant negative reaction from Indigenous organizations and individuals, who  
 regarded it as a paternalistic approach to the treatment of claimants’ compensation. It was not carried forward into the Dispute Resolution Model or the Independent Assessment Process.

Dispute Resolution and the Alternative Dispute  
Resolution Program:

arallel to the process unfolding in and around the Courts, many 
individuals and organizations had been exploring other means 

for addressing the legacy of residential schools. In light of the known 
limitations of the criminal justice system and civil litigation in dealing 
with the ramifications of institutional abuse, people began to look for 
other, more meaningful and helpful ways to provide redress for those 
harms. 

In 1991, the federal Government established a Royal Commission on 
Aboriginal Peoples with a comprehensive mandate to investigate the 
evolution of the relationship among Aboriginal peoples, the Canadian 
Government, and Canadian society. The Royal Commission held 178 
days of public hearings in 96 communities, and issued its report in 
1996.44 The report presented several recommendations addressing 
residential schools, including the establishment of a public inquiry, 
compensation for communities to help in the healing process, and 
funding for treatment of individuals and their families.

Two years later, the Government of Canada released its response 
to RCAP in a policy framework titled Gathering Strength – Canada’s 
Aboriginal Action Plan.45 This included a Statement of Reconciliation 
acknowledging historical injustices to Indigenous peoples in Canada, 
and the establishment of the Aboriginal Healing Foundation with a 
$350 million fund for “community-based healing as a first step to deal 
with the legacy of physical and sexual abuse at residential schools”.  
The Government also “committed to assisting in community healing to 
address the profound impacts of abuse at Residential Schools”, and the 
Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs, the Hon. Jane Stewart, made a 
general commitment to “negotiate rather than litigate”.

During 1998-99, Government representatives, Church officials, 
Indigenous organizations, and former students engaged in a 
groundbreaking series of nine “exploratory dialogues” to develop 
solutions and principles for the resolution of residential school claims 
outside of litigation.46 Following these dialogues, the federal Cabinet in 
1999 gave its approval for the Department of Justice and Department 

of Indian Affairs and Northern Development Canada to launch dispute 
resolution pilot projects with a view towards managing litigation and 
resolving abuse claims. This marked a significant departure from the 
Government’s approach up to that point, which had been to respond 
to claims brought in litigation, rather than to develop proactively 
alternative dispute resolution approaches to addressing these claims. 

The pilot projects were established on a group basis, recognizing that 
the harms done were not just to individuals but also had collective 
effects on families and communities. The first of these involved former 
students of Grollier Hall, which had been the subject of criminal justice 
proceedings that had resulted in a number of convictions for assault. 
Grollier Hall was a Roman Catholic residential school that opened in 
1959 in Inuvik. In 1962, former supervisor Martin Houston was charged, 
convicted, and sentenced to ten years in jail for the sexual abuse of 
students.47 In 1997 and 1998, three other former supervisors of the 
school were charged and sentenced for sex offences. During the criminal 
trials, victims and witnesses were subject to cross-examination, to a 
judicial process that was culturally removed from their own experiences, 
and to a lack of emotional and psychological support at an extremely 
traumatic time. One consequence of the Grollier trials, however, was 
that many victims came together on their own to provide support to 
each other throughout this process. This mutual support constituted an 
important foundation for and dynamic in the pilot project. 

In the group approach adopted in some pilot projects, while former 
students were required to submit individual claims and hearings were 
conducted and compensation determined on an individual basis, 
each group provided a community-based forum for mutual support. 
Hearings for individuals were often held in the same facility, and meals 
could be held collectively allowing claimants (and often their families) 
to share experiences and support. After individual decisions for the 
members of the group were issued, there could be an event such as a 
feast, speeches, or commemorative project, providing an opportunity for 
claimants and their families to share in a positive experience and a form 
of redress at the community level. Indeed, in a formula that commenced 
with Grollier and was adopted in some subsequent pilots, an amount 
of compensation was put into a trust for the group, to be utilized for 
collective community purposes in the future.48

P
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49 As noted earlier, some of these approaches had also begun to feature in the modified litigation approach to residential school claims.
50 The program based on the Dispute Resolution Model is variously referred to as “DR” and “ADR”: cf. The Hon. Ken R. Halvorson, Indian	Residential	School	Abuse	Claims:	A	Lawyer’s	Guide	to	the	Adjudicative	Process (Toronto: Thomson Canada,  
 2005); Canada, Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, Report on the Effectiveness	of	the	Government	Alternative	Dispute	Resolution	Process	for	the	Resolution	of	Indian	Residential	School	Claims (Ottawa:  
 House of Commons, 38th Parliament, 1st Session, 2004); and Canada, Indian Residential Schools Resolution Canada, 2004-2005 Departmental Performance Report (Ottawa: Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, [2005]).  
 For sake of consistency, it is referred to herein as “ADR”.
51 A detailed description and operational analysis of the Dispute Resolution Model is presented in Halvorson.
52 A “compensation grid” was also utilized by the Irish Redress Board established in 2002 to deal with claims related to child abuse in that country’s institutional care system. However, in the Irish model, 75% of compensation was based on  
 consequential harms - in which causation had to be proven according to strict court standards - and the remainder on the triggering act.  In the ADR and IAP models, the principal compensation was more for the act than the consequential  
 harms, but for standard track claims the proven harm needed to be only “plausibly linked” to the proven act, rather than the “causation” having to be assessed according to the stricter standards a court would apply.
53 In 2001, the Hon. Herb Gray was appointed to lead discussions between Canada and the churches on the apportionment of liability for abuse claims. As a result, Canada agreed to provide 100% compensation for specified proven claims of  
 abuse after April 1969, and to share compensation with the churches for specified proven abuses prior to that time. However, at the time of ADR, the Catholic Church entities had not signed contribution agreements with Canada, and only   
 some of those entities decided to pay their 30% share on a case-by-case basis. When the IAP was implemented, in addition to the share of compensation Canada had already paid to claimants who were awarded compensation in the ADR  
 process, Canada also provided an additional 30 % payment to ADR claimants who had not received the Church’s share of the compensation.

hese pilot projects were designed to 
test alternative approaches to dispute 

resolution, and adopted a number of features 
that distinguished them from the traditional civil 
litigation model.49 Each pilot project was unique 
but could include the following features:

• For most projects, a process in which claimants  
 would not be questioned by Government  
 counsel or Church counsel

• An independent fact finder chosen by the  
 parties whose role could include an  
 inquisitorial approach (the “inquisitorial model”)

• Less reliance on expert reports 

• The availability of healing and emotional  
 supports throughout the process

• Hearings held in informal settings, without  
 the “trappings” of a Court

• The ability of claimants to use traditional or  
 cultural practices – such as a cleansing or prayer  
 – prior to the hearing

In 2001, Canada established a separate 
department, the Office of Indian Residential 
Schools Resolution Canada (IRSRC), to co-ordinate 
resolution of residential school abuse claims. The 
Department continued consultations with affected 
parties, which in 2003 culminated in a “National 
Resolution Framework”. 

The Framework retained the option to settle 
claims through litigation, but added an 
Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) program.50 

The Framework also provided for a 
comprehensive Mental Health Support 
Program (run by Health Canada) to ensure 
claimants and their immediate family 
members had access to mental health 
counselling and emotional support 
services. 

Drawing on the experiences of the pilot 
projects, ADR adopted the “Dispute 
Resolution Model for Indian Residential 
School Abuse Claims” as an alternative 
approach to traditional civil litigation.51 This 
Model utilized a grid for the determination 
of compensation based on the abuse 
suffered and the harms incurred.52 
Compensation amounts were developed 

by the Department based on the medians 
established in case law. The compensation 
grid included recognition of consequential 
loss of employment, education, or 
training opportunity. ADR incorporated 
the elements of the pilot projects aimed 
at providing a more supportive and 
expeditious process than civil litigation, 
and provided additional funds for future 
care, for counselling and medical or 
psychiatric treatment. To some extent, ADR 
also addressed the contentious issue of full 
compensation being provided to claimants 
for specified proven claims, regardless of 
any apportionment of liability between the 
Government and the Churches for abuses 
committed by school staff.53

T
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54 The Hon. Fred Kaufman, Searching	for	Justice:	An	Independent	Review	of	Nova	Scotia’s	Response	to	Reports	of	Institutional	Abuse (Halifax: Province of Nova Scotia, 2002).
55 The Hon. Ted Hughes was selected as the ADR’s Chief Adjudicator by representatives of Canada, churches, Indigenous organizations, and lawyers representing former students. He functioned in the capacity of an independent contractor  
 who could only be terminated by the Chief Adjudicator’s Reference Group, a body composed of representatives of those organizations.
56 The initial design of ADR was to require a claimant Release prior to a hearing, but that was changed following strong resistance from survivor groups. The Release expunged further claims against Canada and the churches, with the  
 exception of those related to loss of language and culture (which was not covered in ADR).
57 ADR also included a more streamlined “Process B” procedure, to be used for cases of “wrongful confinement” or in which no lasting mark or injury occurred. Process B cases had a maximum award of $3,500. In those cases, Canada’s  
 contribution to lawyers’ fees was the greater of 15% of the award or $500.

t the same time, however, the parties wanted to ensure that 
the ADR process contained a rigorous enough validation 

process so as not to cast doubt on compensated claims and thereby 
diminish the veracity of the residential school experience and 
legacy. This concern over the validation of claims was strongly 
influenced by the 2002 report by the Hon. Fred Kaufman on the 
Nova Scotia Government’s compensation program regarding abuse 
at the Shelbourne Youth Centre. In 1996, the provincial Government 
had implemented an alternative dispute resolution process for 
providing compensation to victims of abuse at the provincially 
operated institution. In his report, Kaufman found that the province’s 
program “was seriously flawed. So flawed that it left in its wake true 
victims of abuse who are now assumed by many to have defrauded 
the Government, innocent employees who have been branded as 
abusers, and a public confused and unenlightened about the extent 
to which young people were or were not abused while in the care of 
the Province of Nova Scotia.”54

As a result, the ADR process required that Canada screen applications 

for eligibility, and that claimants had the burden of proof - on 
the balance of probabilities - for allegations of abuse. Claimants’ 
counsel were responsible for gathering and providing records 
relevant to the claims, including a list of mandatory documents 
required to prove certain levels of consequential harms and loss of 
opportunity. While individuals named in claims as perpetrators of 
abuse were not allowed to attend claimants’ hearings, they were 
accorded the right to be informed of the allegations made, and the 
right to make representations in a separate hearing. Ultimately, 
the determination of the credibility of the claims and of the factors 
influencing the award rested with the adjudicator. 

With the advent of ADR, an Indian Residential Schools Adjudication 
Secretariat, headed by a Chief Adjudicator, was established within 
IRSRC to administer the dispute resolution process.55 Unlike in 
the pilot projects - where “independent fact finders” could be 
agreed to by the parties - ADR adjudicators were initially selected 
by a committee of representatives from Aboriginal organizations, 
Claimants’ counsel, Churches and Canada, and then assigned to 
cases by the Chief Adjudicator, and could only be dismissed during 
their term on approval of the Chief Adjudicator. These moves were 
intended to provide for a separation between the independent 
adjudicators that would hear and decide ADR cases, and the 
representatives of the Government Department that would be acting 
as defendant in those cases. 

While the ADR retained a group component, it was primarily focused 
on individual claims. Claimants could still have the option to file 
regular lawsuits, participate in a class action, negotiate a settlement, 
or apply to the ADR program. Once a claim was accepted into ADR 
by Canada, the Government was bound to pay compensation in 
accordance with the adjudicator’s decision. Claimants, on the other 
hand, were only obliged to accept the award and sign a release with 
respect to civil litigation after the decision was issued.56 When an 
award was issued and accepted, Canada would provide additional 
funds in the amount of 15% of the award to cover the legal fees of 
the claimant’s counsel.57 Claimants were permitted to participate in 
ADR without legal representation, and to that end a detailed “plain 
language” guide was prepared by Canada to assist them through 
the process.

More than 7,600 ADR claims were filed between November 2003 
and March 2007.

A

Ted Hughes was the Chief 
Adjudicator of the Alternative 
Dispute Resolution Program, 

established in 2003.  
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any of those who worked with ADR considered it a significant 
improvement over litigation. It was, clearly, designed to be a 

more expeditious process and supportive environment than existed in 
traditional litigation. Adopting some features that had been introduced 
in a modified approach to litigation and featured in pilot projects, it was 
non-adversarial and eschewed cross-examination; hearings were not held 
in public, and could take place in a location of the claimant’s choice; health 
supports were available throughout the process; traditional ceremonies 
could be incorporated into the hearing process; claimants’ travel costs to 
attend hearings were paid in advance by Canada; the use of a plausible 
link test for causation; if the acts and harms were proven in accordance 
with the ADR Model, compensation was paid; and awards were in line  
with what had been granted by the Courts. For many, especially those 
within Government, ADR was seen as a positive and effective alternative  
to litigation.

However, the ADR model was also subject to strong criticism. In 2004, 
the AFN held a conference at the University of Calgary Law School on the 
ADR process, and emanating from that conference an expert committee 
published its Report on Canada’s Dispute Resolution Plan to Compensate 
for Abuses in Indian Resolution Schools.58 Both the conference and the 
ensuing report noted some of the positive aspects of ADR but were highly 
critical of the program.59 These criticisms included:

• Inequitable Treatment: There were pronounced regional differences in  
 the amounts of compensation awarded by ADR adjudicators; the Model  
 set out a separate level of compensation that governed schools in British  
 Columbia, the Yukon, and Ontario as distinct from the rest of the  
 country.60 It also contained differences based on the years in which  
 the abuse occurred; in “Process B” of the ADR, the Model incorporated a  
 “Standards of the Day” concept that defined the level of discipline that  
 would be considered as exceeding acceptable standards depending on  
 the year of occurrence.61

• Differences between Churches: Compensation depended on which  
 Church-run school a claimant had attended. Anglican, Presbyterian,  
 and United Churches had agreed to pay 30% of compensation to  
 former students with the Government of Canada covering the remaining  
 70%. However, since Catholic Churches generally refused to pay any  
 compensation, claimants who attended most Catholic-run schools only  
 received 70% of their awarded compensation.62

• Unspecified Harms or Ineligible Claims: Harms specific to women such  
 as pregnancy, forced adoption, or abortions resulting from sexual abuse  

 were not expressly mentioned in the ADR and relied on the discretion of  
 adjudicators to award compensation. As well, ADR did not recognize loss  
 of language and culture as a compensable harm: an issue that had been  
 a strong point of contention in individual litigation and class actions. 

• Student-on-Student Claims: Claims of abuse caused by other students  
 were not compensated unless it could be proven that staff in the  
 residential school had actual knowledge of the abuse. Given the secrecy  
 surrounding sexual abuse, it was difficult for survivors to prove such  
 claims. 

• Healing/Reconciliation: While apologies were sometimes provided  
 by representatives of the Government of Canada and/or Church entities,  
 the ADR program did not contain extensive provisions for healing and  
 reconciliation. 

• Aging Claimants: Due to the start-up time required to implement ADR  
 and the length of the process, the ADR approach was not meeting the  
 needs of aging claimants. The 2004 Report noted that at that point, only  
 93 cases had been resolved through ADR.  

• Cost: The costs to administer the ADR program (albeit including  
 significant start-up costs) were estimated to be four times that of the  
 actual compensation awards.63

• Lack of Finality: The outcome of an ADR claim was non-binding, in that  
 the claimant could accept or reject the outcome. If claimants were not  
 satisfied with their ADR ruling, they had the option of returning to civil  
 litigation. If the claimant did accept the outcome, the Government of  
 Canada was bound by the decision and could not independently reject it. 

• Independence: The Government of Canada delivered the ADR program  
 and at the same time was a defendant in the process. Although decisions  
 were rendered by adjudicators and not by the Government and IRSRC  
 maintained that it was a neutral decision maker, the Government had  
 unilateral discretion as to which claims would be admitted to the process,  
 and accusations persisted of an unfair process lacking in transparency  
 and cultural sensitivity. As well, although a period of consultations had  
 preceded the implementation of the Dispute Resolution Model, it was in  
 fact a Government policy and program. There was an inherent limitation  
 to the extent to which there could be broad-based acceptance of a  
 process in which only one of the parties, even well intentioned, set the  
 rules, and in which those rules were subject to unilateral revision or  
 alteration.

M

58 Assembly of First Nations, Report on Canada’s Dispute Resolution Plan to Compensate for Abuses in Indian Residential Schools (n.p.: Assembly of First Nations, 2004).
59 See Mahoney, “The settlement process.”
60 The regional differences in the ADR were based on regional differences in the Court awards made in various jurisdictions.
61 “Process B” addressed claims for physical abuse where there was no lasting injury or where wrongful confinement was alleged.
62 Upon implementation of the IAP, this was addressed by Canada providing an additional 30% payment to ADR claimants who had not received the Church’s share of compensation.
63 Canadian Bar Association, The	Logical	Next	Step:	Reconciliation	Payments	for	All	Indian	Residential	School	Survivors (n.p.: Canadian Bar Association, 2005). This ratio of administrative costs to awards was even higher for “B” claims. It should  
 be noted, however, that this assessment was based only on the first year of ADR operations.
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he AFN Report went on to set out what they considered 
to be the essential requirements for achieving a 

comprehensive and fair settlement for all former students. Based 
on previous consultations, the report stated that such a process 
should:

• Be inclusive, fair, accessible, and transparent

• Offer a holistic and comprehensive response recognizing and  
 addressing all the harms committed in and resulting from  
 residential schools

• Respect human dignity and equality and racial and gender  
 equality

• Contribute towards reconciliation and healing

• Do no harm to survivors and their families 

Healing and Reconciliation:

Underpinning the efforts to provide reparation for residential 
school abuses through litigation or alternative dispute resolution 
was a deeper context of attempting to understand and reconcile 
the broader impacts of the Indian Residential School policy. In 
1986, the United Church of Canada issued an apology for its 
attempts to impose European culture and values on Aboriginal 
people. In 1991, the Catholic Missionary Oblates of Mary 
Immaculate issued a more specific apology for Residential 
Schools. This was followed by apologies for residential schools 
by the Anglican Church of Canada in 1993; the Presbyterian 
Church of Canada in 1994; the United Church of Canada in 1998; 
and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police in 2004. The federal 
Government’s 1998 “Statement of Reconciliation” included 
a declaration that the Government was “deeply sorry” for the 
“tragedy of sexual and physical abuse at residential schools” 
and provided the initial funding for the establishment of the 
Aboriginal Healing Foundation to address the legacy of abuse 
at residential schools. Some healing events featured in the pilot 
projects, ADR, and even in the resolution of some litigation claims.

And, as noted earlier, the Government, Churches and Indigenous 
Groups met in a series of exploratory dialogues in 1998-99 
that were intended to discuss not only means of addressing 
outstanding litigation, but of moving towards a broader resolution 
to the legacy of the residential schools. 

As the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (RCAP) had 
concluded, “Redressing the wrongs associated with the residential 
school system will involve concerted action on a number of fronts” 
including a full public inquiry. In its report on the ADR plan, the 
AFN observed: “In order to achieve reconciliation between Canada, 
the Churches, and survivors and to facilitate healing among the 
survivors and the First Nation communities, it is a fundamental 
principle that the harms done be addressed in a holistic manner.” 
The RCAP also declared: “There can be no peace and harmony 
unless there is justice.”

Notwithstanding the dialogues that were occurring and the 
issuance of public apologies, it was difficult to build trust and 
progress towards reconciliation while survivors were required to 
pursue compensation through legal actions, and were subject to 
legal defences in which Government and Churches had attempted 
to limit or deny liability. Although a number of civil cases were 
resolved through settlement, in many important ways the 
implementation of a non-adversarial and supportive method of 
compensating the victims of residential schools for the assaults 
that they suffered was a necessary precondition of moving towards 
healing and reconciliation for Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
people alike. 

The Indian Residential Schools 
Settlement Agreement

In 2005, several events occurred that had significant implications 
for the progress of political and legal developments regarding 
Indian Residential Schools. In February of that year, a number of 
witnesses who appeared before the House of Commons Standing 
Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development were 
highly critical of the ADR process. The committee’s report, tabled 
in the House of Commons in April 2005, condemned the ADR 
and recommended that the program be terminated.64 A House of 
Commons vote subsequently adopted this call for a replacement 
to the ADR process, and required the Government to formulate a 
proposal within forty days.

Early in May, 2005, the Supreme Court of Canada dismissed the 
federal government’s application for leave to appeal the Ontario 
Appeal Court’s decision certifying the Cloud class action suit. This 
decision not only permitted the Cloud class action to proceed but 
also set the stage for the certification of the Baxter class action suit.

T

64 For a summary of witness testimony to the standing committee, see Paulette Regan, Unsettling	the	Settler	Within:	Indian	Residential	Schools,	Truth	Telling,	and	Reconciliation	in	Canada (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2011), pp. 125-136.
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65 Inuit representatives were not involved in the May accord reached between the federal government and the AFN to initiate settlement discussions. They joined the negotiations in September 2005, following the filing of class actions on  
 behalf of former students in their respective jurisdictions.
66 The National Consortium of twenty law firms representing former residential school students in individual and class actions had been formed in 2003 to pursue a national litigation plan and political action campaign. It emanated in part  
 from the Canadian Residential School Plaintiffs’ Counsel Association that had been created several years earlier and functioned as a clearinghouse for information and ideas about pursuing residential school claims. 
67 Baxter	v.	Canada (Attorney General). 2006 Can LII 41673, ON S.C.

ollowing these developments, in May 
2005 the Government of Canada 

and the Assembly of First Nations signed a 
Political Agreement with the goal of achieving 
a Court-sanctioned, global resolution to all 
outstanding litigation. Then AFN National Chief 
Phil Fontaine described the Political Agreement 
as an accord intended to result not only in 
a “better, faster and more economic claims 
process for residential schools survivors who 
were abused” but also as “a commitment for 
the entire country to move forward through a 
national dialogue on healing, reconciliation, 
commemoration, and truth-sharing” and “a 
holistic way to deal with this terrible, tragic 
legacy of our shared past.” 

The Government appointed the Hon. Frank 
Iacobucci, a former Justice of the Supreme 
Court of Canada, as its representative in 
negotiations with representatives of the AFN 
and Inuit communities, residential school 
survivor groups, and legal counsel representing 
former students and Churches. According to 
Mr. Iacobucci, “We were trying to find ways 
of dealing with serious physical assault and 
sexual assault in ways that would be an 
improvement on the ADR system, which had a 
massive backlog. We wanted to do something 
to ensure that the claimants would receive fair 
and effective treatment and compensation if 
their claims were recognized. It was all about 
the claimants and improving the approach for 
them, but at the same time making it a system 
that had integrity and substance and, in fact, a 
fair process.” These discussions culminated in 
an Agreement in Principle entered into by all 
parties in late November 2005.65

  
On May 10, 2006, the National Consortium66, 
Merchant Law Group, Independent Counsel, 
AFN and Inuit representatives, the General 
Synod of the Anglican Church of Canada, the 

Presbyterian Church of Canada, the United 
Church of Canada, Roman Catholic entities, and 
the Government of Canada, signed the Indian 
Residential Schools Settlement Agreement.  

Subsequently, a motion on consent was 
brought before the Ontario Superior Court of 
Justice and the Superior Courts of eight other 
provinces and territories for the certification 
of a class proceeding and the approval of the 
Settlement. The motion proposed to combine all 
outstanding litigation into a single class action, 
establishing a national class of “Survivors” to 
whom the Settlement would apply: all those 
who resided at an Indian Residential School 
in Canada between January 1, 1920, and 
December 31, 1997, and who were living as of 
May 30, 2005. This motion was approved by the 
then Ontario Regional Senior Justice Warren K. 
Winkler on December 15, 2006.67 Certification 
hearings on the class action were held in the 
Supreme Courts of other jurisdictions. After 
the provincial and territorial Courts approved 
the agreement and a six-month opt-out period 
had passed, the Settlement Agreement – at 

that time the largest out-of-Court settlement 
in Canadian history - came into effect on 
September 19, 2007.

The IRSSA was meant to bring a fair and lasting 
resolution to the legacy of Indian Residential 
Schools by providing financial and non-
financial benefits to the individuals affected by 
the Indian Residential Schools experience. Its 
implementation was to be overseen by nine 
provincial and territorial Superior Courts, and 
funded by the Government of Canada.

The Settlement Agreement was a broad 
commitment to provide redress for the harms 
of residential schools and move towards 
reconciliation. As such, it contained a number 
of different components: some that provided 
compensation for residential school survivors, 
and others that extended beyond direct 
survivors themselves and were intended to 
document the residential school experience 
and advance healing and reconciliation 
between Indigenous peoples and the 
Canadian state.

F
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68 While not contained in the Settlement Agreement, the apology was part of the Political Agreement, and was recommended by Chief Justice Brenner of the Supreme Court of British Columbia in his decision approving the Settlement  
 Agreement.
69 “Information update on the Common Experience Payment From September 19, 2007 to March 31, 2016,” Statistics on the Implementation of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, Canada, Crown-Indigenous Relations and  
 Northern Affairs Canada, 19 February 2019, https://www.rcaanc-cirnac.gc.ca/eng/1315320539682/1571590489978. The amount initially allocated to the CEP was an irrevocable grant of $1.9 billion. If that proved insufficient, it was to be  
 augmented to the extent required.  If, as turned out to be the case, it was excessive to the requirements of individual CEP compensation, the balance was designated for education benefits available to former residents and their family members.
70 The IAP also contained the possibility for a claimant to proceed through the Courts in three circumstances: for claims related to actual income loss (AIL); where there was sufficient evidence that the claimant suffered catastrophic physical harms  
 such that compensation available through the Courts may exceed the maximum permitted by the IAP; or in an “other wrongful act” claim, the evidence required to address the alleged harms was so complex and extensive that recourse to  
 the Courts would be the more appropriate procedural approach. Such Court cases would not be subjected to a cap on compensation. AIL claims in excess of $250,000 could also be addressed through the Negotiated Settlement Process. More  
 information on AIL is provided in Chapter 4.
71 The supervising courts subsequently ordered that applications for the IAP received by September 2, 2013, for one additional school (Mistassini) were deemed to have been received on or before September 19, 2012. In 2018, the courts added  
 Kivalliq Hall to the list of eligible residential schools and set January 25, 2020, as the application deadline for claims from that school.  The supervising courts also decided that applications handled by the law firm Blott & Company (Supreme  
 Court of Alberta, 2012) were deemed to be submitted before the deadline.

The non-compensatory components of the 
Settlement Agreement included:

ruth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC): 
The TRC was allocated $60 million over 

five years to document the histories of survivors, 
families, communities and anyone affected by the 
residential school experience. Through events at 
both the national and community levels, it guided 
and inspired Indigenous people and Canadians 
in a process of reconciliation and renewed 
relationships based on mutual understanding and 
respect. The TRC released its final report in 2015.

Commemoration: The Settlement Agreement 
provided $20 million in funding over six years for 
commemorative initiatives to honour, educate, 
remember, memorialize, and pay tribute to former 
students of Indian Residential Schools, their 
families, and the larger Indigenous community. 
This included the installation of a stained-
glass window in Centre Block of Parliament 
commemorating the legacy of former Indian 
Residential School students and their families. 
Although not formally part of the Settlement 
Agreement, on June 11, 2008 then Prime Minister 
Stephen Harper delivered a formal apology in the 
House of Commons on behalf of the Government 
of Canada to former students, their families, and 
communities for the Government's role in the 
operation of the residential schools.68

Healing Supports: To foster healing in Indigenous 
communities, a $125 million endowment was 
provided to the Aboriginal Healing Foundation to 
continue its mission. The Settlement Agreement 
also provided for the continuation of supports 
provided by Health Canada, such as a 24-hour 
crisis line and front-line Resolution Health 
Support Workers.

T

A stained glass window in Parliament 
commemorates the legacy of former Indian 
Residential School students and their families.

There were also two compensation-related 
components of the Settlement Agreement:

The Common Experience Payment (CEP) recognized 
the experience of eligible Indian Residential School 
students who resided at any Indian Residential 
School prior to December 31, 1997. Administered 
by Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), 
the CEP was an unprecedented recognition of the 
common experience of having resided at an Indian 
Residential School. Every former student who had 
resided at a recognized IRS and was alive as of 
May 30, 2005, was eligible to apply for and receive 
$10,000 for their first school year or partial school 
year, with an additional $3,000 in compensation for 
each full or partial school year of residence beyond 
the first school year. Under the CEP, eligible former 
students received an average award of $20,457.  
The total compensation provided through CEP was 
$1.6 billion.69

The Independent Assessment Process (IAP) was the 
out-of-Court process to settle claims of sexual abuse, 
serious physical abuse, or other wrongful acts suffered 
while attending a residential school. Compensation 
was provided up to $275,000, based on nature of 
the abuse and the level of harm suffered by each 
student.70 Once the IRSSA received Court approval, 
IAP applications from survivors were accepted from 
September 19, 2007 to September 19, 2012.71

As the IAP was framed as part of a settlement of a 
class action, it was no longer an “opt-in” alternative 
to litigation.  With the Settlement Agreement, the 
IAP was now the only way to claim compensation for 
abuse at a residential school, other than for those 
who explicitly opted out of the class action settlement 
within the timeframe allotted by the Courts or those 
who, by the application deadline, had not filed claims 
in Court, the ADR or the IAP.  
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THE INDEPENDENT  
ASSESSMENT PROCESS

Objectives of the IAP

n agreement as complex and far-
reaching as the Indian Residential 

Schools Settlement Agreement – unparalleled 
in Canadian history – had a range of objectives. 
These objectives emanated from the history and 
impact of the residential schools experience 
and the process that culminated in the IRSSA, 
as described in the previous two chapters of 
this report. They reflected the various interests 
and hopes of the parties; the broader social, 
political, and legal context within which it was 
framed; and what the IRSSA was intended to 
achieve for all of those affected by residential 
schools. 

As a part of the Settlement Agreement, the 
Independent Assessment Process (IAP) also had 
a number of objectives. Some of these were 
specifically outlined in the Agreement while 
others were more general in nature. These 
objectives shaped the process for IAP claims, 
informed the activities of all stakeholders in the 
IAP, and provided the foundation and guiding 
principles for the Oversight Committee in 
carrying out its mandate in the implementation 
of the IAP.

Resolving Litigation:

In understanding the objectives of the IAP, it is 
important to start with an appreciation that the 
IAP was part of an agreement to settle litigation. 
Individual civil suits and class actions related 
to the residential school experience were 
numerous, complex, costly, and lengthy. As 
well, although Alternative Dispute Resolution 
had provided significant improvements over 
litigation, it still contained elements that 
proved less than satisfactory for many parties. 
Building on experiences of litigation and the 
ADR, the IAP was designed and intended to 
resolve individual claims for redress for abuse 

A

TRC Commissioner Wilton Littlechild

at residential schools in a manner that was 
more timely; that provided an opportunity 
for validation of  claims and of the impacts of 
individuals’ personal experiences while at the 
same time being less harmful to and more 
respectful of residential school survivors; that 
provided consistency in decisions and awards 
without differences based on geographical 
location or on which Church ran the school; that 
was an independent Court-supervised - and not 
a Government-run - process; and that provided 
finality to the litigation process. 

Reconciliation:

Underpinning the efforts to provide reparation 
for the abuses that occurred at the schools was 
a deeper context of attempting to understand 
and reconcile the broader impacts of the 
Indian Residential School policy. This had been 
evidenced by such actions as the work of the 
Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples; the 
Government of Canada’s Aboriginal Action Plan 
and the establishment of the Aboriginal Healing 
Foundation; the apologies offered by some 

Churches, the Minister of Indian Affairs and 
Northern Development, and the RCMP; and 
the extensive efforts of Aboriginal groups, 
Churches, and the Government to engage in 
dialogue on advancing reconciliation.

Notwithstanding the public apologies and 
the dialogues that were occurring, it was 
difficult to build trust and progress towards 
reconciliation while survivors were required 
to pursue compensation through legal 
actions and were subject to legal defences in 
which Government and Churches limited or 
denied their liability. The implementation of a 
less adversarial and more supportive method 
of compensating the victims of residential 
school abuse was a necessary precondition for 
moving towards healing and reconciliation 
for Aboriginals and non-Aboriginals alike. As 
the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples 
stated in its 1996 report, “There can be no 
peace and harmony unless there is justice.” 
Within the Settlement Agreement, the IAP 
was intended to provide justice for the acts 
and consequences of abuse.
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72 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, Annual Report 2008 (Ottawa: IRSAS, 2008), p. 11.

Healing – A Claimant-Centred Process:

principal foundation of the IAP was its design as a claimant-
centred process. Not only was reconciliation an implicit 

objective of the IAP as part of the IRSSA, there were also specific 
aspects in the IAP process that were intended to promote healing. 
Ensuring that the IAP maintained a claimant-centred approach was a 
fundamental prism used by the Oversight Committee in its ongoing 
assessment of and, when required, improvements to the IAP process.
 
A support line and crisis line were maintained to provide immediate 
assistance to all those affected by the residential school experience. 
Claimants who chose not to have legal representation were assigned 
Claimant Support Officers. Claimants had access to health support 
workers at every phase of the process, including at the hearing. They 
could be accompanied at the hearing by Elders, interpreters, and/or 
family or community members; this not only provided support for 
the claimant but could aid in intergenerational healing. 

Each claimant could indicate a preference in the location of her/his 
hearing and the gender of the adjudicator. Rather than taking place 
in courtrooms, hearings were held in private and informal settings, 
such as hearing centres, hotels, lawyers’ offices, or the claimant’s 
home. As well, hearings incorporated traditional and ceremonial 
elements such as smudges, songs, and/or prayers, depending on the 
claimant’s preference. 

Within the hearing, only the adjudicator could ask the claimant 
questions, which were inquisitorial. Claimants were not subject 

to cross-examination by lawyers for the Government of Canada, 
Churches, or alleged perpetrators. 

At the end of each hearing, representatives of Canada and the 
Church who were in attendance would often present a personal 
acknowledgement or apology to the claimant for her/his experience. 
And the compensation award could contain, at the claimant’s request 
and design, additional “Future Care” funds dedicated to assist them 
in their healing following the hearing and decision.

The hearing itself could provide transformational moments for all of 
those present. Claimants had the opportunity to relate their history 
– sometimes for the first time – and to have their experience heard 
and validated in a decision and an award. The hearing also exposed 
the others present – adjudicators, Canada’s representatives, the 
Church’s representatives – to the realities of the residential school 
legacy, on a first-hand and personal basis and in a confidential and 
non-adversarial context, where they were committed to listening, 
understanding, ensuring the requirements of the IAP were met, and 
to acknowledge the claimant’s experience. This sharing of personal 
history would have been difficult if not impossible to achieve in a 
public setting or solely through the issuance of a cheque. Thus, the 
promotion of healing and reconciliation was not merely a potential 
by-product of the assessment process, but was seen as an actual 
objective of the IAP. In its first Annual Report, the Indian Residential 
Schools Adjudication Secretariat stated: “The hearing is not just a 
step in a compensation process: it is an opportunity for the parties 
to achieve, together, a degree of the healing and reconciliation 
intended by the authors of the Settlement Agreement.”72

A

Winnipeg Hearing Centre
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73 Some 7,600 claims were filed in the ADR, of which 3,477 remained active at the time of implementation of the IAP. The final ADR cases were not resolved until 2013. The IAP also allowed for some claimants to re-open their ADR claims; this  
 could only occur in specific circumstances. Relative to the ADR, there were expanded opportunities to advance claims relating to “student-on-student” abuse and to receive increased compensation for “consequential loss of opportunity”.
74 IRSSA, Article 6.03
75 IRSSA, Schedule D, Section III (k) (ii). The Complex Track was required where the claimant sought compensation for actual income loss or for other wrongful acts, as per IRSSA, Schedule D, Section III (b) (ii)). Further information on the  
 Complex Track process is provided below.
76 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), Court File 00-CV-192059CP, ONSC, 8 March 2007, paras. 18 and 19.
77 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, Strategic and Operational Plan 2011-12 (Ottawa: IRSAS, 2011), p. 6 and p. 9.

Operational and Administrative:

he adoption of the Settlement Agreement introduced with 
it a number of operational and administrative objectives 

related to the implementation of the IAP. The requirement for 
the IAP infrastructure to be up and running was intense in 
both scale and immediacy. As per Article 15.02 of the IRSSA, all 
existing ADR claims were either transferred to the IAP, subject to 
re-application under the IAP, or continued to be addressed within 
the ADR model but under the administrative auspices of the 
Chief Adjudicator.73 The Settlement Agreement also mandated 
that, following a six-month start-up period, IAP claims would 
be processed at a minimum rate of 2,500 per year. It further 
stipulated that claimants who met the requirements of the IAP 
would be offered a hearing date within nine months of their 
application, “or within a reasonable period of time thereafter”. 
Finally, the Settlement Agreement stated that, unless the claimant 
him or herself frustrated the scheduling process, all IAP claims 
would be processed within six years of the Implementation date: 
i.e., one year following the deadline for IAP applications.74 As well, 
Schedule D specified that adjudicators provide a written decision 
to the claimant within 30 days of the hearing for Standard Track 
hearings, or 45 days for Complex Track hearings.75

In addition, the Court’s Implementation Order provided that the 
fees charged by a claimant’s counsel could be subject to review 
by the Adjudicator for “fairness and reasonableness”, and that the 
Adjudicators’ decisions on these matters could be subject to a 
further review by the Chief Adjudicator or his designate.76

From September 19, 2007, through to the end of December 
2008, there were 9,295 claims received (either as new 
applications or transferred/continued from ADR), and 1,747 
hearings held. In just over a year, the number of Adjudication 
Secretariat staff grew from the approximately 33 that had worked 
on the ADR model to more than 150 in four locations across 
Canada, and nearly 80 adjudicators were selected and retained by 
the Oversight Committee.

The Oversight Committee and those responsible for 
implementing the IAP were aware that the focus needed not 
only to be on achieving operational targets, but also on doing 
so in ways that were claimant-centred and that would assist in 
healing and reconciliation. The Adjudication Secretariat defined 
its strategic outcome as: “to advance reconciliation among former 
students of Indian Residential Schools and the Government of 
Canada”. In furtherance of this, the Secretariat stated: “Our success 
will be measured not only by the number of claims resolved 
but by our ability to treat each claim in accordance with our core 
values and thus advancing reconciliation among former students 
of Indian Residential Schools and Canadians.” It identified those 
core values as being “based on fairness, consistency, impartiality, 
claimant-centeredness and compassion”.77 

Thus, operational objectives focused not only on statistical 
outcomes but also on the values and approaches that were to be 
adopted in the achievement of those outcomes.

As the IRSSA emanated from a class action, it specifically 
required that efforts be undertaken to ensure that members of 
the class were notified of the Settlement Agreement, including 
their right to opt out of the Agreement. This process included a 
formalized “Residential Schools Class Action Litigation Settlement 
Notice Plan” and the implementation of a toll-free telephone 
information line. In addition, the Adjudication Secretariat 
developed its own ongoing Outreach program to raise awareness 
of the application deadline, and to ensure that people were aware 
of the mental health, emotional, and legal supports that were 
available. While independent legal representation for claimants 
was encouraged, there was no requirement to retain counsel; 
accordingly, the Adjudication Secretariat put in place mechanisms 
to ensure that claimants could fully participate in the process on 
a self-represented basis, if they so chose. Thus, another of the 
key operational objectives was to provide all those who had a 
potential claim under the Settlement Agreement the opportunity 
and support necessary to submit an IAP application prior to the 
deadline.

T
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78 As noted previously, class members were allowed to opt out of the Settlement Agreement and pursue legal action

IAP Hearing

A

Summary:

s a component of the comprehensive Settlement Agreement, the 
IAP was intended to achieve a range of objectives. These included:

• To provide fair and meaningful financial compensation for sexual, and  
 serious physical abuses and other wrongful acts suffered by individual  
 former residential school students

• To consolidate and finalize the voluminous civil legal actions arising  
 out of the residential school experience78

• To provide an out-of-court, claimant-centred process for determining  
 and awarding compensation 

• To contribute to a more holistic reconciliation among residential school  
 survivors, Indigenous communities, Canada, and the Churches

• To ensure that all former students covered by the terms of the  
 Settlement Agreement had the opportunity to submit an IAP  
 application prior to the deadline

• To ensure the independence of adjudicators and the adjudication  
 process

• To ensure that all claimants had access to independent legal counsel,  
 while accommodating claimants who chose to represent themselves

• To ensure that claims were subject to a validation process,  
 including the right of alleged perpetrators to be informed of  
 allegations and the right to be heard

• To provide a hearing process that did no further harm to claimants  
 and was supportive of their healing

• To process a volume of cases and offer hearing dates to claimants  
 in accordance with the requirements stipulated in the Settlement  
 Agreement

• To ensure that the legal fees charged by claimants’ counsel met  
 the standard of “fairness and reasonableness” as set out in the  
 Court’s Implementation Order 

• To issue decisions within the timeframes stipulated in the  
 Settlement Agreement

The Independent Assessment Process

To achieve these objectives, an extensive and complex process 
was developed for receiving, processing, and deciding IAP claims. 
The Settlement Agreement set out the details of the IAP process, 
but the obligation to interpret and apply those provisions and 
administer the IAP fell to the Chief Adjudicator, Adjudication 
Secretariat, and the Oversight Committee.  As part of this process, 
administrative directives and guidance had to be developed and/
or approved by the Oversight Committee, the Chief Adjudicator, 
and/or the Adjudication Secretariat to address the many challenges 
that arose during the course of the implementation of the IAP. (An 
examination of the process improvements that were implemented 
in order to meet the expectations of the Settlement Agreement is 
presented in the next chapter).

Given the variety of issues and circumstances that arose over the 
course of more than 38,000 unique and individual claims, it is not 
possible to present an exhaustive description of all possible process 
elements of the IAP. The simplified flow chart below illustrates the 
main stages in an IAP claim. A more detailed description of each of 
these stages follows.

CHAPTER 4
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79 In 2012, the Quebec Superior Court added Mistassini Hostels to the list of eligible schools under the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, and gave former students of Mistassini until September 2, 2013 to submit an IAP  
 application. Following a 2018 decision by the Nunavut Court of Appeal that added Kivalliq Hall to the list of eligible schools, former students of that school were given until January 25, 2020, to submit an IAP application. As well, a  
 court order in 2018 dealing with claims that had been determined by the law firm Blott and Company as “Did Not Qualify” gave until September 14, 2018, for submission of materials in support of admission of those applications: 46 such  
 claims were subsequently admitted to the IAP. (In 2012, the supervising court had banned Blott and Company from representing residential schools survivors due to concerns about the firm’s practices. Clients of Blott and Company whose  
 applications had not been submitted and who could not be located at that time were given until October 2016 to apply to the IAP.) 
80 In practice, initial intake and review of applications was conducted on behalf of the Adjudication Secretariat by Crawford Class Action Services. Those applications that met the specified criteria were readily admitted. For applications missing  
 information, Crawford would follow-up with claimants or their counsel and would admit those applications when such information was provided. If in those circumstances Crawford could still not make an eligibility determination, the claim  
 would be forwarded to the Adjudication Secretariat for secondary review.
81 The Compensation Rules that governed IAP awards are reproduced in Appendix II.

The IAP Claim and Pre-Hearing Processes:

Applications and Admission of the Claim:

former student of an Indian Residential School could initiate a 
claim for compensation under the IAP by completing a standardized 

application form with information on the school(s) attended, the abuse that 
she/he suffered at the school, and the harm that those experiences caused. 
It was also required that the former student, if possible, provide the names 
of those who perpetrated that abuse, so that efforts could be undertaken to 
notify the alleged perpetrators that a claim had been filed. The Settlement 
Agreement stipulated that the deadline for filing an IAP application would 
be September 19, 2012.79

The application form could be filled out with or without the assistance of 
legal counsel, but it was strongly recommended that claimants hire a lawyer 
as the IAP was complex and involved legal concepts. The Indian Residential 
Schools Adjudication Secretariat prepared a Guide to the IAP application to 
assist claimants and/or their representatives with the application form and 
process. The Guide also contained information on the support programs 
offered by Health Canada to former students and their families.

Applications were then reviewed by the Adjudication Secretariat 
which was, according to the IRSSA, “responsible for determining 
whether applications fall within the terms of the IAP”. Specifically, 
the Adjudication Secretariat would admit claims if the claimant was 
eligible to submit a claim under the Settlement Agreement, the 
application was complete and signed, and the allegations – should 
they be proven in a hearing – would constitute a claim under the 
IAP.80

Given the volume of IAP claims, they were reviewed for admission 
based on priorities set out in the IRSSA. The first priority was accorded 
to those claimants whose health meant that they were at significant 
risk that they might pass away or lose the capacity to provide 
testimony at a hearing. Also receiving higher priority were claimants 
who were in failing health that could impair their ability to participate 
in a hearing; elderly claimants; persons who had completed an 
examination for discovery in a litigation process; and claimants 
who were applying as part of a formally recognized group. All other 
applications were processed in the order in which they were received.

If the Adjudication Secretariat determined that a claim was not 
eligible and would not be admitted, this decision could be requested 
by a claimant or counsel to be referred to the Chief Adjudicator for 
review. In these circumstances, the Chief Adjudicator would consider 
only the information that had already been provided in support of 
the application, and would only consider admission reviews on the 
grounds that the Adjudication Secretariat had improperly interpreted 
the Settlement Agreement in its decision not to admit the claim. 

Once a claim was admitted, the Adjudication Secretariat would notify 
the claimant’s counsel (or the claimant directly if she/he was not 
represented by a lawyer) of the “track” (“standard” or “complex”) 
into which the claim had been admitted. Most IAP claims followed 
a “Standard Track”. However, some specific types of claims were 
dealt with in a “Complex Track”: this included claims of wrongful 
acts causing serious psychological consequences.81 The Complex 
Track was also used to deal with claims for actual income losses 
attributable to residential school experiences. Certain Complex Track 
claims required more detailed proof than in the Standard Track, 
usually entailed expert evidence, and applied the court standards for 
establishing “causation” of harms versus the less stringent “plausible 
link” standard that applied in the Standard Track. 

The	IAP	application	guide	helped	claimants	understand	if	they	qualified	for	
the IAP, and provided directions on completing the IAP application form.

A
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82 This process was amended in 2013, when the Oversight Committee approved an “Accelerated Hearing Process” (AHP) where, even absent health issues, claims could be set down for hearing without all of the mandatory documents having  
 been produced. The AHP is described on p. 14 below and discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5.
83 The NSP was available only to those claimants who had legal representation. NSPs were not available in claims in which the alleged perpetrator wished to participate.
84 However, if a hearing had been scheduled for a claim that subsequently entered the NSP, the hearing date was cancelled, and only re-scheduled if the NSP was unsuccessful.

Document Collection:

AP awards were not granted automatically; the IAP required 
that adjudicators assess the credibility and reliability of 

the claimant’s evidence. Adjudicators assessed the validity of 
each claim in the hearing process but also through mandatory 
supporting documents. The Adjudication Secretariat would provide 
a checklist of the documents needed to support the claim, as 
set out in Schedule D, Appendix VII, of the IRSSA. This checklist 
specified the mandatory documents required for each combination 
of “Harm” and “Loss of Opportunity” contained in the claim, and 
could include records from Workers’ Compensation, Income Tax, 
Corrections, or medical treatment. Due to the number of documents 
required, the scope of time that may be covered by those records, 
and resource limitations in the agencies that needed to supply the 
documents, the process of document collection could be lengthy. 
When the mandatory documents had been compiled, the claimant 
or claimant’s counsel could request that a hearing be scheduled.82

At the same time, the Government of Canada was responsible 
for researching and providing records related to the claimant’s 
attendance at the Indian Residential School, along with records 
related to any named alleged perpetrator(s), their role at the Indian 
Residential School, and any reports on record of sexual or physical 
abuse allegations concerning the named abuser. The Government 
of Canada was also responsible for preparing a report (known as the 
“School Narrative”) on the Indian Residential School in question, 
including any documents mentioning abuse at that school.

Pre-Hearing Teleconferences:

In some instances, questions could arise as to whether a claim 
fell within the jurisdiction of the IAP. For example, there may 
be questions related to whether the allegations contained in 
a claim occurred during the “operating years” of a school. In 
such circumstances, the Government of Canada could request a 
jurisdictional review by an adjudicator, and the adjudicator could 
determine if a teleconference should be held to address these 
matters in advance of a hearing. These pre-hearing jurisdictional 
teleconferences provided a means of determining issues that could 
affect the processing of a claim as early as possible. Pre-hearing 
conference calls were also held for Complex Track claims and, under 
certain circumstances, for estate claims filed on behalf of deceased 
former students.

I

Negotiated Settlement Process:

The IRSSA allowed the option for claims to be settled without a hearing 
in a Negotiated Settlement Process (NSP). This process was available 
when both the claimant’s counsel and Canada were amenable to it.83 
In such cases, once informed of the intention to pursue a negotiated 
settlement, the Adjudication Secretariat would share with both parties 
all of the evidentiary documentation that was available at that time. 
While a claim was active in the NSP, the parties were obliged to 
continue to collect any remaining mandatory documents, both for 
record-keeping purposes and in the event that the negotiations proved 
unsuccessful.84 If a negotiated resolution of a claim was reached, it 
would not be subject to review by an adjudicator, but was implemented 
by the Government of Canada and compensation paid as the parties 
had agreed. If a settlement of the claim could not be reached in the NSP, 
the claim would then return to the normal adjudication process.

The IAP Hearing:

The scheduling of an IAP hearing was based on a number of criteria, 
including the claimant’s stated preferences for the location of the 
hearing and/or the gender of the adjudicator, and the availability of all 
parties who would be attending the hearing. In the case of Complex 
Track claims, an adjudicator would conduct a pre-hearing conference 
call to determine if the file was ready for hearing or if additional 
information would be required. 

Hearings were scheduled on an expedited basis for claimants where a 
medical doctor indicated that their health placed them at risk of passing 
away or of losing their capacity to provide testimony. Accelerated 
hearings were also offered in some circumstances where, for example, 
scheduling efficiencies warranted that a hearing be conducted prior 
to the collection of all mandatory documents. In those instances, the 
adjudicator would not prepare his/her decision until all documents and 
final submissions were completed and submitted following the hearing.

In the preferred scheduling process, hearing notices advising the 
parties of the date of the hearing would be issued three to five months 
in advance, to allow for logistical arrangements and to provide the 
claimant time to prepare for the hearing. Shortly after setting the 
hearing date, the Adjudication Secretariat would distribute to the 
claimant’s counsel, the adjudicator, and Canada’s representative, 
the evidentiary packages containing mandatory documents and the 
Government’s records and research.
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85 All costs related to the implementation of the IRSSA, including those expended by the Adjudication Secretariat, were paid for by the Government of Canada.
86 Presbyterian, Anglican, and United Churches adopted an approach that when a claimant requested that the church attend the hearing the church would participate in a supportive role, and if the claimant requested that the church not  
 attend, the church would respect the claimant’s wishes. Some Catholic entities – particularly in claims relating to Quebec schools and some schools in Ontario – regularly attended IAP hearings pursuant to their legal right under the  
 Settlement Agreement.

rior to the hearing, claimants could view a video, on-line or on DVD, 
and read an accompanying booklet that provided information about 

the hearing. The video was not available at the outset of the IAP but was 
subsequently produced to help claimants prepare for their hearing and to 
help reduce any anxiety about the process.

The Adjudication Secretariat arranged and paid for all logistics related to 
the hearing itself. This included booking the hearing room, arranging for a 
language interpreter if required, and arranging travel for the claimant and 
up to two personal supporters – friends and/or family members – of the 
claimant’s choosing, and an Elder if requested.85 Claimants’ travel could 
be scheduled to provide the opportunity for them to meet with their legal 
counsel the day before the hearing.

In Winnipeg and Vancouver, the Adjudication Secretariat had dedicated 
Hearing Rooms. These were intended to be safe, comfortable, welcoming 
and culturally appropriate spaces and provided room for the claimant to take 
a break from the hearing or meet with Elders or Health Support Workers. In 
other locations, hotel conference rooms or other appropriate facilities were 
utilized. All hearing facilities were intended to accommodate the needs of 
the claimant for private space, and the hearing room itself was arranged 
in an informal manner that facilitated discussion. Light refreshments were 
provided throughout the hearing.

The Adjudication Secretariat attempted to accommodate a claimant’s 
preference for the hearing location, whether in his/her community 
or elsewhere in Canada. Where necessary, hearings were also held in 
correctional facilities, hospitals, outside of Canada, or other specific locations 
required by the claimant’s circumstances. 

In attendance at the hearing would be the claimant, his/her lawyer (if they 
were represented), a representative of the Government of Canada and the 
adjudicator. If the claimant chose, her/his personal supporters, a Resolution 
Health Support Worker, an Elder, and/or an interpreter could also attend. As a 
party to the process, the Churches had a right to attend the hearing. However, 
claimants were asked prior to the hearing if they had any objection to the 
Church’s participation and any such requests were taken into consideration. 
As with all participants other than the claimant, Church representatives did 
not speak during the hearing; they could address the claimant at the end 
of the hearing in a manner to promote healing and provide pastoral care, if 
requested by the claimant.86 Hearings were otherwise closed to the public, 
and all participants were required to sign a confidentiality form.

The video, “Telling Your Story,” provided claimants with 
information	on	what	to	expect	at	their	IAP	hearing.	

P

Claimants could take a break from a hearing in a 
breakout	room	with	an	Elder	and/or	support	people.

CHAPTER 4
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87 Hearings involving an Actual Income Loss claim would typically take four to five days.

t the claimant’s request, hearings would commence with an 
activity that would respect the claimant’s beliefs and traditions, 

such as a song, ceremony, cleansing or blessing of the room, or a 
prayer. The claimant could make an oath on a Bible or eagle feather, 
or simply by affirming that she/he would speak the truth. 

At the start of the hearing, the adjudicator would describe the process 
and explain what would take place during the hearing. The claimant 
would then tell their personal experience to the adjudicator. In the 
inquisitorial model of the IAP hearing, cross-examination was not 
permitted by the representatives of the Government of Canada 
or the Churches; only the adjudicator could ask questions of the 
claimant or witnesses. Nonetheless, hearings and the recounting 
of their experiences and the effects of their attendance at an Indian 
Residential School could still be traumatic, and claimants could at any 
time request a break and, if they wished, meet with their personal 
supports or Health Support Workers. As well, any party could request 
a caucus with the adjudicator; this could be to suggest questions for 
the adjudicator to ask or raise other issues.  In cases involving self-
represented claimants, the claimant attended the caucus sessions, 
which were recorded in those instances. 

During the hearing, the adjudicator would make an electronic audio 
recording of the proceedings. In keeping with the confidentiality of 
the process, transcripts of those recordings were only made available 

to certain individuals, under specific circumstances. The adjudicator 
could request a copy of the transcript for his/her own reference, as 
could a review adjudicator or the Chief Adjudicator if the transcript 
was required in support of his duties as set out in the Settlement 
Agreement. If an expert was retained to conduct an assessment of 
the claimant following the hearing, he/she could receive a copy of 
the hearing transcript, along with the participants in the hearing. 
Participating parties could also request a transcript in some situations, 
including: if there was an adjournment longer than four months; if 
there was a change in legal representative; if a party sought to have a 
decision reviewed; if a claim was to be re-opened; or if there was an 
identified potential for a negotiated settlement.

Claimants could also receive a copy of the transcript of their own 
evidence for memorialization purposes. 

At the end of the hearing, attendees could be invited to make closing 
comments to the claimant thanking them for their participation and/
or offering an apology. The adjudicator and the parties would then 
discuss the evidence collected to that point and whether the claim 
was ready for final submissions.

Normally, Standard Track hearings would be concluded within  
one day, while Complex Track hearings would require two days  
to complete.87

A

Claimants could make an 
oath on a Bible or eagle 
feather at their hearing.

CHAPTER 4
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Post-Hearing Processes:

Short Form Decisions:

f, at the end of the hearing, all of the evidence had been 
collected and parties agreed how the claim should be 

resolved, the adjudicator could consider issuing a Short Form 
Decision (SFD). Following approval by the Oversight Committee 
and the National Administration Committee in 2009, the SFD was 
implemented to reduce delays and expedite the decision-making 
and compensation stages of the IAP. Rather than a regular decision 
that would provide a detailed recounting of the testimony presented 
at the hearing, the SFD presented – in tabular form – a summary of 
the compensation categories and levels of compensation awarded 
by the adjudicator following the hearing. SFDs were available only 
in specific circumstances, in which: the claimant was represented 
by legal counsel; the claim was in the Standard Track; all research, 
document production, and testimony was complete; a future care 
plan (if any) and final submissions had been provided by the end of 
the hearing; and the claimant requested – and all parties consented 
– that the adjudicator render a Short Form Decision.

Even if a claim qualified on the above grounds for a Short Form 
Decision, a claimant could request a full narrative decision for 
memorialization or other reasons. 

Expert and Medical Assessments:

In some cases, there were issues that remained to be decided or 
further evidence collected following the hearing. One such issue 
was the need to obtain input from psychological or medical experts. 
While the IAP explicitly sought - as distinct from civil litigation - to 
eliminate the prospect of competing reports from experts on the 
same issue, it did in some circumstances provide for expert witnesses 
when their evidence was determined to be essential. An adjudicator 
could order such an assessment and then only after hearing the 
claim, determining credibility, and deciding that the assessment was 
necessary to assess compensation fairly. As well, as a condition for 
making an award that the injury in question had resulted in serious 
dysfunction at harm level 4 or 5 or consequential loss of opportunity 
at levels 4 or 5 as described in the Settlement Agreement, the 
adjudicator was required to order a psychological assessment unless 
the Government of Canada waived that requirement. 

When a psychological assessment was required, a psychiatrist or 
psychologist, drawn from a roster of professionals approved by the 
Oversight Committee, would meet with the claimant and prepare 
a report. At the request of any party, the Adjudicator could also 
subsequently schedule a conference call in which the parties could 
question the psychological expert. The psychological assessment 
process normally took several months following the conclusion of 
the hearing.

An adjudicator could also order that the claimant undergo a medical 
examination. This could occur when the claimant described a physical 
injury (for example, hearing loss) for which there was no evidence 
contained in their available medical records of the timing, cause, or 
impact of that injury. Medical examination or psychological assessments 
were also required for consequential loss of opportunity above level 3 
and in the Complex Track where a claim was being advanced for actual 
loss of income. 

In these instances, the Adjudication Secretariat would contract with a 
medical professional – either agreed to by the parties or selected through 
an external supplier – who would assess the claimant’s injury and submit 
a report. The medical examiner could then be required to give evidence 
and be questioned by the adjudicator. Similarly, the medical examination 
process normally took several months following the conclusion of the 
hearing.

As mentioned earlier, some mandatory documents could be provided in 
the post-hearing process in claims that had been expedited due to health 
concerns for the claimant or were part of the accelerated hearing process.

Final Submissions:

Final submissions by the claimant or her/his lawyer and the 
representative of the Government of Canada could be presented to the 
adjudicator at the end of a hearing, but often occurred in a teleconference 
following the hearing at a point when the adjudicator had all of the 
evidence required to commence writing the decision. These submissions 
provided an opportunity to summarize the claimant’s testimony and 
for the parties to give recommendations on where the claim should be 
placed within the categories outlined in Schedule D of the Settlement 
Agreement, and on funding of the claimant’s Future Care Plan.

I
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88 As noted in the previous chapter, this was done for ADR claims by means of a top-up payment from the Government of Canada, when the IAP was implemented.
89 Student-on-student (SOS) abuse claims were technically available but rarely awarded under ADR, due to a much more stringent test than what was provided for in the IAP. As mentioned earlier, claims related to abuses by other students  
 and to consequential loss of opportunity that had been settled in the ADR could be re-opened in the IAP in certain circumstances. In all, there were 514 SOS re-openers resulting in $12.9 million in awards; and 562 “loss of opportunity”  
 re-openers resulting in more than $1 million in awards.

Alleged Perpetrator Hearings:

he Settlement Agreement provided those individuals 
named by a claimant as an alleged perpetrator the right 

to be informed of the allegations against them and to provide 
their own statement to the adjudicator. The Government of 
Canada, as defendant, had the responsibility of attempting 
to locate alleged perpetrators. Where an alleged perpetrator 
wished to participate in the claim, they were provided with 
extracts from the claimant’s application related to the allegations 
against them, with all information related to the address of 
the claimant or other potential witnesses deleted. Alleged 
perpetrators did not have the right to attend the claimant’s 
hearing but could request his/her own hearing - not at the same 
time or place as the claimant - accompanied by counsel and a 
support person. In practice, the alleged perpetrator’s hearing 
occurred after the claimant’s hearing. Alleged perpetrators were 
considered to be witnesses in a claim and not parties to the 
process. As such, they had the right to be informed of the results 
of the hearing regarding any allegations made against them, 
but not the amount of any compensation awarded. 

Decisions and Compensation:

The Decision:

Adjudicators would prepare their decisions following the receipt 
of final submissions. The alleged acts cited in the claim and 
consequential harms and consequential loss of opportunity 
were proven on a “balance of probabilities” standard: the same 
standard used by the Courts in civil matters. In the standard 
track, the consequential harms and consequential loss of 
opportunity were then proven to be “plausibly linked” to those 
proven acts: the “plausible link” standard being less onerous 
than the court “causation” standards.

The adjudicator’s decision would generally contain background 
information on the claimant, a summary of the allegations in 

the claim and the claimant’s testimony, and the adjudicator’s 
findings on the abuse acts and the harms that those acts had 
caused the claimant. The adjudicator would also discuss whether 
the claimant had suffered from a loss of opportunity due to 
her/his residential school experience. The decision would also 
discuss any Future Care Plan put forward by the claimant and 
the amount of funding that was awarded for that that Plan.

Based on the adjudicator’s analysis of these elements, the 
decision would then set the points awarded for the claim and 
the dollar amount of compensation awarded. The IAP Model 
provided for compensation to be determined according to a 
point system defined in the Compensation Rules contained 
in Schedule D of the IRSSA. It directed adjudicators to award 
compensation based not only on the acts of abuse proven by 
a claimant, but also on the consequential harms, aggravating 
factors and, where proven, the loss of opportunity experienced 
by claimants as a result of the abuse. Discretion was given to 
adjudicators to adjust compensation within the range of points 
that were generated by the Model.

The IAP did away with the Alternative Dispute Resolution’s 
two-tier regional grid, eliminated the concept of “standards of 
the day” in determining liability, and rectified the circumstance 
that claimants who had attended Catholic schools only received 
70 per cent of their ADR award due to that Church’s refusal to 
provide compensation.88 Relative to the ADR, the IAP increased 
the maximum amount of compensation that could be awarded 
for opportunity loss; included compensation for actual loss 
of income; and expanded access to compensation for “other 
wrongful acts” that caused psychological harms and for abuses 
committed by other students.89

The decision would be sent to the claimant or the claimant’s 
legal counsel and to Canada. Both parties would have 30 days 
to consider whether they would accept the decision or request a 
review. If the parties accepted the decision, the process to issue 
the compensation set out in the award would commence.
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90 In both Standard and Complex Track claims, either party could request a review if the IAP Model had not been properly applied. Only claimants could request a review of a Standard Track decision to determine if it contained a palpable and  
 overriding error. The Defendant could request a review to determine if a decision contained a palpable and overriding error in a Complex Track claim only. 
91 The rules and parameters for seeking judicial recourse of an IAP decision were set out in several decisions including those by the Ontario Court of Appeal (Fontaine v. Duboff Edwards Haight & Schachter, 2012 ONCA 471 (CanLII), 111 O.R.  
 (3d) 461), the Ontario Superior Court (Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2016 ONSC 4328 (CanLII), and the Supreme Court of British Columbia (Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2016 BCSC 2218), and the Supreme Court of  
 Canada (J.W. v. Canada (Attorney General), 2019 SCC 20).
92 Taxes were not payable if all legal work was done on reserve for a Status Indian.
93 In rare cases – associated with substandard performance by claimant legal counsel – adjudicators reduced legal fees to less than Canada’s 15% contribution.

Reviews:

he claimant or the Government of Canada could request a 
review of an adjudicator’s decision to determine if the decision 

had failed to apply the IAP Model to the facts. The claimant could 
also request a review of an adjudicator’s decision if it contained a 
“palpable and overriding error”.90 After the other party had responded 
in writing to this request, the Chief Adjudicator would assign another 
adjudicator to review the claim. No new evidence could be provided 
during the review process. Rather, the new adjudicator would review 
all of the documents on the file and the transcript of the hearing. 
The review adjudicator would then write a decision that would 
either uphold the original decision, change the original decision, or 
order a new hearing. If the review adjudicator changed the original 
decision, either party could request that the claim be re-reviewed. 
In those instances, the Chief Adjudicator would assign a Re-Review 
Adjudicator to the claim; the re-review would, like the first stage of 
review, be conducted on the basis of a review of the written material 
on file and would not consider new evidence. A re-review decision 
would constitute the final decision on an IAP claim; there was no right 
of appeal of an IAP decision to the Courts.

In rare and very exceptional circumstances, there could be a “limited 
right of judicial recourse” to the Courts from a final decision of the IAP, 
if that decision reflected a failure to apply the terms of the IAP and 
the compensation rules. In order to seek judicial recourse, claimants 
would also first have to exhaust all review rights within the IAP.91

Compensation Payment:

Once both parties accepted an adjudicator’s decision, the process for 
implementing the award would begin. The Government of Canada 
was responsible for issuing the compensation amount awarded by 
the adjudicator to the claimant, via legal counsel. If the claimant had 
not been represented by a lawyer during the hearing, she/he would 
need to retain one at this stage – paid for by the Government of 
Canada - to provide independent legal advice as to the implications 
of accepting the award. Processing and issuing the compensation 
cheque would normally take four to six weeks.

When the compensation cheque was awarded, the Adjudication 
Secretariat would inform the Church involved. This provided the 
Church with the opportunity to send a letter from the Church Leader, 
along with the Apology of the respective Church.

Legal Fees and Fee Reviews:

In accordance with the IRSSA, Canada would pay an 
additional 15 per cent of the total compensation awarded  
as a contribution to the claimant’s legal fees. These legal 
fees would not be deducted from the compensation 
award but would be paid in addition to the award itself. 
For example, if the adjudicator awarded $60,000 to the 
claimant, plus $10,000 funding for a future care plan, the 
claimant would receive $70,000 and the Government of 
Canada would pay up to an additional $10,500 for legal 
fees. The claimant would be responsible for paying  
GST/PST/HST on legal fees.92

The maximum amount that a lawyer could charge a 
claimant was 30 per cent of the compensation award. 
The claimant would be responsible for paying any 
amount in excess of the Canada’s contribution towards 
legal fees. Lawyers were not permitted to deduct any 
third-party assignments, cash advances, directions to pay, 
disbursements, costs associated with the management 
of the file, or anything else, from the amount payable to 
the claimant.

In all cases, adjudicators reviewed legal fees to ensure 
that they were within the limits set out in the Court 
orders implementing the IRSSA. In addition, if the 
claimant requested, or on the adjudicator’s own initiative, 
the adjudicator could review legal fees to determine if 
they were “fair and reasonable”. If an adjudicator decided 
that the legal fees charged were not fair, he/she had 
the power to reduce those fees.93 Both claimant and 
their counsel could appeal the legal fee ruling if they 
disagreed with its conclusions, in which case the legal 
fee ruling would be reviewed by another adjudicator who 
would make a final determination on the issue.

The IAP Administrative and 
Governance Framework

The IRSSA and the Courts’ Implementation Order set out 
a governance structure that gave a number of bodies 
specific authorities to implement and oversee the IAP. 
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94 Baxter	v.	Canada, para. 39. The Approval Orders established a protocol for parties requesting directions or orders from the Supervising Courts related to the implementation of the Settlement Agreement. A copy of the Court Administration  
 Protocol can be seen at: http://www.classactionservices.ca/irs/documents/CourtAdministrationProtocol.pdf
95 The IAP provided that persons with Actual Income Loss (AIL) claims that may exceed the $250,000.00 maximum available under IAP could apply to the Chief Adjudicator for access to the courts. As well, if there was enough evidence that the  
 harms experienced were so complex, extensive, and catastrophic (such as a permanent significantly disabling physical injury) and that the compensation available through the courts may have been more than the maximum IAP  
 compensation allowed, a request could be made to the Chief Adjudicator to allow a claim to be brought to the courts. In five instances, claimants sought leave from the Chief Adjudicator to access the courts to address AIL claims; three of  
 these requests were granted. AIL claims in excess of the $250,000 maximum could also be addressed through the Negotiated Settlement Process.
96 Fontaine v. Canada (2007), paras. 1, 2, 4, 12, and 13. 
97 A National Certification Committee, composed of members from each party to the Settlement Agreement, was established to work with the Courts to secure approval of the Agreement and was dissolved on the Settlement Agreement  
 implementation date.
98 IRSSA, Schedule D, Section III (r) (iii)

The Courts:

he Courts retained jurisdiction to supervise the 
implementation of the IRSSA, pursuant to the terms 

of the approval and implementation orders, legislation 
governing class actions, and the Courts’ inherent jurisdiction. 
This authority was reiterated in the Baxter decision, in which 
then Ontario Regional Senior Justice Warren Winkler stated 
that: “The administration of the settlement will be under the 
direction of the Courts and they will be the final authority.”94 
As noted above, however, ultimately the Courts would grant 
access to judicial recourse related to a final decision on an 
IAP claim only in exceptional circumstances. Throughout the 
course of the IAP, there were only six instances in which judicial 
recourse resulted in an adjudicator’s decision being reversed.95

The Implementation Order of the Settlement Agreement 
appointed a Court Counsel “to assist the Courts in their 
supervision over the implementation and administration of 
the Agreement”, with such specific duties as determined by the 
Courts.96 The Court Counsel regularly attended meetings of the 
National Administration Committee and the Oversight Committee.

Court Monitor:

The Implementation Order put in place a Court Monitor (Crawford 
Class Action Services) to monitor the implementation of the 
Settlement Agreement, particularly regarding the IAP and CEP 
compensation programs. The Court Monitor had authority to 
gather information and, as directed, to report to the Courts on the 
administration of the IAP.

National Administration Committee:

Under the IRSSA, a National Administration Committee (NAC)  
was tasked with ensuring the Settlement Agreement was 
appropriately administered.97 The NAC was composed of one 
representative from each of Canada, the Church organizations, 
the Assembly of First Nations, Inuit representatives, Merchant 
Law Group, and Independent Counsel. All NAC members were 
required to be legal counsel.

Although not a supervisory body, it was tasked with ensuring 
national consistency in the execution of the Agreement and 
overseeing the implementation of the Approval Orders. In 
addition to its primary responsibilities with respect to hearing 
appeals in relation to the Common Experience Payment, the 
NAC had the authority to apply to the Courts for orders to modify 
the processing rates for the IAP as set out in the Agreement or 
to request additional funding for the IAP from Canada, and to 
consider recommendations from the Oversight Committee on 
“changes to the IAP as are necessary to ensure its effectiveness 
over time”.98 Any substantive changes to the IAP had to receive  
the approval of the NAC before a Court order could be prepared. 

The NAC remained in place throughout the life of the  
Settlement Agreement.

Justice Warren K. Winkler
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99 Under the ADR, there had existed a “Chief Adjudicator Reference Group” (CARG) that was reconstituted as the Oversight Committee in the IAP. However, unlike CARG – which functioned within the framework of a government-run Dispute  
 Resolution process – the Oversight Committee was a formal part of the IAP governance structure.
100 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2012 BCSC 1671, para. 35.
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Oversight Committee:

ed by an independent chair, the IAP Oversight Committee was 
made up of eight other members, with two representatives from 

each of the following parties: former students (representatives for First 
Nations and Inuit), plaintiffs’ counsel (one representing the National 
Consortium and the other representing Independent Counsel), Church 
entities (one representing the Catholic entities and one representing 
the Protestant Churches), and Canada (see Appendix V for a list of 
Oversight Committee members).99 The IRSSA accorded the Oversight 
Committee several specific duties, including: 

• Recruiting, appointing and, if necessary, terminating the appointment  
 of the Chief Adjudicator

• Recruiting and appointing adjudicators, and approving training  
 for them

• On the advice of the Chief Adjudicator, renewing or terminating the  
 contract of an adjudicator

• Recruiting and appointing experts for psychological assessments

• Considering any proposed instructions from the Chief Adjudicator on  
 the application of the IAP

• Providing advice to the Chief Adjudicator on any issues he/she  
 brought forward

• Making process improvement recommendations to the NAC

• Monitoring the implementation of the IAP

Beyond the specific and exclusive authorities accorded it in Schedule 
D of the Settlement Agreement, the Oversight Committee acted in 
an advisory capacity related to the implementation of the IAP, and as 
a body to which the Chief Adjudicator could bring matters for advice 
or approval, at his discretion. Within the parameters established in 
Schedule D, it considered proposals from the Chief Adjudicator on the 
interpretation and application of the administration of the IAP Model, 
prepared its own instructions on such issues or forwarded proposed 
instructions to the NAC. The Oversight Committee also established 
a Technical Sub-Committee to research and discuss complex issues 
related to the administration of the IAP prior to consideration and 
decisions by the Oversight Committee, and a Bilateral Sub-Committee 
consisting of Canada and claimant counsel to address matters 
specifically related to issues between those parties. Both of these  
Sub-Committees reported back to the Oversight Committee.

L

While the IRSSA did not explicitly impose a general requirement of due 
diligence or a fiduciary obligation on members of the National Administration 
Committee or Oversight Committee, a Supervising Court noted its 
expectation that the Committees’ decisions reflect a broader adherence to the 
integrity of the IAP than to the specific interests of the represented parties.  
The Honourable Madam Justice B.J. Brown observed that:

“The Court is aware that the committees are populated by representatives 
that may be perceived to have a conflict in any debate regarding new 
policies or guidelines.  Indeed, the committees overseeing the settlement 
are structured in a way that superficially might lead one to conclude 
that those conflicts were considered acceptable.  However, the better 
interpretation would be that there was an understanding that the ability 
to have differing, representative viewpoints would lead to a stronger 
administration, dedicated to ensuring integrity and that claimants 
who establish entitlement to compensation receive the entirety of that 
entitlement.  Accordingly, the Court expects that any debate about policies 
or guidelines will be driven by those underlying principles and not the 
personal interests of the appointees to the committees.”100

Chief Adjudicator:

Appointed by the Oversight Committee and confirmed by the supervising 
Courts, the Chief Adjudicator was accountable to the governing committees 
and the Courts for maintaining the integrity of the IAP and for setting policies 
and standards for the Adjudication Secretariat. As set out in the IRSSA, his 
specific accountabilities included: 

• Assisting in the selection of adjudicators; assigning work and  
 providing advice to adjudicators; implementing training programs  
 and administrative measures designed to ensure consistency among  
 adjudicator decisions; addressing performance issues, and renewing  
 or terminating adjudicators

• Preparing instructions regarding the IAP for consideration by the  
 Oversight Committee

• Conducting reviews of adjudicators’ decisions when requested

• Setting policies and standards for the Adjudication Secretariat and  
 directing its operations

• Hearing appeals from claimants whose claims were deemed ineligible  
 for admission to the IAP

• Preparing reports to the Courts and the Oversight Committee
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101 Prior to June 2008, the Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat was part of the Department of Indian Residential Schools Resolution Canada (IRSRC). At that point, with the merger of IRSRC into the Department of Indian Affairs  
 and Northern Development (DIAND), the Adjudication Secretariat became subsumed within that latter Department. DIAND was subsequently renamed Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, then Indigenous and Northern Affairs  
 Canada (INAC). In 2019, INAC was divided into two departments, with the Adjudication Secretariat becoming part of Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada. 
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Dan Shapiro (left, 2013-2021) and Dan Ish (right, 2007-2013) served as Chief Adjudicator in the IAP.  Ted Hughes (middle) was the Chief Adjudicator in the ADR (2003-07). 

lthough not referred to in the IAP Model, Deputy 
Chief Adjudicators were appointed to assist the 

Chief Adjudicator in managing the adjudication function 
of the IAP.

Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat:

The Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat 
was responsible for the operations and administration 
of the IAP. With some 250 staff and 100 independent 
adjudicators at its peak, the Adjudication Secretariat 
provided information on the IAP to claimants, 
stakeholders, and the public; received and assessed the 
eligibility of claims; provided support to self-represented 
claimants; scheduled and made logistical arrangements 
for hearings; managed the Group IAP program; and 
measured and reported on the performance of the IAP.

The Executive Director of the Adjudication Secretariat 
had a dual reporting relationship: to the Chief 
Adjudicator on IAP operational or adjudicative 
matters, and to the Deputy Minister of Indigenous 
and Northern Affairs Canada on financial and resource 
management.101

The Government of Canada:

Not only did the Government of Canada have responsibilities related to its 
role as defendant in IAP claims (such as document collection and attendance 
at hearings), it was also required by the IRSSA to provide sufficient resources 
to enable the IAP to achieve its operational targets. While the Adjudication 
Secretariat reported to the Chief Adjudicator on all operational and adjudicative 
matters, it was also accountable to the Government of Canada in the attainment 
and utilization of those resources. Adjudication Secretariat staff were employees 
of Canada, bound by adherence to Government policies and procedures 
regarding human resources, procurement, and financial management. They 
were similarly bound by their statutory obligations as Government employees 
in such areas as the exercise of financial authorities, employment equity and 
human rights, official languages, access to information and privacy, health and 
safety, and labour relations. Performance agreements between the responsible 
government department and senior Adjudication Secretariat management set 
objectives for financial and human resources management, the alignment of 
resources and business strategies, and development and support of a work 
culture that reflected Government values and ethics. 

Thus, although the Government of Canada did not have a direct role in the 
governance of the IAP or the adjudicative process, it did have responsibility for 
and exercised oversight of the financial and human resource elements of the 
administration of the IAP.

A
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CHAPTER 5

IMPLEMENTING THE IAP:
CHALLENGES, RESPONSES,  

AND IMPROVEMENTS
Elder	David	Budd	in	Winnipeg

A s described in the previous chapter, the processes for conducting 
hearings and rendering decisions were detailed extensively in 

the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement (IRSSA), and were 
informed by the experiences gained in litigation, in pilot projects, and 
in the Alternative Dispute Resolution process. However, the demands 
of an unprecedented number of claims, unanticipated procedural and 
substantive issues, and the varied circumstances of individual residential 
school survivors posed a number of challenges in implementing the 
IAP. These challenges necessitated ongoing reviews of IAP processes by 
the Oversight Committee, the Chief Adjudicator, and the Adjudication 
Secretariat. This in turn led to the development of processes designed to 
increase operational efficiency and effectiveness, to meet administrative 
demands, and to give best effect to the provisions of the IAP.

In its first year of operation, the Oversight Committee recognized the 
need to establish a Technical Subcommittee to address complexities that 
arose from the outset of the IAP. The Technical Subcommittee undertook 
the extensive work of analyzing issues, designing new and innovative 
approaches, and drafting consensus recommendations for consideration 
by the full Oversight Committee. Many of the improvements described 
in this chapter were developed through detailed research, discussions, 
and work by this Technical Subcommittee. In addition, a Bilateral 
Committee composed of claimant counsel and Government of Canada 
representatives met on occasion to discuss specific issues and processes.  

Over the course of the IAP, 150 procedures and measures were 
developed to flesh out, interpret, administer, and apply the process 

set out in Schedule D of the IRSSA. This chapter will not describe all of 
these procedures; a summary list is provided in Appendix III. Rather, 
what follows is a description of the major challenges that arose in the 
implementation of the IAP and of those procedures that had the most 
significant impact in enabling the IAP to meet its objectives.

The Context: A Claimant-Centred Approach

The IAP was intended to be a process that positioned the claimant at 
its core and provided a safe, supportive, and culturally appropriate 
environment. Efforts to provide a claimant-centred approach ran 
throughout all aspects of the IAP and provided the context for analyzing 
and developing responses to challenges that arose in its delivery. 

Once a claim was initially admitted, the claimant was given a hearing 
logistics form on which she/he could indicate their preferences for the 
hearing: its location; method of travel; whether they wanted support 
services, companions, Elders, a health support worker, and/or a Church 
representative at the hearing; cultural ceremonies at the hearing; the 
gender of adjudicator; and whether they needed an interpreter. 

This information enabled the Adjudication Secretariat to try from the 
outset to ensure that, despite the overall volume of hearings held and 
complexities of logistical arrangements, each hearing was structured 
around the needs and expressed wishes of the individual claimant. For 
example, some claimants preferred that the hearing take place in their 
communities, while others preferred the anonymity of a larger centre 
away from where they lived. In addition, some claimants had requests for 
a specific location due to illness, work or family obligations, or because it 
held personal meaning for them.

Rather than in courtrooms, hearings were held in a variety of settings 
such as hearing centres, hotels, lawyers’ offices, nursing homes, 
hospitals, correctional facilities, or the claimant’s home. Hotels or other 
facilities were required to be accessible and allow traditional ceremonies. 
Correctional facilities and hospital rooms were also used when necessary. 
Hearings in Vancouver or Winnipeg could take place in one of the 
Adjudication Secretariat’s dedicated Hearing Centres. These Centres 
were designed in conjunction with residential school survivors and legal 
counsel to offer a safe, culturally appropriate space for claimants.
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102 All costs related to the implementation of the IRSSA, including those expended by the Adjudication Secretariat, were paid for by the Government of Canada.

he Adjudication Secretariat developed mechanisms to 
arrange and pay for travel, accommodations, and meals for 

claimants and up to two personal support people to accompany the 
claimant to the hearing. The Adjudication Secretariat also covered 
the costs for the attendance of Elders and interpreters. This relieved 
the claimant of the responsibility and challenges of making 
arrangements and paying for travel.102

Health support workers – provided by Health Canada – were 
available throughout the hearing, if the claimant chose. Many 
health support workers were themselves survivors or affected by 
the intergenerational impacts of residential schools, often spoke 
the claimant’s language, and were aware of cultural traditions and 
available health supports near claimants’ home communities.

IAP hearings incorporated cultural ceremonies of the claimant’s 
choosing, such as an opening prayer, smudge, or song. Claimants 
could also use an Eagle Feather when taking their oath, and could 
bring with them a sacred object that gave them strength, such as a 
stone or photograph. The ability for a claimant to have a traditional 
ceremony, to take an oath on the medium of her/his choosing, to 
be accompanied by an Elder or family or community members, and 
to speak in their own language allowed the claimant some control 
over the cultural context of the hearing. 

In addition to cultural ceremonies and the presence of Elders and 
other support individuals, the physical set-up of the room was 
important in making the hearing as comfortable as possible for the 
claimant to share their experiences. Typically, the claimant sat to 
the side but facing the adjudicator to enable easier conversation. As 
discussed earlier, the adjudicator used an inquisitorial rather than 
an adversarial cross-examination approach to gathering information 
and assessing claims, in recognition of the emotional, physical, and 
spiritual toll that recounting these stories placed on the claimant.

The support services offered to claimants through Health Canada 
before and during the hearing remained available following the 
hearing as well. In addition, Canada funded a 24-hour toll-free crisis 
line operated by trained Indigenous crisis counselors.

Perhaps the overarching challenge of the IAP was less in making 
specific aspects of the IAP claimant-centred, but rather in adopting 
an approach that attempted to look at the entire process from 
the viewpoint of the claimant. This perspective was the prism 
through which the Oversight Committee, Chief Adjudicator, and 
Adjudication Secretariat assessed a range of measures that were 
implemented throughout the IAP, a number of which are described 
in greater detail below.

T

Many claimants smudged 
before their hearings.
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103 Schedule K of the Settlement Agreement outlined Phases I and II of the Notice Plan.
104 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, The	Indian	Residential	Schools	Adjudication	Secretariat’s	Independent	Assessment	Process	(IAP)	Outreach	Activity	Report:	Raising	Awareness	about	the	IAP	and	the	IAP	Application	 
 Deadline, (Ottawa: IRSAS, 2012), p. 4.; also Hilsoft Notifications, “Affidavit of Cameron R. Azario, Esq. on Completion of Phase IV of Notice Programme,” submitted to the Ontario Superior Court of Justice (2012).

Providing Information About the IAP

he first challenge for the IAP was to ensure that Indigenous 
people knew about the Settlement Agreement and, in particular, 

that residential school survivors were aware that they could apply for 
compensation for the abuse suffered at the schools. It was important that 
claimants had a good understanding of the various stages of the IAP, 
such as completing an application, preparing for a hearing, the support 
services available to them, and what would happen during and after the 
hearing. 

From 2006 through to 2012, there were four major court-ordered notice 
programs designed to ensure that those who attended residential schools 
were aware of the IRSSA.103 These notice programs included:

• A “Hearing Notice” phase, launched in June, 2006, to provide notice of  
 the Settlement Agreement to affected people residing on reserve,  
 within other Indigenous communities or settlements, or in urban areas. 

• An “Opt Out/Claims Notice” that commenced in March 2007 to ensure  
 former students were notified prior to the deadline for individual class  
 members to opt out of the Settlement Agreement.

• A “Common Experience Payment (CEP) Application Deadline Notice”  
 that focused on the 2011 CEP application deadline. 

• The “IAP Application Deadline Notice”, started in March 2012, to  
 ensure that former students were aware of the September 19, 2012,  
 IAP application deadline. 

All Notice Programs were conducted by Hilsoft Notifications, an 
experienced class action notice company, utilizing radio and television 
advertisements; direct mailings to Band Offices, Tribal Council Offices, 
and Friendship Centres; and a website and toll-free information line. 
Communications were produced in multiple languages appropriate to 
each medium, including English, French, Inuktitut, Innuinaqtun, Siglit, 
Oji-Cree, Déné (various dialects, such as Gwich’in and Dogrib), Ojibway, 
Innu, and Atikamekw. Together, the four phases of the Notice Program 
reached 98% of the target population an average of 14 times.104

In addition to the court-mandated notice programs, the Adjudication 
Secretariat developed its own outreach strategy, visiting communities 
to provide information on the IAP and to raise awareness of available 

support services, of the application deadline, and of the Group IAP 
program.

Outreach by the Adjudication Secretariat focused on communities where 
there was a significant gap between the number of CEP recipients 
and IAP applicants, indicating that there might be larger numbers of 
individuals who may have been eligible for the IAP but had not yet 
applied. Prior to their arrival in each community, outreach representatives 
arranged for the availability of support services, such as interpreter/
translators, Elders, cultural support workers, and health support workers.

In support of its information activities, the Adjudication Secretariat 
developed a number of products that were approved by Oversight 
Committee, including a web site, pamphlets, fact sheets, a video 
providing information on what to expect at a hearing, and specific guides 
for claimants and stakeholders. The Adjudication Secretariat conducted 
more than 400 community information sessions: in Indigenous 
communities, with stakeholders, and also at in-care facilities such as 
federal and provincial correctional facilities, friendship centres, elder 
centres, and homeless shelters.

T

A print and electronic advertising campaign was 
launched	when	the	Settlement	Agreement	was	finalized.
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105 As per Appendix III, Schedule D of the IRSSA, adjudicators who had been working under the ADR Model were subject to a new selection process in order to become IAP adjudicators.
106 In this context, it should also be noted that there was a change in Government in the period between the signing of the Settlement Agreement and its implementation. In the same week that the federal Cabinet had approved the  
 Settlement Agreement, the Liberal Government fell, requiring the Agreement and the policy framework for it to be revisited with and re-examined and approved by the new Conservative Government prior to implementation.

The Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat hosted information booths 
at	National	Events	of	the	Truth	and	Reconciliation	Commission.

T he Adjudication Secretariat also maintained a presence at 
conferences, Truth and Reconciliation Commission national 

events, workshops, meetings, general assemblies, pow-wows, and 
educational institutions to reach out to residential school survivors and 
their families in as many settings as possible. Through these venues, 
more than 10,600 IAP information kits were distributed.

In addition to the activities undertaken by the Adjudication Secretariat, 
a number of stakeholder and partner organizations contributed to the 
distribution of information about the IAP.  The Court Monitor - Crawford 
Class Action Services - maintained a toll-free telephone information 
line to respond to inquiries about the IAP. The Government of Canada 
also sponsored the Advocacy and Public Information Program 
aimed at providing information on, and raising awareness of, the 
Settlement Agreement. Health support workers from Health Canada 
provided information and support at the grassroots community level 
to survivors of residential schools. And many lawyers played a vital 
role in providing information on the IAP and assisting claimants in 
completing applications and in the hearing process, often travelling to 
remote communities to meet with residential school survivors.

Volume and Capacity

One of the initial challenges in implementing the IAP was to put in 
place the organization required to support the Chief Adjudicator in the 

administration of the process. This included creating the capacity to:

• build business processes and technological systems;

• receive, review, and admit applications;

• manage cases as they moved through the process;

• schedule, notify participants of, and arrange travel to hearings;

• arrange for the provision of health support and interpretation  
 services, when required, at hearings;

• provide support to self-represented claimants;

• adjudicate the claims and issue decisions;

• arrange for the provision of expert assessments when required;

• conduct legal fee reviews;

• provide information on the IAP – including the application  
 deadline – to potential claimants and the general public; and

• manage resource expenditures and maintain financial records  
 and controls

To accomplish this required concerted and simultaneous activity 
on a number of fronts, including the selection and retention of 
adjudicators,105 hiring staff, constructing a technological infrastructure, 
and securing office space to house a considerably expanded Secretariat.

The Settlement Agreement contemplated a six-month “start-up 
period” during which the Adjudication Secretariat and the IAP would 
be operational but not yet at full capacity. In addition, there was a 
sixteen-month gap between the date on which the parties signed the 
Settlement Agreement (in May 2006) and its implementation date (in 
September 2007), as the parties and the Courts undertook the approval 
process for the settlement. However, as there were delays in hiring 
staff, appointing a Chief Adjudicator, and allocating and expending 
resources, this proved to be insufficient time to build the organizational 
capacity necessary to adequately meet the significant operational 
demands.106 The impact was that, at the outset, processes were relatively 
inefficient, the progress of existing ADR claims was delayed, and the 
Department (IRSRC) and the Adjudication Secretariat were unable to 
meet deadlines and service standards.

CHAPTER 5
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107 The AFN maintained in advance of the Settlement Agreement that the number of abuse victims would be at least 25,000 and that infrastructure planning for the IAP should be based on that expectation: see Mahoney, “The Settlement  
 Process”, p. 513.
108 As described earlier, other applications were admitted pursuant to Court orders after the application deadline, bringing the total number of IAP applications to 38, 276.
109 Approximately 90 per cent of IAP cases were resolved through hearings. The remainder were resolved through a Negotiated Settlement Process, discussed below.

eyond the initial challenges of building the organization, 
capacity issues posed challenges on a number of fronts. 

These were exacerbated by the volume of applications and hearings 
in the IAP. Although disputed at the time by the AFN, Canada’s 
initial estimates were that there would be in the region of 12,500 
applications filed over the five years prior to the September 2012 
deadline.107 In fact, the 12,500-application mark was surpassed by 
the end of 2009, and by the application deadline more than 37,800 
applications had been received.108

Similarly, the IRSSA contemplated that resources would be required 
to enable 2,500 hearings to occur each year, and to ensure that a 
hearing date for each claim would be within nine months of it being 
admitted to the IAP “or within a reasonable period of time thereafter” 
and that all cases would be processed by September 2013. In fact, 
13,577 cases had already been resolved by 2012 (a year-and-a-half 
earlier than expected), and in that year the number of hearings 
held per year surpassed 4,100. In appreciating the magnitude of 
this volume, it must be remembered that all IAP hearings involved 
in-person gatherings of a number of individuals; this was in contrast 
to many other quasi-judicial settings in which adjudicators resolved 

cases following a review of the documentary evidence and written 
pleadings on a file.109 It is also worth noting that, by comparison, 
targets under the ADR process were to hold 1,000 hearings per year: a 
level that was never achieved. While the Government of Canada paid 
all costs associated with the IAP, this level of performance required 
efforts by all parties not only to increase other resources allocated to 
the IAP, but also continuously to amend and enhance processes to 
more efficiently give effect to the provisions of the IAP.

For example, within the Adjudication Secretariat, initial staff levels 
of fewer than 50 were clearly inadequate to handle the increasing 
volume of claims. Within two years, staff levels had grown to 
approximately 200 and eventually to more than 270 located in four 
cities. However, throughout this period there were also vacancy rates 
at or in excess of twenty percent; occasionally, vacancy rates in key 
operational areas reached 50 per cent. While management attempted 
to mitigate this by cross-training, shifting internal resources to meet 
operational exigencies, utilizing agency personnel, and the retention 
of Crawford Class Action Services to assist in the admissions process, 
the chronic shortage of staff had an inexorable impact on the ability of 
the organization to meet stringent operational requirements.

B

The IAP retained the services of 100 independent adjudicators at its peak. 
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110 IAP claimants could request that a male or female adjudicator be assigned to their cases; linguistic ability also needed to be considered. To attempt to expand Indigenous Adjudicator capacity, the Oversight Committee utilized the  
 Request for Proposals mechanism that allowed contracts to be “set-aside” for Aboriginal suppliers, and advertised Adjudicator opportunities through the Indigenous Bar Association. Notwithstanding these efforts, the number of Indigenous  
 Adjudicators did not exceed 25% of the total.
111 Information on the costs of the IAP is provided in the following chapter.

djudicator capacity was also a recurring challenge, 
and was affected by the need and desirability to have 

female Adjudicators, francophone Adjudicators, and Indigenous 
Adjudicators.110 At its peak, the IAP retained more than 100 
Adjudicators, 8 Deputy Chief Adjudicators, and a Chief Adjudicator on 
a contractual basis. However, the initial recruitment of Adjudicators 
did not attract sufficient numbers of applicants, and the Oversight 
Committee was required to conduct four selection rounds (known as 
Requests for Proposals) over a four-year period.

Capacity issues posed a challenge not only for the Adjudication 
Secretariat, but for all other participants in the IAP. For the Government, 
the availability of staff to represent Canada at IAP hearings was 
occasionally a limiting factor in the number of hearings that could be 
scheduled in any given week or month. Similarly, other government 
Departments such as Health Canada (who provided health support 
workers) lacked sufficient human and/or systems resources to handle 
the initial demands. As a result, the Government of Canada augmented 
the human and financial resources dedicated to the IAP on several 
occasions over the following years in response to these volume and 
capacity challenges.111

While those claimants who wanted to have legal representation were 
generally able to retain a lawyer, those in remote communities faced 
greater challenges in the identification and selection of legal counsel.  
Some claimant counsel also faced challenges in their capacity to 
manage caseloads and their availability to attend hearings, resulting 
on occasion in senior Adjudication Secretariat staff conducting law firm 
visits to review and advise on business plans. Among the Churches as 
well, the scale of the IAP posed potential challenges to their capacity 
to participate fully in the process. At the outset, some Catholic Church 
entities did not propose to attend IAP hearings. Other Churches 
expressed an ongoing desire to attend hearings where claimants were 
amenable to their presence, and provided extensive training to those 
who would attend hearings on their behalf; however, their presence at 
hearings was limited by the right of claimants to request that Church 
representatives not attend. 

Resolving Claims

A central objective and obligation of the IAP was to resolve all of the 
claims that were submitted. In order to accomplish this, a wide range 
of challenges needed to be addressed, and measures developed and 
adapted.

Mandatory Document Collection:

Schedule D of the Settlement Agreement set out requirements 
for documents that were necessary to allow claimants to proceed 
through the IAP and for a hearing to be scheduled. These “mandatory 
documents” included records related to medical treatment, workers’ 
compensation, correctional services, income tax, Employment 
Insurance, Canada Pension Plan, and non-residential secondary 
and post-secondary school attendance. The number and types of 
mandatory documents required for each claim varied according to 
the levels of Harm and Loss of Opportunity claimed, as well as the 
complexity of the claim.

The collection of mandatory documents had a direct and significant 
impact on the ability of the IAP to resolve claims in accordance with the 
volumes and timeframes specified in the Settlement Agreement. The 
fact that document collection was not within the Oversight Committee’s 
or the Adjudication Secretariat’s sphere of control therefore posed 
particular challenges. Early experience under the IAP demonstrated 
that those institutions responsible for providing mandatory documents 
– such as local, provincial, or federal government bodies - did not have 
the personnel to meet those requests in a timely manner. For example, 
by the autumn of 2013, Correctional Service Canada had received 
some 9,000 requests for information, creating a two-year backlog. In 
the first years of the IAP, some 80 per cent of the document packages 
received by the Adjudication Secretariat in support of claims were 
incomplete and required significant and time-consuming follow-up to 
get the file hearing-ready.

Those responsible for administering the IAP undertook several 
process changes to address this issue. These included a series of tools 
aimed at strengthening communications with claimants’ counsel to 
improve information about and maintain momentum in the document 
collection phase of the claim. In 2013 and 2014, the Adjudication 
Secretariat signed Memoranda of Agreements with provincial 
correctional facilities departments in Alberta and Saskatchewan 
that outlined priorities and measures to address backlogs, and held 
discussions with Correctional Service Canada to improve the provision 
of documents to counsel. The Adjudication Secretariat also worked 
with federal Government departments to develop an IAP-specific 
information request form to allow greater efficiencies in the processing 
of Canada Pension Plan documents. Internally, the Adjudication 
Secretariat established a dedicated team to work directly with self-
represented claimants to obtain mandatory documents on their behalf.

A
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Inactive Claims:

n addition to delays engendered by the document collection 
process, another challenge in the IAP – and not uncommon in 

other quasi-judicial processes – was that some claims would become 
inactive and would not progress towards a hearing. This not only 
had an immediate detrimental effect on the claimants, it also raised 
concerns about the IAP’s ultimate ability to resolve all of the claims 
that had been submitted.

In response, the Adjudication Secretariat introduced an “Intensive 
Case Management Project” to review all files that were on hold, 
incomplete, and older than two years; communicate with claimants’ 
counsel to identify reasons why the claim was not progressing in 
the usual manner; address any outstanding issues where possible; 
and move the claim toward resolution or identify it for closing if the 
claim was withdrawn or the claimant was deceased. Intensive Case 
Management helped to indicate which documents were difficult to 
obtain, what institutions took a long time to respond to requests, 
what the status of the claims were with individual law firms, and what 
the Adjudication Secretariat could do to remove blockages. More 
generally, it helped to establish communications with claimants’ 
counsel. Overall, in its first year of operation this process achieved a 
90% response rate from claimants’ counsel.

The information generated through Intensive Case Management in 
turn provided the foundation for other improvements such as the 
Incomplete File Resolution Process and the Lost Claimant Protocol 
(discussed below) to assist in the resolution and completion of IAP 
claims.

Incomplete Files:

Even with a case-specific and intensive approach to case 
management, some claims remained at a stage where they were 
not ready for a hearing to be scheduled. The IRSSA did not provide 
guidance or tools to allow a claim that had been admitted into the IAP 
to be closed unless it had been heard, settled, withdrawn or found to 
be outside of the jurisdiction of the IAP. Adjudicators did not have the 
authority to dismiss claims short of a hearing, even in circumstances 
where counsel had lost all contact with a claimant, where mandatory 
document collection was not possible, or where a claimant had 
passed away prior to providing sworn testimony. Moreover, due to 
the vulnerabilities of many residential school survivors – including 
incarceration, homelessness, and mental or physical health issues that 
could explain the lack of movement of claims – neither the Oversight 
Committee nor the Chief Adjudicator supported an approach that 
would see claims dismissed for “want of prosecution”: the model used 
in the courts where a claim can be dismissed when it is inactive for a 
specified period of time. In an analysis of admitted claims conducted 
in 2011, the Adjudication Secretariat estimated that this would leave 
1,000 to 1,500 claims unresolved at the completion of the IAP.

As a result, commencing in 2012 the Adjudication Secretariat, the 
Technical Subcommittee, the Oversight Committee, and the National 
Administration Committee (NAC) undertook a detailed examination 
and discussion of strategies, processes, and tools necessary to ensure 
that all IAP claims would be resolved and the IAP itself brought to 
completion. These new procedures were approved by the Oversight 
Committee and the NAC by the end of 2013, and submitted for 
Court approval. In June 2014, the Honourable Justice Perell of the 
Ontario Superior Court of Justice signed a consent order approving 
the Incomplete File Resolution Procedure (IFRP) as a component of 
the IAP “Completion Strategy Report”, with the other supervising 
courts following suit.

The IFRP implemented a two-step approach to resolving claims that 
would otherwise have no prospect of proceeding. The first phase of 
the procedure essentially incorporated Intensive Case Management 
processes to a claim. If case management approaches were 
unsuccessful, the claim could then be referred – by the Adjudicator 
or by any party to the claim - to a File Management Adjudicator who 
could convene teleconferences with the parties, establish procedural 
timelines, and take other steps to progress the claim.

If that first phase of IFRP failed to move the claim forward, a “Special 
Resolution Adjudicator” was then appointed with the authority to 
receive submissions from the parties, decide about documents, 
set the claim for hearing with or without documents, and make a 
“Resolution Direction” that could, in some circumstances, involve 
dismissing the claim. This process included rights of review and a 
possibility for reconsideration by the Chief Adjudicator.

As of December 2018, of 1,233 claims referred to the IFRP, 706 - or 
nearly 60 per cent - were subsequently able to be returned to the 
normal hearing stream or other targeted approaches. Some 527 cases 
were the subject of a Resolution Direction. There were 26 requests to 
the Chief Adjudicator for reconsideration of IFRP Directions that had 
dismissed claims. Of these, 19 were granted, two were withdrawn, 
one was abandoned, and four were dismissed.

Lost Claimants:

Another key aspect of the Completion Strategy Report submitted to 
the Courts in 2014 was the introduction of a Lost Claimants Protocol. 
At that time, through information gathered in the Intensive Case 
Management Process, it had been determined that contact had been 
lost with approximately 300 claimants. This could have occurred for 
a number of reasons: a claimant may have passed away; may have 
been in a hospital or nursing home; may have become homeless 
or have changed address without informing their counsel or the 
Adjudication Secretariat. In its report to the National Administration 
Committee in June 2012, the Oversight Committee flagged this 
issue as one that needed to be addressed to ensure the ultimate 
completion of IAP. 

I
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112 In some cases, claimants were located and subsequently lost contact once again, leading to a second referral of the file to the Lost Claimant Protocol.
113 In the IAP Model, there was no requirement to prove staff knowledge in cases of SL4/5 abuse that was predatory or exploitative.
114 IRSSA, Schedule D, Appendix VIII.
115 The Government of Canada made more than 4,500 admissions after relevant evidence or findings of adjudicators became available.

nder the Lost Claimants Protocol, the Adjudication Secretariat 
would attempt to locate claimants with whom their counsel 

had lost contact using a progressively intrusive methodology, while 
at the same time protecting and respecting claimants’ privacy. In 
the first instance, internet searches and a review of the information 
on file would be explored. Following that, if necessary, information 
would be sought from Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 
(e.g. Common Experience Payment, Indian Registry, Estates); Service 
Canada (e.g. Canada Pension Plan, Old Age Security, Guaranteed 
Income Supplement); Health Canada (e.g. health benefits, crisis 
intervention, medical transportation); Correctional Service Canada; 
Provincial and Territorial Motor Vehicle Registries; and Departments 
of Vital Statistics. Ultimately, information on a claimant’s whereabouts 
could be sought from support persons identified in the claimant’s 
file, Resolution Health Support Workers, police detachments, or other 
sources such as Veterans Affairs. To enable this, the Courts ordered that 
all public and private entities, institutions, and agencies operating 
in Canada must, if requested by the Adjudication Secretariat, provide 
contact information regarding the whereabouts of IAP claimants.

If a Lost Claimant was found, her/his file was returned to the regular 
IAP file flow. If a claimant could not be located, was non-responsive 
or unwilling to participate in the IAP, her/his file was moved into the 
Incomplete File Resolution Procedure (IFRP).

As of January 2019, the Lost Claimant Protocol had been used in 841 
files, representing 771 unique claimants.112 Of these, 546 claimants 
were located and their claims returned to the regular file stream or 
assigned to another targeted case management approach. Searches 
were exhausted on 225 referrals. The remaining unlocated claims 
were subsequently referred to the IFRP or were non-admitted.

Both the Incomplete File Resolution Process and the Lost Claimant 
Protocol constituted efforts unique among decision-making entities 
to locate and support its claimants, and provide a tangible and 
concrete illustration of the claimant-centred approach adopted in the 
implementation of the IAP. 

Claims with Student-on-Student Allegations:

The IAP allowed for compensation to former students of Indian 
Residential Schools who had suffered abuse by fellow students. 
However, compensation in some of those claims required proof that 

staff knew of ought to have known about the abuse.113 As this could 
be difficult for individual claimants to establish, Schedule D of the 
IRSSA stipulated that: 

“With respect to student-on-student abuse allegations, the 
government will work with the parties to develop admissions from 
completed examinations for discovery, witness or alleged perpetrator 
interviews, or previous DR or IAP decisions relevant to the Claimant’s 
allegations.”114

The process for the management of claims with student-on-
student allegations was the subject of discussion by the Technical 
Subcommittee and the Oversight Committee from the outset of the 
IAP. Initially, Canada did not disclose its list of all admissions for all 
residential schools; rather, it provided possible relevant admissions 
on a case-by-case basis for each claim.115 Claimants’ counsel 
maintained that once the onus had been met by the claimant that 
Canada and/or the Church knew or ought to have known about the 
abuse, Canada was obliged to share this information more broadly, 
rather than on a case-by-case basis.

In the summer of 2010, Canada proposed that it would share a Master 
List of all admissions with the Chief Adjudicator which would be made 
available to the adjudicators, but would not be shared with other 
parties. Canada also maintained that admissions that post-dated a 
claimant’s attendance were not relevant to that claim. Subsequently, 
the Chief Adjudicator issued a Directive that gave adjudicators the 
authority to release potentially relevant admissions from the Master 
List to claimants’ counsel. It also stipulated that the Chief Adjudicator 
had the authority to decide whether, and if so, on what terms the 
Master List should be made accessible to Claimant Counsel. 

In June 2011, the Chief Adjudicator issued an Update in which he 
recommended against adjourning student-on-student hearings to 
await possible relevant admissions in the future.

In March 2013, the Chief Adjudicator issued another Directive that 
unless it was apparent at the time that a claim involving student-on-
student allegations would be successful, adjudicators should in fact 
be receptive to requests to adjourn hearings, pending possible receipt 
of future admissions. The claim would be then adjourned for the sole 
purpose of keeping it alive until supplementary submissions arising 
from any new admissions were generated.

U
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Many decisions about the IAP were made in British Columbia’s  Supreme Court.

I n May 2013, the Chief Adjudicator released a decision that 
the Master List of admissions would be made available to 

all IAP claimant counsel. The Master List became available to counsel  
the following September.

However, each student-on-student claim still took into account 
admissions arising only from cases that had already been decided. It was 
recognized, though, that there might, in the future, be other claims that 
could generate admissions of assistance to preceding claims. This posed 
a challenge in that, once a decision was made on a claim, there was 
no avenue for a claimant to benefit from subsequent new admissions. 
Therefore, in December 2013, Canada proposed and the Oversight 
Committee approved a revised strategy and process designed to enable 
claims deemed likely to yield such admissions (based on information 
in the claim) to be heard prior to claims which might potentially benefit 
from them. Under this “Student-on-Student Admissions Project” strategy, 
Canada provided a list of almost 2,200 claims in the pre-hearing stage, of 
which 647 were identified as having the best potential to generate new 
admissions. A conference call would then be held to determine whether 
specific cases could be heard in advance of document completion. 

The process for managing claims with allegations of student-on-student 
abuse was subject to further revision when, in September 2017, Canada 
submitted a Request for Direction (RFD) to the Courts in which it argued 
the Chief Adjudicator and his designates utilized “procedural fairness” 
as grounds for review or re-review of several of these claims that had 
been dismissed based on lack of proof of staff knowledge of student-on-
student abuse. The Chief Adjudicator and adjudicators had decided that 

in some circumstances, adjudicators could consider post-decision 
admissions that, had they been available at the time of the initial 
adjudicator’s decision, could have resulted in an award in favour of 
the claimant. Canada maintained that it was inappropriate to import 
the concept of procedural fairness into the IAP Model and to utilize 
it as grounds for the review of decisions. 

The British Columbia Supreme Court agreed with Canada’s position 
in its decision, concluding that the IAP was a “complete code” that 
did not contain the administrative or public law term of procedural 
fairness. The Court also ruled that the IAP contemplated “progressive 
disclosure” by requiring Canada to make admissions as the IAP 
unfolded; newly discovered information did not justify the re-
opening of a decided IAP claim. Furthermore, only the Supervisory 
Courts of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement 
possessed the jurisdiction to re-open an IAP claim.116

Notwithstanding the Court’s decision, on March 12, 2018, Canada 
announced that it would revisit student-on-student claims dismissed 
for lack of proof of staff knowledge, where post-decision admissions 
by Canada of staff knowledge might have assisted the claimant had 
they been available at the time of the decision. Canada stated that 
where it determined that cases were appropriate for settlement on 
this basis, such claims would be settled outside of the IAP.

Hearings

Infirm and/or Elderly Claimants:

Schedule D of the IRSSA specified that:

“In considering applications to the IAP … priority will be given,  
in order, to:

 a) Applications from persons who submit a doctor’s certificate  
 indicating that they are in failing health such that further delay  
 would impair their ability to participate in a hearing;

 b) Applications from persons 70 years of age and over;

 c) Applications from persons 60 years of age and over …”

116 Appeals of this B.C. Supreme Court decision brought by the Assembly of First Nations and Independent Counsel were subsequently dismissed by the British Columbia Court of Appeal.
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117 The only exception to this requirement in the Settlement Agreement was where medical evidence demonstrated that the claim needed to be heard immediately due to the health of the claimant. Appendix IV, section iv of the IRSSA stated  
 that: “No [hearing] date shall be set until the IAP Secretariat is satisfied that exchange of documents, including treatment notes and clinical records is as complete as reasonably necessary, unless a Claimant provides medical evidence that  
 any delay in hearing their testimony involves a significant risk that they may die or lose the capacity to provide testimony. In such circumstances, the Secretariat may schedule a hearing for the limited purpose of taking such testimony, after  
 which the hearing shall be adjourned to allow for the preparation of the case as otherwise provided for in this IAP.”

CHAPTER 5

n practice, however, this posed several operational 
challenges. The first related to the determination of those 

claimants for whom a delay in a hearing could impair their ability to 
participate. In this regard, several issues arose, including:

• Some claimants’ counsel requested expedited hearings for all of  
 their clients, presumably in some instances as a means of getting  
 ahead in the hearing queue. This created challenges for the  
 Adjudication Secretariat in attempting to satisfy these requests.

• Some claimant counsel were utilizing form letters to identify  
 medical circumstances that did not conform to the criteria as  
 described in the Settlement Agreement. 

• In remote communities, it could be difficult to obtain a doctor’s  
 certificate. 

• A faster hearing did not necessarily mean faster resolution of  
 the claims, as the collection of mandatory documents and expert/ 
 medical assessments still required the same amount of time.

• A significant proportion of all IAP claimants were over the age  
 of 60, with some identified as being at significant risk due to  
 diminishing capacity.

To address this problem, in 2010 the Adjudication Secretariat 
implemented a form to ensure that claimants who legitimately 
required an expedited hearing had access to one. Based on 
operational experience, the form was amended in 2011 and again 
in 2012. In its final format, the “Request for Expedited Hearing or 
High Priority Hearing Due to Failing Health” placed responsibility 
for assessing the claimant’s medical needs in the hands of their 
attending physician, rather than their lawyer or the Adjudication 
Secretariat.  The form removed the need for the doctor to explain the 
medical condition, merely to attest to it. The form also introduced 
a distinction between “expedited” and “high priority” hearings, 
with expedited indicating that a delayed hearing would result in a 
significant risk that the claimant may die or otherwise lose capacity 
to provide testimony, and “high priority” indicating that failing 
health could impair the claimant’s ability to provide testimony.

For claimants in remote areas where doctors were not readily 
available, the Adjudication Secretariat could agree to proceed on an 
expedited basis, based on information from claimants’ counsel and 
subject to the production of a medical certificate shortly after the 
hearing.

In addition, despite the priority accorded them in the IRSSA, some 
elderly claimants were having to wait a considerable time – up to 
or even in excess of two years – for a hearing to be scheduled. In 
large measure, this was due to the fact that although the Settlement 
Agreement gave elderly claimants priority for hearing dates, a claim 
still needed to be “hearing ready” (i.e., all required documents had 
to be gathered and submitted by the claimant and the Government 
of Canada) before it could be scheduled.117 As a result, elderly 
claimants whose health was not failing and whose claims had not 
reached the hearing-ready stage could have their claims remain 
stagnant in the document collection stage.

To address this challenge, in 2012 the Oversight Committee 
approved an “Over-65 Pilot Project” to develop ways of processing 
claims more quickly for those claimants 65 years of age or older, 
including alternative scheduling approaches and more intensive 
case management by adjudicators. One key element of the Pilot 
Project entailed adjudicator-led pre-hearing teleconferences in which 
the parties could address issues regarding document collection and 
identify claims for which a hearing date could be scheduled, or that 
could be suitable for resolution through the Negotiated Settlement 
Process. The Pilot Project also involved block-scheduling of groups 
of hearings to take place over consecutive days in a single location 
in order to make the best use of resources. During a six-month 
period, more than 140 hearings were conducted through the Pilot 
Project. Based on those results, it was determined that the approach 
had merit, but that additional process improvements could help in 
accelerating hearings for elderly claimants.

As a result, the Oversight Committee approved an Accelerated 
Hearing Process (AHP) in June 2013. Based on the experience 
of the Pilot Project, this new process was aimed at realizing the 
requirement of the IRSSA to accord priority in scheduling and 
hearing claims of elderly claimants.

I
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118 Guidance Paper “GP-7: Failure of Hearings to Proceed”, issued by the Chief Adjudicator on November 22, 2011. Following continued monitoring by and discussion at the Oversight Committee, in 2015 the Chief Adjudicator enacted a  
 number of modifications to the hearing postponement policy (“Guidance Paper 7r1: Failure of Hearings to Proceed”) and new Guidance Papers to address postponements of assessments (“Guidance Paper 9: Regarding the Postponement  
 of Assessments”) and conference calls (“Guidance Paper 10: Attendance at Teleconferences”). 

IAP Hearing

nder the AHP, the Adjudication Secretariat identified files for 
potential inclusion in the process, giving particular priority to 

elderly claimants, claimants in failing health, or those with claims that 
had been awaiting a hearing for a longer time. Claimants’ counsel (or 
self-represented claimants) would then consider whether to proceed 
with those files under the AHP. If so, an adjudicator would conduct 
a pre-hearing teleconference to identify issues with document 
production or that were otherwise delaying the process. Claimants’ 
counsel or self-represented claimants would then be given a period 
of time in which to get the file hearing-ready, with the claim set down 
for hearing within a block schedule of hearings. AHP claims were 
scheduled into 5-day blocks of hearings held in the same location. In 
order to preserve those hearing dates, an AHP hearing could proceed 
as scheduled even if it was not yet hearing-ready if the parties agreed, 
subject to final submissions after adjournment.

In the final years of the IAP, in order to ensure the completion of the 
IAP, AHP became the default process for getting cases to hearing; 
claims were scheduled for hearing with or without the consent of the 
parties and whether or not the file was "hearing-ready" in terms of 
document collection. 

Hearing Postponements, Cancellations, and Substitutions:

Based on a study in 2011, it was found that 20% of hearings did not 
proceed as scheduled and 40% of postponements and cancellations 
were avoidable. Given the volume of hearings that needed to be 
held and the tight timeframes for scheduling those hearings, this 
constituted a major obstacle to being able to realize the goals and 
objectives of the IAP. This challenge was exacerbated by the fact that 
the notice given for postponements and cancellations was often 
too short to allow for substitution with another claim due to the 
complexity of hearing logistics and diversity of geographical locations.

Following discussions by the Oversight Committee, new 
procedures were adopted and guidance provided to the parties 
aimed at reducing hearing postponements and cancellations 
and at ensuring that more hearings would proceed as 
scheduled.118 These new processes included a requirement 
that all postponements requested within 10 weeks of the 
hearing date be approved by the presiding adjudicator. 
The adjudicator would work with the parties to attempt to 
prevent postponement, and could impose consequences if a 
participant failed to attend a hearing without proper cause. 

In 2013, the Oversight Committee approved a policy that 
specifically addressed hearing cancellations related to claims 
that had entered the Negotiated Settlement Process (NSP) 
stream. Previously, hearing dates had been scheduled for 
claims that were in the NSP stream, and those dates were 
maintained until the claim actually settled. However, as is 
not uncommon in judicial or quasi-judicial processes, those 
settlements were most often reached close to the hearing. 
Approximately 50 per cent of NSP settlements occurred within 
six weeks – and 35 per cent within one month - of the hearing. 
Following direction of the Oversight Committee, the process 
for maintaining hearing dates was altered; once a claim 
entered the NSP stream, its hearing date was cancelled. In the 
rare instance that a claim did not settle in the NSP, it would 
be scheduled for hearing on an expedited basis. Any request 
for cancellation due to a claim entering into the NSP process 
that was made within six weeks of the hearing date would be 
subject to review and determination by an adjudicator.

As well, the Oversight Committee in 2013 approved changes 
that would facilitate the substitution of claims using previously 
scheduled hearing dates. In cases where an adjudicator had 
approved the postponement of a hearing, the same claimant 
counsel could propose utilizing that hearing date for another 
claimant whose file was hearing-ready, could be heard in the 
same location and who met other criteria in the policy. This 
approach was adopted to help preserve claimants’ testimony, 
reduce the number of lost hearing dates, and reduce the 
likelihood of an adjudicator directing claimant counsel to pay 
costs associated with a postponement or cancellation.

Following the introduction of the hearing cancellation policy, 
the percentage of hearings that were cancelled or postponed 
declined from a peak of 20.5 per cent in 2010/11 to a rate of 
16.8 per cent from 2011/12 to 2018/19.

U
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Adjudication and Claim Resolution

Time Required to Issue Decisions:

n the IRSSA, Schedule D, Appendix XII to the IAP Model set 
out the format for decisions, indicating that a typical decision 

would be six to ten pages. Given the volume of claims anticipated 
in the IAP, the length of time taken on average to write a decision 
following a hearing, and the time required for decisions to be 
reviewed by the Chief Adjudicator and/or Deputy Chiefs, it soon 
became apparent to the Oversight Committee that a full decision in 
each case would take considerable time and resources, and could 
delay the receipt of the decision and compensation for claimants.

With this in mind, in 2009 the Technical Subcommittee (TSC) 
undertook to examine how, in some circumstances, the format for 
decisions and the length of time required to issue them might be 
reduced. 

Based on experience with both the ADR process and the IAP, the 
Technical Subcommittee recognized that for some claimants, 
receiving a full decision that included a detailed narrative of evidence 
and the rationale supporting the decision was very important for 
memorialization and for personal healing. Other claimants, however, 
would appreciate receiving a decision as soon as possible following 
the hearing, both for marking an end to the process and for the receipt 
of any compensation that may be awarded. The TSC also determined 
that, at the conclusion of some hearings, there could be circumstances 
in which the adjudicator and the parties were in agreement as to how 
the claim should be resolved. A shorter form of decision could then be 
generated and signed by the parties at that time.

Given that the decision format had been prescribed by the Settlement 
Agreement, any change in format required consultations with the 
parties, discussions at the Oversight Committee and approval by the 
National Administration Committee. Following that, in November 
2009, the Oversight Committee approved a process for Short Form 
Decisions, which was implemented in January 2010.

Short Form Decisions (SFDs) were available when certain 
requirements were met:

• the claim was in the standard track;

• all research, and mandatory document production was complete  
 and submitted before the hearing, all testimony heard, and  
 submissions taken place at the end of the hearing;

• the future care plan (if any) was submitted by the end of  
 the hearing;

• the claimant requested in writing the use of an SFD; and

• the representatives of the parties attending the hearing  
 consented in writing to the rendering of a SFD.119 

A SFD was not available if the claimant was self-represented, an 
alleged perpetrator testified and disputed responsibility, or where 
a material issue remained with respect to credibility, liability, or 
compensation. All parties retained their rights to have the decision 
reviewed by another adjudicator.

Negotiated Settlements:

In addition to claims being decided by adjudicators at hearings, 
Schedule D of the Settlement Agreement provided that the 
Government of Canada and the claimant could resolve a claim without 
a hearing. This procedure – known as the Negotiated Settlement 
Process (NSP) - allowed the claimant’s counsel and the Government of 
Canada to agree on an award within the compensation rules.

The circumstances in which an NSP could be used were not specifically 
described in the Settlement Agreement and were left to the parties 
to determine and agree. To this end, the Government of Canada 
established a Working Group in 2007 to develop the process, and 
settlements were reached beginning in 2008. Typically, settlement 
was reached based on evidence obtained through an interview 
conducted by a representative of Canada where: 

• the claimant was represented by counsel; and

• the case was straightforward, such as in the standard track;

Negotiated settlements were a voluntary process within the purview 
of the parties. As such, the Chief Adjudicator and the Adjudication 
Secretariat were not directly involved in NSPs. However, adjudicators 
were required to approve legal fees in all NSPs.

I

119 When a Church did not send a representative to the hearing, Canada could consent to an SFD on their behalf.
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120 IRSSA, Schedule D, sec. III m (i) and (ii)

n 2011, Canada undertook a review of the Negotiated 
Settlement Process and implemented a number of 

improvements. As well, the Adjudication Secretariat began distributing 
evidentiary packages as new documents were received, rather than 
the original process where evidentiary packages were held until all 
documents were in place, in order to provide the parties with more 
time to determine if the claim could be settled. Overall, these changes 
resulted in more efficient and expeditious resolution of claims. The 
number of NSPs rose from 572 in 2011 to 742 in the following year. 

Overall, negotiated settlements accounted for 4,415 file resolutions, 
or approximately 13 per cent of all admitted IAP claims. Careful 
selection by the parties of claims for this process resulted in more than 
99 per cent of claims accepted into the NSP being resolved through 
negotiation.

Ensuring Consistency in Decisions: 

While the IAP did not operate on a system of binding precedent, it was 
of course necessary to take measures to ensure consistency in decision-
making among the more than 100 adjudicators across the country. 
Schedule D of the Settlement Agreement specified that: “Adjudicators 
… will attempt to conduct consistent sessions and produce decisions 
in a consistent fashion … The Chief Adjudicator shall implement 
training programs and administrative measures designed to ensure 
consistency among the decisions of adjudicators in the interpretation 
and application of the IAP.”120

Accordingly, the Chief Adjudicator and his deputies conducted formal 
and informal training sessions and meetings of adjudicators to help 
them share experiences and best practices. While these meetings did 
not address the specifics of any individual claim, they were an essential 
means of promoting collegiality and consistency across the system.

As well, the IAP allowed either party to request a review if the 
adjudicator had not properly applied the IAP Model to the facts as 
found by the adjudicator. Claimants could also request a review if 
there had been an overriding and palpable error; this option was only 
available to Canada in complex track files. 

In order to strengthen consistency of decision-making in the IAP, the 
Chief Adjudicator and his deputies also worked with the Oversight 
Committee and its Technical Subcommittee to develop directives and 
guidance papers on certain aspects of the process. These directives 
were made available to adjudicators and all parties through posting 
on the IAP web site. Over the course of the IAP, 11 Chief Adjudicator 
Directives provided instruction to adjudicators and parties on 
specific policies and procedures related to claims; 10 Guidance 

Papers suggested procedures to adjudicators and parties for dealing 
with issues regarding the administration of the IAP; and 2 Practice 
Directions provided guidance to practitioners on various issues 
including instructions to adjudicators regarding Short Form Decisions.

In addition, at the outset of the IAP, a database of decisions was 
available to adjudicators to enable them to refer to issued decisions by 
types of claims. Since IAP decisions did not have precedential value, 
the database was intended for research purposes only. However, the 
lack of a database that was also accessible by claimant counsel and 
the Government of Canada created an imbalance between the parties. 
Claimant counsel only had access to those decisions in which they 
were involved as counsel, while Canada - given that they were a party 
to all claims - had access within their own records to all IAP decisions. 
Therefore, in 2009, the Oversight Committee decided to seek to 
implement a secure, searchable, online database of IAP decisions for 
use by adjudicators, claimant counsel, Canada’s representatives and 
Church entities to ensure equal access by all parties. 

In 2010, the Supervising Court issued an order directing that the 
Adjudication Secretariat, with the assistance of Crawford Class Action 
Services, develop a database of important IAP decisions. As per the 
approval of the database by Oversight Committee, one key aspect was 
that extensive redaction of the included decision was required in order 
to protect the privacy of claimants, alleged perpetrators (living and 
deceased,) and other witnesses. This included redaction of: 

• All proper names of individuals (other than adjudicators, party  
 representatives, and names of schools)

• Any reference to a family relationship that would make any  
 individual identifiable

• All staff positions

• Date of birth of the claimant or any individual

• The location of the residence or origins of the claimant

• The education of the claimant or any individual

• Any reference describing the employment of the claimant or  
 any individual

Lists of important decisions were posted to the IAP Decisions Database 
at regular intervals. Decisions themselves were posted in the language 
in which they were written, but were translated on request by any of 
the parties subject to approval by the Chief Adjudicator.

I
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Administrative 
and Process 
Management

Sharing Documents:

ue to the volume 
of anticipated 

claims and of the number 
of documents associated 
with each claim, it was of 
paramount importance 
to develop an electronic 
means for sharing 
and transferring those 
documents among all 
parties, adjudicators, and 

the Adjudication Secretariat. At the same time, while an electronic 
system would eliminate the risk associated with the physical transfer 
of documents, it was crucial that the system be secure so as to protect 
the privacy and confidentiality of IAP records. This was particularly 
important in that any such system would of necessity be managed 
by an independent body outside of the Adjudication Secretariat and 
would be accessible to a range of users. 

Following Oversight Committee approval, a Court Order to establish 
an Electronic Document Interchange was issued in 2010. Crawford 
Class Action Services – the Court Monitor for the IAP – was tasked with 
providing a secure file transfer protocol that would enable the parties 
to electronically transfer protected documents housed on a secure 
website with secure links between all users. Crawford also was to 
provide training and technical support, measure and ensure quality 
control, and regularly destroy documents posted on the website 
according to timelines provided by the Chief Adjudicator.

The EDI system was rolled out in stages commencing in September 
2010. Although some law firms with smaller IAP caseloads did not 
utilize EDI, the system was widely adopted and within three years 
the number of document packages transferred via EDI had exceeded 
250,000. This represented not only considerable reductions in time 
but also in resources, with the savings of hundreds of thousands of 
dollars in courier costs.  However, two gaps in its utility remained: EDI 
could not be used by claimants’ counsel for submitting mandatory 
documents to the Adjudication Secretariat, and it was not available 
to self-represented claimants. In both of these circumstances, the 
Adjudication Secretariat determined that the submission process 
already in place was adequate.

File Management:

As noted earlier, one of the most significant ongoing operational 

challenges in the IAP was the slow rate of mandatory document 
production. Most claimants needed to submit medical, education, 
and income records to prove higher levels of harm and opportunity 
loss in the IAP, and could not have a hearing scheduled until those 
documents were produced. Many claimants’ counsel experienced 
difficulty obtaining these documents or lacked appropriate 
information systems to track document production across a large 
number of claims. 

In order to address both concerns, in 2011 a Court Order was issued 
for the implementation of an Interactive File Management System 
(IFMS). This secure web-based tool allowed authorized claimants’ 
counsel and their office staff to view the status of their clients’ claims in 
real time, and provided updated information directly into the system. 
This eliminated time-consuming rounds of correspondence and gave 
the Adjudication Secretariat valuable information on causes of delay 
that in turn could lead to targeted attempts to remove blockages.

In 2013, IFMS was expanded to provide additional tools that enabled 
users to view files in the scheduling stage; access an interactive 
calendar of hearings; electronically submit logistical requirements; 
view the status of post-hearing files; and obtain information on the 
progress of decisions, fee rulings, and reviews.

Ultimately, while a large number of law firms did utilize IFMS, those 
that already had a file tracking system in place did not embrace its 
use. Claimant counsel that adopted IFMS did indicate that the system 
greatly facilitated their understanding of the status of their files. 
As well, adjudicators and the Adjudication Secretariat found that it 
provided an efficient and effective file management tool.

Providing Information on IAP Processes to Claimants’  
Legal Counsel:

In 2011, the Adjudication Secretariat published a comprehensive 
“Desk Guide for Legal Counsel Practising in the IAP”, providing specific 
and detailed information on all aspects of the IAP. The Desk Guide was 
in excess of 50 pages and intended as a tool to assist claimants’ legal 
counsel by providing information on IAP procedures and processes, 
common issues, best practices, key resources, and technical assistance 
with claims at each stage of the IAP. 

The Desk Guide was published on the IAP website in both HTML and 
PDF format, and modified as policies and procedures changed or new 
issues arose. Over the course of the IAP, the document was updated 
seven times.

While the Guide was developed primarily to benefit lawyers who were 
new to the process, it was also meant to provide a useful reference 
for any lawyer requiring information on matters of process. There are, 
however, no data that tracked the usage of the Guide by claimant 
counsel or others.

Claimants’ legal counsel could consult a guide 
with detailed information on procedures and 
practices in the IAP.
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121 IRSSA, Section 4.08 (4) and Schedule D, Section III (p)
122 The Application Form was 21 pages long. To assist claimants in completing their IAP application, the Adjudication Secretariat developed a “Guide to the Application”. However, at 44 pages, it was itself a lengthy and complex document.
123 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, “Do I need a lawyer for my IAP claim?”
124 IRSSA, Sections 4.08 (2) and 4.11 (12) (n)
125 Canadian Bar Association, Resolution 00-04-A, August 19-20, 2000. In October 2000, the Oversight Committee adopted the CBA Guidelines in respect of a direction that counsel who committed to those principles would be invited to  
 participate in the Adjudication Secretariat’s outreach program. (The issue of the lack of formal engagement of legal counsel in that outreach program is discussed in Chapter 8).

Misconduct of Some Claimants’  
Legal Counsel

ver the course of the IAP, there were numerous lawyers that 
served as legal counsel on behalf of claimants. Many of these 

had extensive previous engagement in Indigenous issues; some 
were themselves residential school survivors; and most were diligent, 
engaged, and ethical in their practice. However, the issue of lawyer 
misconduct by a minority of legal counsel was a significant challenge 
with far-reaching consequences that resulted in the ongoing 
attention and involvement of the Oversight Committee, the Chief 
Adjudicator, Bar Associations, Law Societies, and the Courts.

From the outset, it was recognized that IAP claimants would be best 
served by having legal representation. Although the Settlement 
Agreement explicitly provided for self-represented claimants,121 
IAP applicants were encouraged to hire a lawyer.122 In information 
provided to former students, the Adjudication Secretariat noted that 
while the decision to hire a lawyer rested with each claimant, “every 
party who signed the Settlement Agreement encourages you to hire a 
lawyer to help with your IAP claim”. The Adjudication Secretariat went 
on to advise: “If you do hire a lawyer, find someone you can trust.”123

That in itself posed a considerable challenge, particularly for former 
students living in remote communities and for those who did not 
have experience in engaging legal counsel to represent them in 
civil actions. The Settlement Agreement stipulated that the National 
Administration Committee would compile a list of those lawyers 
who, at the time, had active claims related to Indian Residential 
Schools, and who agreed to be bound by the terms of the Settlement 
Agreement.124 Inclusion on that list did not, however, require lawyers 
to adhere to a particular code of conduct relative to the specific nature 
of the claims or the claimants, nor did it advise former students as to 
what they should reasonably expect from their legal counsel.

In 2000, in recognition of the fact that “survivors of Aboriginal 
residential schools are often vulnerable and in need of healing as 

well as legal assistance”, the Canadian Bar Association adopted a 
resolution pertaining to lawyers acting for survivors of residential 
schools.125 The resolution urged Law Societies to adopt guidelines for 
the conduct of such lawyers stipulating that: 

(a) Lawyers should not initiate communications with individual  
 survivors of Aboriginal residential schools to solicit them as clients  
 or inquire as to whether they were sexually assaulted;

(b) Lawyers should not accept retainers until they have met in person  
 with the client, whenever reasonably possible;

(c) Lawyers should recognize that survivors had control taken from  
 their lives when they were children and therefore, as clients, 
 should be given as much control as possible over the direction of  
 their case;

(d) Lawyers should recognize that survivors may be seriously  
 damaged from their experience, which may be aggravated by  
 having to relive their childhood abuse, and that healing may be a  
 necessary component of any real settlement for these survivors.  
 Lawyers should therefore be aware of available counselling  
 resources for these clients to ensure that they have opportunities  
 for healing prior to testifying;

(e) Lawyers should recognize that damage to the survivors of  
 Aboriginal residential schools may well include cultural damages  
 from being cut off from their own society, and should endeavor to  
 understand their clients’ cultural roots;

(f) Lawyers should recognize that survivors are often at risk of suicide  
 or violence towards others and should ensure appropriate  
 instruction and training for their own employees, including  
 available referrals in time of crisis

Over the next few years, Law Societies in Ontario, Manitoba, the 
Northwest Territories, and the Yukon adopted guidelines that 
generally incorporated or built upon these concepts.
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126 Information on Blott & Company’s operations is taken from the Supreme Court of British Columbia’s Reasons for Judgment in Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2012 BCSC 839.
127 Claimants signed a retainer with Honour Walk stating that if they did not hire Blott & Company, they would ultimately be responsible for the payment of Honour Walk’s fees of $4,000. The retainer with Blott & Company further stipulated  
 that if the client changed lawyers for any reason, he/she would be required to pay Blott & Company $8,000 plus disbursements.
128 Supreme Court of British Columbia. Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2012 BCSC 839.
129 Following the Chief Adjudicator’s complaint, the Law Society reported that all the money owed had been repaid to the IAP claimants.
130 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2014 MBQB 113.

n this context, the most public and significant example of the 
challenges created by lawyer misconduct was evidenced by 

the circumstances involving David Blott and his Calgary-based firm 
Blott & Company.126 Blott & Company represented more than 5,600 
claimants, by far the largest caseload of any law firm involved in 
the IAP. Most of these clients had been referred to Blott & Company 
by Honour Walk, an organization associated with Mr. Blott that 
recruited claimants and assisted them in filling out their application 
forms.127 In 2009, Mr. Blott was the subject of a complaint to the Law 
Society of Alberta regarding the way in which he solicited clients 
and his relationship with Honour Walk. The Law Society’s review 
of the complaint concluded that Mr. Blott had “taken appropriate 
steps to deal with these matters”, and it did not proceed further with 
the complaint. In 2010, another Law Society complaint was filed 
by a client.  IAP adjudicators also went on record with observations 
about the inaccuracy of some Blott & Company IAP application forms 
and discrepancies between the information contained on those 
forms and that provided by the claimants during their hearings. 
In 2010, the Chief Adjudicator initiated an internal investigation 
into Mr. Blott’s practices. This investigation was still in progress 
when, in 2011, the Court Monitor raised its concerns over Blott 
& Company with the Supervising Courts, and was ordered by the 
Court to commence its own investigation. Based on the allegations 
contained in an interim report by the Court Monitor, the Law Society 
launched yet another investigation of Mr. Blott. Ultimately, the 
Supreme Court of British Columbia convened a hearing in June 
2012 on the final report and recommendations made by the Court 
Monitor. Following that hearing, the Court ordered the removal of 
Mr. Blott and Blott & Company from the representation of claimants 
in the IAP or any other aspect of the Settlement Agreement.128

While the case of Blott & Company constituted the largest example – in 
terms of scale and impact on IAP claimants – of misconduct by lawyers or 
their agents, it was not an isolated instance. On several other occasions, 
the Chief Adjudicator reported concerns about claimant counsel to their 
respective Law Societies. Two of those complaints led to the disbarment of the 
lawyers concerned, including one who was alleged to have misappropriated 
nearly $1 million in fees from IAP clients.129 Another Saskatchewan lawyer 
was convicted of professional misconduct and fined by the Law Society for 
his refusal to provide an adjudicator with a copy of the contingency fee 
agreement as required by Court orders. In February 2013, following a Request 
for Direction filed by the Court Monitor related to allegations of possible 
extortion of funds from IAP claimants and the falsification of applications, the 
Supreme Court of British Columbia ordered that an individual be removed 
from all participation in the IAP. The Court also ordered the Court Monitor to 
conduct a review of the law firm alleged to be involved.

The Chief Adjudicator also raised with the Courts concerns related to the 
practices of some firms that were assisting claimants with completing IAP 
applications and the allegedly improper fees levied by them on IAP claimants. 
In 2014, the Manitoba Court of Queen’s Bench ruled that any service contracts 
requiring claimants to pay contingency fees to form fillers were null and void, 
as were contracts requiring claimants to pay non-lawyers for legal services.130

When the Court ordered the removal of Blott & Company from all IAP matters, 
it appointed a retired judge of the Supreme Court of British Columbia to 
oversee the transition of clients from that firm to other legal counsel. In 
order to ensure that these claimants would receive an appropriate level of 
representation from their new lawyers, this transition co-ordinator required 
that any lawyer accepting a case in this transition process first undertake to 
adhere to expectations set out by the Chief Adjudicator.

I

The	British	Columbia	Supreme	Court	removed	lawyer	David	Blott	and	his	law	firm	 
from representing claimants in the IAP following a hearing in 2012.

Manitoba Court of Queen’s Bench in Winnipeg
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ccordingly, in August 2012, the Chief Adjudicator published 
a document entitled Expectations	of	Legal	Practice	in	the	IAP, 

that was posted on the IAP web site, provided to all legal counsel 
representing claimants in the IAP, and provided to current and potential 
claimants at outreach sessions. The document addressed such issues as 
contacting and working with claimants, preparing them for hearings, 
not participating in loan arrangements or assigning claimants’ 
compensation, and respecting their client’s right to change counsel. It 
stipulated that: “Lawyers must restrict their IAP practice to the number 
of cases they can competently and responsibly take on at any one time”. 
In 2013, these “Expectations” were amended and strengthened with 
the introduction of “Special Direction” clauses in legal fee rulings that 
made it explicit that no deductions could be made from awards except 
as approved by adjudicators, and requiring successor counsel to protect 
claimants from fee claims by predecessor counsel.

Another element of the Court’s intervention in the Blott & Company 
matter was the Court’s explicit confirmation of the Chief Adjudicator’s 
authority to implement policies and guidelines for the IAP and 
provide specific penalties or disciplinary measures where these were 
not complied with. The court also found that it was appropriate for 
adjudicators to ask claimants about the broad parameters of their 
relationship with their lawyer, such as the frequency of meetings and 
scope of services provided, where circumstances warranted. In tandem, 
these measures provided a new level of guidance and oversight for the 
quality of legal representation in the IAP and the conduct of counsel.

In addition, following discussions including the Chief Adjudicator, the 
Court Monitor, and Court Counsel, the Oversight Committee developed 
an “IAP Integrity Protocol” to serve as a model and mechanism through 
which complaints against legal counsel, or others purporting to act on 
behalf of claimants in the IAP, could be investigated and potentially 
resolved. In 2014, following unanimous consent of the National 
Administration Committee, the British Columbia Supreme Court 
granted an Order approving the Integrity Protocol and appointed an 
Independent Special Advisor to the Court Monitor. Over the remainder 
of the IAP, the Independent Special Advisor reviewed complaints on 
such issues as usurious loan arrangements and improper legal fees.

Disposition of IAP Records and Documents

Claim Records:

Schedule D of the IRSSA emphasized the confidential nature of IAP 

claim records and processes. It specified that:

“Hearings are closed to the public. Parties, an alleged perpetrator and 
other witnesses are required to sign agreements to keep information 
disclosed at a hearing confidential, except their own evidence, or as 
required within this process or otherwise by law.”131

Schedule D also contained provisions regarding the confidential 
treatment of the IAP application form, required that applicants sign a 
declaration that committed the applicant to the private nature of the 
hearing, and stipulated that “all copies [of the application] other than 
those held by the Government will be destroyed on the conclusion of 
the matter, unless the Claimant asks that others retain a copy, or unless 
counsel for a party is required to retain such copy to comply with his or 
her professional obligations.”132

At the same time, the Settlement Agreement provided that claimants 
would receive a copy of the decision in their case, redacted to remove 
identifying information about any alleged perpetrators. Claimants 
could also request a copy of their own evidence at the hearing, and had 
“the option of having the transcript deposited in an archive developed 
for the purpose.”133

As well, Schedule N of the Settlement Agreement – that set out the 
mandate for the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) – accorded 
the TRC responsibility for establishing a research centre within five 
years and ensuring the preservation of its archives.

Over the course of several years, the Adjudication Secretariat, Oversight 
Committee, and the TRC discussed how best to ensure that IAP 
claimants could be provided information to enable them to grant 
informed consent about providing their IAP evidence to a centre for 
archival purposes. This proved particularly challenging as the terms of 
reference for such a centre had not yet been framed, making “informed 
consent” difficult to be articulated. In addition, as time passed, many 
thousands of hearings had already occurred in which participants had 
been accorded promises of confidentiality and in which permission for 
archiving testimony had not been sought or obtained. 

In 2012, the TRC concluded that it would seek that all IAP documents 
should be deposited in the archive with or without claimants’ consent, 
pursuant to Section 11 of Schedule N, which stated that “…Canada and 
the churches will provide all relevant documents in their possession or 
control for the use of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission…”.

A

131 IRSSA, Schedule D, sec. III 0 (i).
132 IRSSA,	Schedule	D,	Appendix	II	(iv)
133 IRSSA, Schedule D, sec. III o (ii)
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134 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2014 ONSC 4585 (CanLII).
135 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2016 ONCA 241 (CanLII).
136 Canada (Attorney General) v. Fontaine, 2017 SCC 47 (CanLII), [2017] 2 SCR 205.
137 The NCTR was created as the permanent home for the records of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, and has the responsibility to foster truth, reconciliation and healing. It is hosted at the University of Manitoba.
138 Claimants who chose to preserve their records at the NCTR could choose between restricted access or open access. Under restricted access, the NCTR could use and share records with others for purposes such as public education, but  
 only if the NCTR removed personal information. Personal information would be made available to the NCTR and researchers, but only under strict confidentiality conditions. Open access meant that the NCTR could use records and personal  
 information (except addresses, phone numbers, band or disc numbers) in the way it deemed appropriate including by sharing with others. 

Supreme Court of Canada

s a result, the TRC and the Chief Adjudicator each brought 
Requests for Direction to the Supervising Court, seeking to clarify 

how IAP records should be treated at the conclusion of the IAP, and 
whether IAP documents and personal information could be shared and/
or archived without the consent of the claimant. In its 2014 decision, 
the Ontario Superior Court of Justice ruled that specific categories of IAP 
claim records (identified as “IAP Retained Documents”, and described 
below) were to be held by the Chief Adjudicator for a 15-year retention 
period during which individual IAP claimants could elect to have the 
records in their own file preserved. Following the retention period, IAP 
Retained Documents held by the Chief Adjudicator would be destroyed; 
all other documents were to be destroyed upon completion of the IAP 
claim.134 This decision was substantially upheld by the Ontario Court of 
Appeal135, but was then appealed to the Supreme Court of Canada by the 
Attorney General of Canada.

In 2017, the Supreme Court of Canada dismissed that appeal, and 
upheld the previous ruling of the Ontario Court.136 The Supreme Court 
recognized the tension between commemoration and memorialization, 
on the one hand, and on the other hand the privacy that IAP 
claimants had been promised; or, as the Court described it, charting 
“an appropriate course between the Scylla of potentially unwanted 
destruction and the Charybdis of potentially injurious preservation”. 
In the end, the Court upheld the supervising judge’s finding that “the 
negotiators of the IRSSA intended the IAP to be a confidential and 
private process, that claimants and alleged perpetrators relied on the 
confidentiality assurances and that, without such assurances, the IAP 
could not have functioned.” The Supreme Court went on to observe that:

A

The MyRecordsMyChoice.ca website was set up to provide information to IAP and ADR 
claimants on the choices they had regarding the disposition of their claims records. 

“The high premium placed on confidentiality by the participants in 
the IAP becomes readily apparent when one considers the nature of 
the information disclosed during this process. As was made plain by 
the submissions of the Inuit Representatives before this Court, that 
information is — to put it mildly — of the most sensitive and private 
nature.” 

The Supreme Court ruled that residential school survivors were and 
should be “in control of their own stories”, and that: “The position 
taken by the TRC, and later by the NCTR [National Centre for Truth and 
Reconciliation],137 that these documents should be transferred to the 
National Archives and eventually shared with the NCTR, would defeat 
the principle of voluntariness underlying the IAP.” To that end, the Court 
confirmed that all ADR and IAP documents held by the Adjudication 
Secretariat would be destroyed with the exception of:

• application forms

• printed transcripts of claimants’ testimony

• voice recordings of claimants’ testimony, and

• decisions on IAP claims

These “IAP Retained Documents” would be held for 15 years (specifically 
to September 19, 2027), during which time a claimant could voluntarily 
request a copy of her/his documents to preserve or share as they wished, 
and/or request that their documents be preserved for history, public 
education, and research at the NCTR.138 Following that retention period, 
if a claimant did not request a copy of their documents or that they be 
transferred to the NCTR, those documents would then be destroyed.
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139 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2018 ONSC 4179.
140 Fontaine v Canada (Attorney General) [Claims Records], 2014 ONSC 4585, aff’d 2016 ONCA 241, aff’d 2017 SCC 47.

he Courts also directed that the Chief Adjudicator administer a 
notice program to inform IAP claimants of their right to choose 

what would happen with their IAP Retained Documents. Following a 
series of discussions at the Oversight Committee and consultations with 
representatives of the Assembly of First Nations, Inuit, the Government 
of Canada, lawyers representing former students, and the National 
Centre for Truth and Reconciliation, this notice program was developed 
by the Chief Adjudicator and Oversight Committee and its terms set out 
in a 2018 decision and Order by the Ontario Superior Court of Justice.139 
It comprised a multi-media information campaign of public service 
announcements on radio and television; print publication and online 
notices; videos, mail-outs of information packages; and engagement 
with community radio stations, local newsletters, and websites. The 
Court also ordered that Canada fund the participation of the Assembly 
of First Nations, Inuit Representatives, the NCTR, and Indigenous 
Services Canada Resolution Health Support Program Services in the 
implementation of the Notice Program. Crawford & Company (Canada) 
was appointed by the Court as Records Agent to assume responsibility 
for the safe care of IAP Retained Documents following the wind-up of the 
Adjudication Secretariat to the end of the Retention Period.

Non-claim Records:

Following the Supreme Court of Canada decision dealing with IAP claims 
records and “Retained Documents”, questions remained as to how, 
at the conclusion of the IAP, to dispose of those records not related to 
specific IAP claims. In 2019, the Chief Adjudicator submitted a Request 
for Direction (RFD) to the Supervising Courts outlining a proposal for 
handling documents related to the establishment, governance, and 
operations of the IAP. These documents included Chief Adjudicator 
Reports to the Courts, Oversight Committee records, statistical reports, 
records of complaints, adjudicator personal records, information related 

to solicitor-client or litigation privilege, and the Adjudication Secretariat’s 
administrative records dealing with financial and human resource 
management, communications, technology, and procurement processes. 

In a decision issued in January 2020, the Ontario Superior Court of Justice 
ruled that the disposition of all IAP records – whether claim or non-claim 
in nature – was a matter of administering the Indian Residential Schools 
Settlement Agreement, but dismissed the proposal contained in the Chief 
Adjudicator’s RFD. Rather, the Court directed Canada to develop a proposal 
for the Court’s consideration for the archiving of copies of non-claim 
records at the National Centre for Truth and Reconciliation (NCTR). The 
Court further directed that Canada’s proposal be based on the following 
principles regarding inclusion or exclusion of certain documents in the 
NCTR’s Non-Claim Records Collection:

• Existing statistical reports on the IAP (those that were already in the  
 public domain) should be included, but so-called “Static Reports”  
 (i.e. final outcome statistical reports drawn from IAP documents)  
 were not to be included in the Non-Claim Records Collection nor  
 contained in the IAP Final Report

• Copies of publicly-published Oversight Committee minutes should  
 be included but other Oversight Committee documents such as  
 unpublished minutes of in camera meetings, agendas, document  
 packages, emails and correspondence among members, and travel  
 expense vouchers were to be excluded

• Redacted copies of Reports to the Courts were to be included

• Information and documents subject to solicitor-client or litigation  
 privilege were to be excluded

• Complaints records; adjudicator personal, personnel, and performance  
 records; IAP Personal Information; draft or duplicative records were to be  
 excluded

• Claim records would continue to be dealt with in accordance with the  
 previous Court “Claim Records” decisions140

The Court also ruled that, once the prerogatives of the Settlement 
Agreement were addressed according to the above principles and with the 
exception of Chief Adjudicator records subject to solicitor-client privilege, 
the retention and destruction of documents would be governed by the 
Library and Archives Canada Act and Canada’s document retention policies. 

At time of the writing of this IAP Final Report, Canada’s proposal to the 
Courts was still pending, and the NCTR had appealed the decision.

T

The Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat sent out thousands of 
information packages to inform Indigenous communities, stakeholders and IAP 
claimants about the choices they had regarding their IAP or ADR records.

CHAPTER 5
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CHAPTER 6

 THE INDEPENDENT  
ASSESSMENT PROCESS –  

STATISTICAL DATA
I: Applications Received and Resolved by Calendar Year141

From implementation through to October 1, 2020, a total of 38,276 IAP applications were submitted, of 
which 33,861 were admitted. Nearly one-quarter of all applications were received in the six-month period 
prior to the application deadline of September 19, 2012. The number of applications was fairly evenly split 

between men (50.9%) and women (48.9%). As of October 1, 2020, all applications had been resolved.

Calendar
Year 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total

Applications 
Received 3,849 5,418 4,750 5,148 5,494 12,787 372 132 48 98 2 159 7 12 38,276

Applications 
Resolved 404 1,502 2,897 4,348 4,426 5,345 6,251 5,092 3,642 2,439 1,070 706 127 27 38,276

Adjudicator 
Decisions 322 1,081 2,086 3,210 3,377 3,935 3,938 3,739 2,646 1,494 534 284 112 16 26,774

Dismissals142 0 0 0 1 12 20 53 75 54 329 392 243 4 0 1,183

Negotiated 
Settlements 0 39 280 625 572 742 727 622 510 196 48 47 6 1 4,415

Ineligible/ 
Withdrawn 82 382 531 512 465 648 1,533 656 432 420 96 132 5 10 5,904

141 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, 2019	Annual	Report	of	the	Chief	Adjudicator	to	the	Independent	Assessment	Process	Oversight	Committee	(Ottawa:	IRSAS,	2020),	Table 1, p. 14.
142 This includes various types of dismissals including those proceeding from Jurisdictional Decisions, Failure to Appear, Estate Decisions, and Resolution Directions provided under the Incomplete File Resolution process.
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Region Applications Received

British Columbia 6,640

Alberta 8,376

Saskatchewan 8,897

Manitoba 5,492

Ontario 3,368

Quebec 2,200

Yukon Territory 556

Northwest Territories 1,545

Nunavut 529

Atlantic 305

Outside of Canada 368

Total 38,276

CHAPTER 6

143 “Independent Assessment Process (IAP) Statistics from September 19, 2007, to September 30, 2020”, Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, September 30, 2020,  http://www.iap-pei.ca/stats-eng.php 
144 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, 2019 Annual Report of the Chief Adjudicator, Figure 2, p. 15.

II: Applications Received by Region143

III: Applications Processed Per Calendar Year144

As of October 1, 2020, a total of 31,023 IAP applications had been processed. A claim was considered processed 
if a hearing or paper review was held or the parties entered into a Negotiated Settlement. The definition of 

“processed” did not include claims withdrawn, ineligible, or dismissed without a hearing.
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IV: Claim Resolutions by Calendar Year145

Nearly 90% of all claimants whose claims went to a hearing before an IAP adjudicator or into the 
Negotiated Settlement Process received compensation, with an average amount of $91,472.82.

Decisions NSP Dismissals Ineligible or Withdrawn

V: Negotiated Settlements by Calendar Year146

Negotiated Settlements accounted for approximately 12% of all IAP file resolutions.
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145 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, 2019 Annual Report of the Chief Adjudicator, Figure 1, p. 15. 
146 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, 2019 Annual Report of the Chief Adjudicator, Figure 3 p. 16. “Without Hearing” and “With Hearing” refers to those claims that were referred to the NSP process before or after an IAP  
 hearing had taken place, respectively.
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Grand Total (MM) $139.7 $249.4 $186.5 $403.5 $501.6 $551.7 $580.8 $574.1 $487.6 $306.6 $170.0 $83.4 $51.9 $35.3

CHAPTER 6

VI: Independent Assessment Process Costs147

Over its lifetime, costs of the Independent Assessment Process totaled approximately $4 billion.148 Costs of the Indian 
Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat amounted to $411 million, or approximately 10 per cent of the total IAP 

expenditures by Indian Northern Affairs Canada and its successor departments. About three-quarters of Adjudication Secretariat 
costs were spent directly on IAP hearings, with an additional 5 per cent spent on other support for claimants. 

147 Canada, Standing Committee on Public Accounts. Public	Accounts	of	Canada	2017:	Report	of	the	Standing	Committee	on	Public	Accounts, (Ottawa: House of Commons, 2017).
148 This amount does not include expenditures by Health Canada to provide health support services related to Indian Residential Schools.

06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20

IAP Compensation $36.0 $75.3 $25.2 $288.7 $400.0 $446.1 $465.2 $452.3 $377.3 $221.6 $114.4 $40.9 $22.2 $13.0

ADR Compensation $36.1 $111.2 $93.5 $32.6 $11.7 $1.6 $0.18 $ $ $ $ $ $ $

DoJ Legal Services $16.8 $15.8 $12.9 $13.9 $14.7 $16.4 $19.8 $19.3 $17.7 $13.0 $7.0 $5.9 $3.2 $2.6

Other Legal $2.9 $3.6 $3.6 $1.6 $2.2 $2.8 $2.4 $1.7 $1.9 $1.4 $1.4 $1.5 $1.8 $.61

Delivery Costs $34.9 $23.8 $22.2 $26.5 $27.2 $33.0 $34.1 $40.3 $32.0 $25.1 $20.8 $16.7 $10.6 $10.0

Total (MM) $126.7 $229.7 $157.4 $363.3 $455.8 $499.9 $521.7 $513.6 $428.9 $261.1 $143.6 $65.0 $37.8 $26.2

06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20

IAP Compensation $ $0.008 $0.55 $3.7 $6.2 $6.6 $7.1 $8.9 $8.4 $6.7 $2.7 $0.88 $0.48 $0.2

ADR Compensation $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

DoJ Legal Services $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

Other Legal $ $ $ $0.14 $0.22 $0.22 $0.53 $0.66 $1.0 $0.41 $0.38 $0.36 $0.52 $0.18

Delivery Costs $13.0 $19.8 $27.6 $36.4 $39.4 $44.9 $51.5 $50.9 $49.3 $38.4 $23.3 $17.2 $13.1 $8.7

Total (MM) $13.0 $19.8 $28.2 $40.2 $45.8 $51.8 $59.1 $60.5 $58.7 $45.5 $26.4 $18.4 $14.1 $9.1

Government of Canada - CIRNAC (in millions of dollars)

IRSAS (in millions of dollars)

Notes
IAP Compensation – Canada
• Reported amounts include all payments made out of the  
 Settlement Allotment funds
• Payments include, but are not limited to, amounts paid to  
 claimants as compensation, legal fees and disbursements  
 paid to counsel representing claimants

IAP Compensation – IRSAS
• Direct IAP hearing costs.  Excludes costs for continuing ADR  
 claims that the Adjudication Secretariat managed until the  
 claims were resolved

DoJ Legal Fees
• Reported amounts are transfers to the Department of Justice  
 to represent Canada at hearings to provide legal advice

Other Legal Fees - Canada
• Payments include, but are not limited to, departmental litigation management and legal  
 services for alleged perpetrators

Other Legal Fees – IRSAS
• Payments include, but are not limited to, independent legal services

Delivery costs
• Amount includes overall costs for delivery of the IRSSA. Information is not available to  
 separate these costs out

General comments
• Reported delivery costs do not include expenditures by Health Canada to provide  
 health support services related to Indian Residential Schools nor do they include  
 expenditures incurred by any other Government department
• All amounts shown above have been used in the preparation of the Public Accounts of Canada
• Excluded from this report: CEP payments, Internal Services costs, Employee Benefit Plan costs
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THE IAP EXPERIENCE –  
PERSPECTIVES OF CLAIMANTS, 

STAKEHOLDERS & PARTICIPANTS

149 Canada’s representatives were generally invited to an in-person or telephone interview, which was often shorter in duration.

A t the core of the IAP are the views of the IAP claimants 
themselves, and of individuals who were directly involved in the 

development and delivery of this element of the Settlement Agreement.  
This Report does not endeavour comprehensively to capture and reflect 
the perspectives of residential school survivors or even all IAP claimants; 
such an undertaking is beyond the scope of this Report and would 
arguably best be led by those who have been explicitly mandated to 
represent residential school survivors. Nonetheless, the perspectives of 
IAP claimants, stakeholders, adjudicators, and other participants in the 
IAP are important in understanding the IAP experience and the lessons 
to be drawn from it.

In order to reach out to and hear directly from people involved in the IAP, 
the Adjudication Secretariat conducted a two-phase process spanning 
several years and covering all regions of Canada. In the first phase, in late 
2013 and early 2014 the Adjudication Secretariat conducted 23 focus 
groups with more than 125 participants nationwide. These consultations 
were aimed at determining their views on what, in retrospect, were the 
key objectives of the IAP and how to measure the success with which 
those objectives were met.  The results of these discussions provided the 

framework for an extended second phase of meetings, interviews,  
and questionnaires.

In that second phase, a total of 37 focus groups were held with 
claimants, Indigenous organizations, community service providers 
(including health support workers, cultural support workers, and 
interpreters), Church representatives, Government of Canada 
representatives, adjudicators, and Adjudication Secretariat staff. 
Personal interviews were also conducted with 254 survivors, and with 
72 individuals drawn from stakeholder groups and those responsible 
for implementing the IAP. As well, the Adjudication Secretariat sent out 
questionnaires to those claimant counsel who had each represented at 
least 100 IAP claimants; a total of 24 claimant counsel completed the 
questionnaires. (Appendix IV provides a list of many of the respondents 
who participated in focus groups, interviews, or questionnaires.)

The interview and focus group sessions were organized by the 
Adjudication Secretariat working with Indigenous community 
organizations, primarily those who provided health support services 
to survivors. Most participants were able to provide information in any 
way they felt comfortable: an in-person interview, telephone interview, 
participation in a focus group, or by providing written input. Those who 
participated in the interviews were given as much time as they wanted 
to answer questions; on average, each lasted about 1½ hours.149 
Claimants and stakeholders were asked to share their views on the 
challenges and successes of the IAP in:  

• raising awareness and providing information about the IAP

• providing an efficient and effective approach to settling litigation

• offering a claimant-centred approach

• providing acknowledgement and validation for harms done to  
 former residential school students 

• contributing to healing and reconciliation

Former	Executive	Director	Shelley	Trevethan	conducts	the	first	interview	for	the	
IAP Final Report with claimant Zepheria Joseph in Vancouver.
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150 Hilsoft Notifications, “Affidavit of Cameron R. Azario, Esq. on Completion of Phase IV of Notice Programme,” submitted to the Ontario Superior Court of Justice (2012).
151 Multiple responses could be provided to this question; hence, totals add to more than 100%.

he data contained in this chapter are drawn exclusively 
from those interviews and questionnaires. As participation 

in interviews, focus groups and questionnaires was voluntary, it is 
important to remember that the results reported in this chapter reflect 
the views of those who chose to take part in this process. They may not 
be representative of all survivors and stakeholders. Nonetheless, they 
provided an opportunity for interested claimants, stakeholders, and 
other participants, in their own voices, to reflect and comment on the 
IAP experience. 

Unless otherwise indicated, quotes included in this chapter are taken 
from these interviews, focus groups, or questionnaires.

Obtaining Information about the IAP

As described earlier, there were a number of initiatives aimed at 
ensuring that all potential IAP claimants were aware of the IAP and 
of how to apply for it. These included four court-ordered Notice 
Programs, the Adjudication Secretariat’s National Outreach Strategy, 
a toll-free telephone information line and web site, distribution of 
information products, and the efforts of claimant counsel, Health 
Canada support workers, Band Councils, the Assembly of First Nations, 
and Inuit organizations. In total, the Notice Programs alone were 
estimated to have reached more than 98% of residential school 
survivors, an average of 14 times.150

Of those claimants who were interviewed by the Adjudication 
Secretariat, almost one-half (45%) indicated that they first heard about 
the IAP through some of the notification efforts. Others became aware 

through more informal routes, such as family members (34%), friends 
(26%) or Indigenous organizations/band offices (26%). A further 11% 
said they heard about the IAP from a lawyer.151

Among those who attended information sessions offered by the 
Adjudication Secretariat as part of its National Outreach Strategy, 
about three-quarters said that they were satisfied with the sessions: 
that they were thorough, useful, easy to understand, and culturally-
sensitive. Similarly, 81% of those who received information on the IAP 
said it helped them move forward with their claim. Specifically, the 
Adjudication Secretariat’s video “Telling Your Story” was appreciated for 
providing good information and increasing their comfort about what to 
expect at a hearing.

However, many stakeholders believed that there needed to be greater 
outreach in the North. As one Government of Canada representative 
noted:

“[In the North] there were not a lot of outreach programs… [and] not 
a lot of counsel getting into these communities.”

As well, some 80% of claimants interviewed said that they knew 
someone who was aware of the IAP and met the criteria but chose 
not to submit a claim. It is difficult to determine why people did not 
participate in the IAP: a choice that could be affected by a wide range of 
personal reasons. But some claimants felt that the application deadline 
of five years was one limiting factor. As one community leader noted:

“There shouldn’t have been a timeline, after seven generations of 
residential schools, some people - it takes them a while before they 
feel safe enough, secure enough, to talk about this. I know from 
talking with a few of the elderly people from the North, they say they 
still had a fear of talking about it. They felt they’d be punished. So the 
timeline shouldn’t have been that short.”

In more general terms, stakeholders agreed that there remained 
confusion about the Settlement Agreement overall, contributed to 
in part by the many different sources of information. One claimant 
counsel observed:

“There was some confusion among claimants about who exactly 
all the parties were. I don't know how coordinated the efforts were 
amongst the different groups tasked by the Federal Government with 
communicating about the Settlement Agreement.”

T

An IRSAS staff member interviews Resolution 
Health Support Workers in London, ON. 
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Applying for the IAP

Almost all claimants (94%) said they thought it was important to 
have help completing the forms because they were complicated 

and raised difficult memories. 

“Everything was hard, hard to understand; [the] forms [were] not plain 
English; [I had] flashbacks, sensitive memories. [It was] hard to talk 
about it.”

“[I] did my own [claim] but [it] would have been good to have had 
help. I didn’t want to share information [because as I was filling it out, 
I] burst out crying; it was hard to write down. [I] needed someone [like 
a] counsellor. [I] was lucky that my husband helped me feel at ease.”

Three-quarters (74%) of claimants reported that they had help 
completing their application form, mostly from legal counsel. 
Claimants who were not represented by a lawyer were positive about 
the information they received from the Adjudication Secretariat’s 
Claimant Support Officers (CSOs); all of those interviewed expressed 
that they were satisfied with the service. Respondents said that 
Claimant Support Officers provided good communication, explained 
the process well, and were supportive. As noted by one claimant:

“[My] CSO made sure all relevant information was collected and 
included. He talked to me; he would always let me know things were 
confidential. [He] touched base and always asked how I was.”

Some claimant counsel raised the concern that Claimant Support 
Officers sometimes went further than their role required, potentially 
providing advice to claimants rather than solely helping them to 
progress their claim to a hearing. 

The IAP Hearing

As described earlier, one of the key aspects of the IAP was to provide 
a more positive hearing experience for claimants than would be 
the case in litigation. To help ensure that the process did not further 
traumatize claimants, the IAP gave them control over the location of 
their hearing; the ability to indicate a preference in the gender of the 
adjudicator; the use of cultural traditions; the availability of support 
services; and a less-adversarial and less-formal hearing.

Hearing Location:

In general, most claimants (78%) said they were satisfied with the 
physical location of their hearing. Of those who were not, the main 
issues were that the physical space should have been more positive 
or brighter. As one person noted, “The worst hearings were the ones 
that were done in the basement of a hotel.”  Support workers and 
stakeholders also expressed concerns about some hearing locations. 
Given that many claimants were elderly, it was problematic when it 
was difficult to get to the hearing room or back and forth to breakout 
rooms. Stakeholders mentioned that some rooms did not have 
enough privacy due to a lack of soundproofing. 

The Adjudicator:

Claimants were given the option to indicate a preference for a female 
or male adjudicator, and the Adjudication Secretariat endeavoured 
to accommodate these requests. However, many claimants stated 
that they were not aware that they had this option, and eighty-one 
percent of those interviewed said they did not make such a request. 
Of those who did, close to 90% indicated that having this option 
helped them to feel more comfortable with the hearing process. 

A

Claimant	Laurel	Curley,	from	the	Six	Nations	of	the	Grand	River	FN,	participated	in	an	
interview for the Final Report in Brantford, ON.

IAP Adjudicator Kathleen Keating
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side from the issue of gender preference, large percentages 
of claimants expressed satisfaction with the adjudicator:

• 86% said the adjudicator was prepared and the hearing was  
 well organized

• 76% said the adjudicator ensured that they understood their rights

• 75% said the questions the adjudicator asked were fair, reasonable  
 and asked in a respectful manner

• 71% said they were satisfied with the role of the adjudicator at  
 the hearing

Cultural Traditions:

More than three-quarters (78%) of claimants said that they were 
satisfied with the cultural aspects of the hearing. As one claimant 
expressed: 

“The ceremonies and cultures helped a lot. I didn’t know anything; 
I was surprised there’s so much in our culture. I was surprised I was 
missing so much.”

In general, stakeholders tended to agree that the IAP 
incorporated important cultural aspects into the hearing. 
However, some stakeholders, including cultural support 
workers and Elders, maintained that there should have been 
mandatory cultural awareness training for all participants in 
the hearings. As one suggested:

“All hearing participants need to be educated on IRS and 
Aboriginal communities.”

Support Services:

Elders and Personal Supporters:

For many claimants, the hearing was not just a place to 
make a claim; it was an opportunity to share their personal 
histories, often for the first time. Claimants had the option 
of bringing support individuals, such as family members, 
friends, or Elders to their hearing. About one-third (30%) of 
the claimants interviewed had an Elder attend their hearing, 
and almost all of those (90%) said they were satisfied with the 
role the Elder played. 

Slightly more than half of the claimants interviewed said they 
brought personal supporters with them. Among those that 
did not, some indicated that they felt more comfortable going 
through the hearing alone or did not want family members to 
have to hear about the abuse. As a claimant said, “sometimes 
you don’t want other people to know what you went through”.

Almost all claimants who did bring support people said 
that this made them feel more comfortable; 93% were 
very satisfied with their personal supporters. One claimant 
noted, "I did things on my own with ADR, [it was a] big 
difference having someone with me, I didn't feel alone. [I] 
had my own people with me." Another spoke of the positives 
and downsides of bringing support people, saying “[I] felt 
supported [but it] was a mistake to bring her. She had to hear 
the abuse I suffered.”  One claimant counsel observed:

“People appreciated the idea that they could bring support 
people with them. I certainly know some of my clients  
would not have come to a hearing had they not been  
able to do that. So that was a very important element. The 
health workers… were helpful…. Just being able to bring  
a support person and/or an Elder with them… that was 
really helpful.”

A

Elder	Evelyn	Finlayson	in	Kenora,	ON
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Resolution Health Support Worker Ray Thunderchild of the Indian 
Residential Schools Survivors Society in British Columbia drums 
during meetings held in Vancouver.

Health Support Workers:

n addition to personal supporters selected by the claimant, 
Resolution Health Support Workers (RHSWs) – provided by Health 

Canada – could also be available throughout the hearing, if the claimant 
chose. Many health support workers were themselves survivors or affected 
by the intergenerational impacts of residential schools. 

The vast majority of claimants (more than 90%) said they were satisfied with 
the services they received, as the health supporters helped them understand 
the process and cope with mental health issues. Further, more than three-
quarters (77%) of claimants said that the services of support workers had an 
impact on their healing because they were helpful, supportive, and available 
to talk to. 

“[The health support worker] was excellent. He helped me through the 
whole process. The fact that he was a survivor helped, he understood what I 
was saying. It made it easier. I believed in the confidentiality with him.”

Stakeholders as well as claimants emphasized the importance of mental 
health support services in the healing process, and agreed that access to 
these services helped claimants prepare for, and benefit from emotional 
support and reassurance during and after the hearing. A Government of 
Canada representative commented:

“I can't speak highly enough of the resolution support workers… their 
ability to bring the claimants to a state of calmness, to reassurance, to feel 
that they always had someone in the room that was completely in support 
of them, and just professionally they were very good at what they did.”

However, stakeholders had more mixed reviews of the role of health support 
workers. Some claimant counsel maintained that a claimant’s first point of 
contact should be a health support worker or a Claimant Support Officer, 
while others felt that “untrained RHSWs [were] giving legal advice” and 
called for more training and higher qualifications for health support workers. 

As well, some of those interviewed commented on inconsistency in their 
experiences with support services. One adjudicator observed:

“[I had a] wide range of experiences [with RHSWs]. It is an important 
role but some counsel tried to keep them out, some areas of the country 
they came late and didn’t participate or support the claimant, some had 
familial relationships with the claimant that weren’t known beforehand 
(confidentiality breach). [I] also had the opposite experience. Many were 
great and very thoughtful about making it an important day, offering 
prayers, support etc. It made a very big difference in how the claimant got 
through their day.”

I

Resolution Health Support Worker Debbie Cielen supported 
hundreds of claimants at IAP hearings.
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ealth support workers themselves commented that they 
sometimes could have benefited from more time with 

the claimant to establish a relationship based on trust and 
support. For example, one health support worker said, “The 
more we as health supports were able to embrace a connection 
and make a connection with the former students, a good three 
to four months at least, really showed an outcome of stability, 
security, and also furthering their healing process.”

Interpreters:

Another form of support that was available in IAP hearings 
were interpreters. While fewer than 10% of claimants said they 
requested the services of an interpreter at their hearing, 80% 
of those indicated they were satisfied with their interpreter and 
88% felt that having the interpreter present helped them to feel 
more comfortable with the process. 

Some participants in the IAP reported that occasionally there 
were incidents where interpreters did not speak the correct 
dialect, had difficulty interpreting the complex language of 
the IAP, knew the claimant, or went beyond the role of an 
interpreter. An adjudicator noted:

“…we have had issues with interpreters where the interpreter 
actually wasn't interpreting what the claimant was actually 
conveying, but was basically saying what she thought would 
help the claimant in her claim.” 

In 2013, extensive work was undertaken by the Adjudication 
Secretariat to improve the interpretation services. An approved 
list of experienced interpreters was developed, training on the 
IAP was provided to interpreters, an interpreter liaison position 
was created who conducted a dialect check prior to the hearing, 
and an interpreter handbook was developed. As a result of 
these changes, claimants were less likely to have the relating of 
their residential school experience interpreted by someone they 
knew, and hearing participants had greater confidence in the 
quality and authenticity of the translations provided.

The Inquisitorial Process:

Most respondents agreed that the inquisitorial model – where 
adjudicators asked questions and claimants were not subject 
to adversarial cross-examination by defendants - was important 
in providing a claimant-centred approach. To achieve this, 
adjudicators needed to balance support and kindness with 
fairness and impartiality. As one adjudicator explained:

“[You needed] to demonstrate ability to be understanding 
and supportive and kind while at the same time upholding 
the model and maintaining impartiality and being effective 
decision makers…. It was a tough balance to maintain.”

Among claimants interviewed, 75% said that the questions 
the adjudicator asked were fair, reasonable and asked in a 
respectful manner, and 76% said that the adjudicator explained 
their rights to them. Almost three-quarters (71%) said that they 
were satisfied with how the adjudicators fulfilled their role 
during the hearings, made them feel comfortable, and listened. 
One claimant commented:

“The adjudicator was quite respectful in asking questions to 
me as a survivor of residential school. I had no problems with 
the way the questions were being asked. I answered them all, 
directly and concise, precise.” 

Stakeholders tended to agree with claimants, noting that in 
general adjudicators were impartial. However, many claimants 
and other stakeholders also said they found the process to be 
too legalistic and litigious, and that the language could be 
complex: 

“Every bit of the language is all legal terminology - a hearing, 
an adjudicator, lawyer for Canada, lawyer for the claimant, 
cross-examination, appeal systems - and you've got people 
who might have anywhere from three days to 18 years in 
residential school who still don't understand those words. So 
definitely [use] plain language please.”  

Generally, the majority of claimants (60%) said they were 
satisfied with the Government of Canada’s representative at  
the hearing. 

Costs, Compensation and Awards
In addition to paying for costs associated with the hearing 
– such as the hearing location, interpreters, health support 
workers, Elders, and cultural ceremonies - the IAP covered the 
costs of travel, accommodation, and meals for claimants and for 
up to two personal support people to accompany each claimant. 
Almost one-half of claimants interviewed stated that they had to 
travel to their hearing. Of these, two-thirds said the Adjudication 
Secretariat paid for their expenses in advance. More than three-
quarters (78%) of those who received payment for travel were 
satisfied with the expense payment process. Those who were 
dissatisfied said that the payment was slow or inadequate.

H
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egarding the results of the hearing itself, 90% of all 
claims that went to a hearing or a Negotiated Settlement 

Process interview resulted in some level of compensation. As a 
Government of Canada representative noted:

“The vast majority of claims have been found to be compensable 
and the payment has been made. There is no possible way that 
in the span of this last decade we would have accomplished that 
in litigation.” 

The IAP’s method for assessing the compensation for harms 
experienced by claimants was based on a grid set out in the 
Settlement Agreement.  The grid was developed in part to ensure 
consistency in awards. According to a claimant counsel who was 
involved in structuring the Agreement:

“The grid was put together with care. It was put together to 
recognize the factors that actually influenced real outcomes 
in real cases subject to court standards, so that the monetary 
outcome would be predictable and in line with what people 
could expect if they went through a gruesome litigation process 
with a higher causation standard.”

However, some claimants and stakeholders criticized the grid 
method as being too restrictive. As one claimant said:

“It wasn't fair to put points to abuse. It should have never been a 
point system. What about the broken families now? What about 
mental abuse? It took survivors away from their families, broke 
families apart. My family is not whole.” 

It was also argued that “Other Wrongful Acts”, income loss, 
and opportunity loss, were difficult to prove and not well-
compensated. As noted by one claimant counsel:

“The other wrongful acts category could have been more effective…. 
There were people who came out of those schools never having 
been sexually assaulted or physically assaulted to the point 
of needing medical treatment, but who came out with huge 
psychological damage…. And that really was never compensated 
for. And you get a lot of people who just really were shattered by the 
experience, but had no compensable injuries.”

Another criticism about the scope of the IAP – as set out in the 
Settlement Agreement - was that some schools were not included 
and that could mean that claimants who had suffered abuse were not 
compensated due to these exclusions. Abuse between students of 
the school that occurred off-premises was not compensable. As one 
claimant said:

“Even though it happened out of the school [the abuse] should have 
been accepted. It wasn't fair. No compensation because it happened 
away from school. It does not matter where it happened it happened 
to me and I am suffering today.”

There was a difference of opinion among those interviewed as to 
whether the average award of just under $92,000 was comparable to 
what would have been received in court. For example, Frank Iacobucci, 
the Government of Canada’s Chief Negotiator of the Settlement 
Agreement and a former Supreme Court of Canada Justice observed:  

“Monetary awards were very genuinely, and it seems to me, 
seriously arrived at because if you look at the average award, it’s not 
a puny award… I had heard of very serious sexual assaults, and the 
impression I got was these awards that were made were comparable 
to what one would get in a court outcome.”

Others argued that the compensation received was less for some 
types of claims than would have been awarded by a court. One 
claimant asserted:

“We see many cases where abuse suffered were awarded more 
going through court system. The point-system impacted total awards 
and was unfair. The Courts would take longer but would have been 
awarded more.”

At the same time, another claimant counsel noted that although the 
compensation was less than might have been awarded by a court, 
the IAP provided claimants with a speedier process and improved 
experience:

“[They] capped the compensation at a level that was less than 
would have been available in a court. The trade-off for that was 
that it provided a process which was less rigorous for claimants to 
experience, more attuned to their circumstances, and quicker than 
the outcome than they would have faced if they had to get into a 
queue of 36,000 people in the courts across the country.”

R
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or their part, about 60% of claimants interviewed 
indicated that they were satisfied with the decision and 

the compensation provided in their claim. A similar percentage 
of claimants said that the adjudicator’s reasons for the decision 
were clear to them. About half of claimants (53%) said that 
their review rights were explained to them.

Overall, about one-half (52%) of claimants said that they were 
satisfied with the timeliness of the IAP. The same percentage 
said they were satisfied with the amount of time it took to get 
to a hearing. More than two-thirds (69%) were satisfied with 
the amount of time it took to receive compensation: about 
four months following the decision. 

Following the hearing, adjudicators had the authority to 
review the fees charged by legal counsel for their services to 
IAP claimants. Generally, the issues of legal fees and legal 
fee reviews were contentious among those claimants and 
stakeholders interviewed. 

Many said that they believed the legal fees should have been 
no higher than 15 per cent, so that it would be covered entirely 
by the Government of Canada. As noted by one claimant 
counsel, “I	would	have	to	say	from	my	experience	that	the	case	
in	the	IAP	does	not	exist	where	15%	is	not	a	fair	fee.”	

Some claimant counsel disagreed, instead arguing that 15% 
was not reasonable because it did not cover the large number 
of non-compensable claims that claimant counsel dealt with.

“Maybe there are some lawyers who made a lot of money. 
It certainly wasn't me. But you have to appreciate that no 
matter what you do, probably three out of seven cases we 
advanced didn't go anyplace. I went to a hearing yesterday… 
it was 12 hours I will never see again. And we did that time 
after time, and place after place. So quite frankly, the 15%, 
which is basically the rate that most of the adjudicators were 
giving at the end of the day, was absolutely insulting.”

Some also argued that the fee structure and fee review was 

a disincentive for lawyers to spend time with clients, and led 
to lawyers trying to maximize the number of cases that they 
handled. One claimant counsel noted that “with the review of 
all the fees and lawyers not getting what had been agreed to in 
the retainers, there was a real disincentive for some people to 
spend any more time than they felt they really had to with their 
clients.”

Others felt that the legal fee review process went beyond what 
was intended in the Settlement Agreement. Some claimant 
counsel said that, rather than conducting legal fee reviews 
on most claims, as was the practice, adjudicators should have 
exercised discretion about doing fee reviews only when they 
appeared warranted. 

“Instead of the fee review, the Chief Adjudicator could have 
set up criteria for the adjudicators…  If you have a claimant 
who is clearly illiterate, if the person does not appear to have 
had any discussion with the lawyer, you should do a legal fee 
review.” 

Others suggested that legal fees should have been set at a 
specific rate and paid by the Government of Canada, so that 
claimants would not have to incur any legal costs out of their 
compensation and adjudicators would not need to do fee 
reviews that put lawyers in conflict with their clients. One 
stakeholder said:

“I like very much the structure that saw the 15% preliminary 
compensation come out of a pot, separate and apart from the 
award to the claimant.... The exception that allows counsel… 
feeling that they have been undercompensated… to then 
make the claim from the pool of award that the client has 
received puts the claimant… at odds in interest with their 
legal counsel. I would like to see that structure not repeated 
in a similar type of initiative.” 

While there was a wide variance of views among stakeholders 
as to the effectiveness of the legal fee review process, the 
majority of claimants (74%) expressed satisfaction with it.

F
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Focus Group with Resolution Health Support Workers in Kenora, ON

Healing and Reconciliation

he IAP hearing presented important opportunities for 
healing and reconciliation: it provided claimants the 

opportunity to talk about their experiences; provided defendants 
and other participants the opportunity to hear and acknowledge 
those personal histories; and provided claimants an opportunity to 
have an impartial adjudicator validate those experiences through a 
written decision and compensation. As one claimant commented, 
“Many survivors said ‘all I needed to hear was that I was believed’.” 

As noted earlier, almost 90% of claimants who attended a hearing 
or a Negotiated Settlement Process interview received some 
compensation. Most said, though, that the most important aspect 
of going through the IAP was not about the compensation, but was 
being able to talk about their experiences and be believed. As one 
claimant said:

“My priority was to tell a story about the loss of culture, loss of 
language, loss of Inuit shamanism, loss of parenting skills, and 
about the time that I was sexually abused by a Grey Nun. So that 
was the story I wanted to get out. So not for the money.” 

Similarly, a Support Worker observed:

“Compensation was really secondary in the minds of most 
people... for most, their well-being, the need to be heard, 
far outweighed the money. To be free of those chains, those 
memories, was compensation in itself…. For most, it was 
the first time they spoke about these things. It was really a 
grand unveiling, a grand statement about their truths. To 
witness this – that these people are no longer a victim – it 
gave me courage, it was very inspiring.”

Almost three-quarters (73%) of all claimants interviewed said 
that those involved in the hearing listened respectfully and 
that the claimant’s voice was heard. For some, the hearing 
was the first time someone showed that they cared about 
their experiences.

“I think the hearing process was really essential. It was 
probably the most important part of the IAP, it was the 
chance for people to… sit and tell their stories and have 
them validated…. That I think was worth more than the 
money that was paid out.”

“I think a lot of people benefited from the hearings in a way 
that I didn’t anticipate. There were any number of hearings 
I was at where, at the end of the hearing, the person would 
hug the adjudicator, they would hug the representative for 
the government, they would hug everyone, it was just sort 
of like somebody was completing a marathon and wanting 
to hug everybody there. There was a sense of achievement, 
there was a sense of vindication that you wouldn’t have 
gotten from a system where there was no hearing.” 

Many stakeholders described how the hearing could enable 
claimants to realize that they had the strength to talk to 
others about what happened to them in residential schools.

“I think one of the things that comes out as being the most 
important is just having the opportunity to tell somebody 
other than people in your community. That’s where a lot of 
it was hidden away. It's like nobody in the community wants 
to say anything because you're related to so-and-so or your 
friends with so-and-so, and what you say is going to get out.”

T
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According to a Government of Canada representative:

t’s a very important step in the hearing process… to have 
someone who is there on behalf of the government to tell 

them, ‘I believe you’re credible. I believe these things happened 
to you.’ Just those words, you could hear and see the emotion on 
their face. For many years they didn’t feel that [anyone] would 
believe them… you could tell they were very appreciative and it 
was almost like a relief that someone believed them and it was 
important for that to be said in the hearing.” 

Adjudicators agreed that the opportunity for claimants to talk about 
harms such as loss of family and love was important, even if some 
of those harms were not covered by or compensated in the IAP.  
As one adjudicator said, “[the hearing is] a day to tell their story 
to somebody, a person of authority but in a setting where they 
are truly listened to. I think that is enormous.” The adjudicator’s 
decision was a key element of validation for claimants. However, 
some stakeholders noted that the positive effect of this dissipated 
if the claimant had to wait for many months for the decision to 
be received. The short-form decision, which was received at the 
hearing, was the most effective in this regard. As one claimant 
commented, “It would have been nice to know right away. It 
creates more trauma waiting for decision; I was in limbo.”

Almost two-thirds (63%) of claimants said that they were offered 
acknowledgement of the harm and impact of residential schools. 

One claimant said: 

“I felt that the Canada person listened to what I was saying, they 
were respectful – they offered an apology for my experiences and 
abuse suffered.”

Almost all respondents indicated that apologies from the Churches 
and the Government of Canada were important, especially when 
it was in person. As a Government of Canada representative noted 
“someone	representing	the	Crown	and/or	the	Church	sitting	across	
from	you	and	apologizing	may	in	fact	be	more	powerful	than	any	
kind of money.” 

Government of Canada representatives attended all hearings, 
and almost half of the claimants (45%) said that they received an 
apology from that representative. Only 12% of claimants surveyed 
said that a Church representative attended their hearing. One 
claimant counsel observed that “I had very few hearings in which 
there was a Church representative present, [but] it was always 
positive.” 

In addition to an apology at the hearing, claimants could also 
receive letters of apology from the Government of Canada and 
the Church. When they received a written apology, many said that 
it was important to them. However, as with written decisions, the 
timing of the written apology was also important; the sooner it was 
received, the more meaning it held.152

"I

William	Herney,	of	the	Eskasoni	First	Nation	
participated in claimant interviews in Nova Scotia.  

152 In this regard, it should be noted that there was often a considerable delay in the Church being notified of the culmination of a hearing, resulting in a concomitant delay in the Church’s provision of a written apology.

CHAPTER 7
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LESSONS LEARNED

Claimants	could	get	help	filling	out	their	IAP	Application	form.

rawing from the experiences of the Independent Assessment 
Process described throughout this Report, this chapter aims 

to identify those lessons that can be learned from the efforts to fulfill 
the objectives of that component of the Settlement Agreement. Those 
objectives included providing residential school survivors compensation 
for any sexual and/or serious physical abuse that they suffered at the 
schools; offering an alternative means of resolving claims to traditional 
civil litigation; and providing IAP claimants with an experience that could 
aid in individual healing and broader reconciliation. 

This chapter is not intended to be a comprehensive list of lessons to be 
learned from the residential school experience itself. These have been 
eloquently articulated by residential school survivors in a number of 
public first-hand accounts and in reports from the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission, Aboriginal Healing Foundation, historians, and others. 
Rather, the following observations are specific to the IAP and are drawn 
from the experience of the Oversight Committee; from others responsible 
for the implementation and delivery of the IAP; and from IAP claimants 
themselves.

Offering a Claimant-Centred Process

Perhaps the overarching challenge in the IAP was adopting an approach 
that attempted to look at the entire process from the viewpoint of 
the claimant, while balancing it with the needs of the other parties 
and stakeholders. This perspective recognized that implementing a 
claimant-centred process was not the responsibility of one individual or 
organization but required the participation and input of health support 
workers, Indigenous organizations, Elders, legal counsel, adjudicators, 
Government and Church representatives, Adjudication Secretariat staff 
and, most importantly, claimants. This led to the implementation of a 
range of measures that, while they did not meet all of the challenges, 
strove to make the experience focused on the needs of the claimant.

Support for Claimants:

• Confronting past abuse can be traumatic for survivors, their families,  
 former staff, or anyone who engages in a process such as the IAP. A  
 positive aspect of the IAP was the support that it offered, both emotional  
 and technical. Support workers helped to minimize the risk of re- 
 traumatization of residential school survivors, enabled them to  
 participate in the IAP, and helped to protect the survivors’ health and  
 well-being.

• Support workers drawn from the claimant’s community could be familiar  
 with appropriate cultural and traditional practices and with local support  
 services. However, having a local support worker could pose issues of 

D  privacy and confidentiality. This was compounded as health support  
 workers did not know the identity of the claimant – and vice versa –  
 prior to the hearing.

• Support needed to be provided in a variety of forms: from trained health- 
 care professionals, crisis call-lines, Elders, family members, interpreters,  
 and in some instances the adjudicators themselves.

• Support needed to be available at all steps of the process: before,  
 throughout, and after the hearing itself. Many claimants required  
 assistance in completing application forms, preparing for and  
 participating in hearings, receiving and understanding the adjudicator’s  
 decision and future care plan, or in continuing their healing process. It  
 was important – but not universally the case – that Claimants were aware  
 of their right to request support.

• At the hearing in particular, an important aspect of helping the claimant  
 through a challenging process was having not only interpreters and  
 professional health support workers but also personal supporters – such  
 as family members – and Elders, available at no cost to the claimant. 

• Specific and targeted efforts could have been further improved to ensure  
 that supports – including trained legal counsel - were available early on  
 in the process to those living in more remote locations, to those who  
 were homeless, and to those who were in institutional settings.

• In the IAP, no-cost assistance was available for completing application  
 forms: either through legal counsel or through the Adjudication  
 Secretariat for those who were not represented by a lawyer. Nonetheless,  
 a number of private-sector enterprises charged claimants for filling out  
 their applications. While this practice violated the terms of the  
 Settlement Agreement, the fact that some claimants used these services  
 meant that there was at least a perceived need for them, indicating that  
 more information and support specifically related to the application  
 process could have been helpful.
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153 In 2013, Oversight Committee also initiated a project whereby they maintained a list of approved counsel willing to accept a referral from a self-represented claimant; this list was utilized by the Adjudication Secretariat in assisting self- 
 represented claimants who wished to contact a lawyer.

Raising Awareness and Providing information About the IAP:

strategic and extensive approach to outreach and  
information sharing was a vital element in such a  

 large-scale program as the IAP. Claimants needed to receive  
 as much information as possible in a manner that was clear  
 and understandable. The IAP utilized a variety of methods  
 over a number of years to ensure that all potential IAP  
 claimants were aware of the Settlement Agreement, the IAP,  
 and the application process. These efforts were largely,  
 although not universally, successful. Given the complexity of  
 the process, even more information could have been  
 provided to ensure survivors understood their rights and  
 choices, the application process, and what to expect at and  
 after a hearing.

• The video presentation of a simulated hearing (“Telling Your  
 Story”) helped claimants see and understand what to expect  
 at a hearing and helped them feel more comfortable with  
 the process. 

• Ensuring that all residential school survivors and potential  
 IAP applicants were aware of the application process and  
 deadlines required a range of efforts, using a variety of  
 media and outreach mechanisms (such as radio, television,  
 print media, pamphlets and posters, videos, and community  
 sessions). Information material needed to be available in  
 Indigenous languages and written in plain language.

• To be effective and successful, outreach activities depended  
 on first engaging and building relationships with community  
 leaders.

• Specific and targeted efforts were required to ensure that  
 information was available to those living in more remote  
 locations, to those who were homeless, and to those who  

 were in institutional settings.

• From the standpoint of potential claimants, information  
 activities could have been more effective if they had been  
 more coordinated. While the involvement of a number of  
 parties and stakeholders was helpful in raising awareness  
 about the IAP, a lack of co-ordination and consistency may  
 have contributed to incomplete information or, at worst,  
 to misinformation, leaving potential claimants unclear as  
 to how the process worked and what to expect from the IAP  
 experience.

• Efforts could have been made to make it easier for potential  
 claimants in remote communities to obtain legal advice  
 and the assistance of counsel: for example, by more actively  
 encouraging and facilitating the participation of legal  
 counsel in Adjudication Secretariat outreach activities. 
 There were occasions, in complicated cases, where  
 adjudicators adjourned hearings and assisted a claimant  
 in finding counsel.

Support for Self-Represented Claimants:

• While all stakeholders recommended that claimants retain  
 legal counsel, the Settlement Agreement did not require  
 this, and included specific provisions for self-represented  
 claimants. Nonetheless, given the complexity of the process  
 and the requirement for mandatory documents, many self- 
 represented claimants required assistance in preparing their  
 claims for a hearing. The Adjudication Secretariat provided  
 dedicated resources to assist claimants in this process, while  
 not providing them with legal advice or representation at  
 hearings. It was an important aspect of a claimant-centred  
 process to recognize that self-represented claimants would  
 still require support and assistance, and to have the  
 necessary resources in place to provide this.153

A
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154 On approval of the Settlement Agreement, but before its implementation, the Indian Residential Schools Survivors’ Society in British Columbia organized a series of public workshops involving health support workers, financial advisors,  
 legal counsel, RCMP, and others to prepare individuals and communities to deal with the expected influx of funds. In addition, information circulars were included with CEP payments to caution against abusive behavior and to urge that  
 complaints be lodged with the RCMP or police in abusive situations.

Selection of Hearing Location and Gender of the Adjudicator:

roviding claimants the opportunity to choose the location  
 of the hearing provided them with an important element  
 of control and power, and the ability to select a place that was  
 safe and appropriate to their individual circumstances.  
 Accordingly, this was included in the IAP application form.  
 However, it was not universally the case that the claimant  
 selected the hearing location, as some legal counsel located  
 hearings for their own convenience.

• Similarly, providing claimants the right to indicate their  
 preference of the gender of the adjudicator in their hearing  
 also provided them with an element of control in the process  
 and respect for what would make the claimant most comfortable  
 in sharing their history. This option was also included on the IAP  
 application form signed by each claimant. It was also important  
 to try to ensure that there was a sufficient roster of Anglophone  
 and Francophone male and female adjudicators to  
 accommodate claimants’ preferences.

• The IAP had two designated Hearing Centres in Winnipeg and  
 Vancouver, intended to provide a safe private location designed  
 for the specific purpose of conducting an IAP, and an  
 improvement on public courtrooms or meeting rooms in hotels,  
 However, the location of the Vancouver facility, co-located with  
 Government of Canada offices, distant from the lodging and  
 meal sources for the claimant, and difficult to access by public  
 transit, limited its value to claimants.

Claimant-Centred Case Management:

• Case management needed not only to address the efficiency  
 and timeliness of the process, but also to maintain the focus  
 on the claimant. As described above, such initiatives as the  
 Lost Claimant Protocol and Expedited Hearings were  
 examples of case management approaches that met the  
 objectives of the process while at the same time addressing  
 specific needs of the most vulnerable individual claimants.

Claimant Feedback Throughout the Process:

• The high volume of cases posed significant challenges not  
 only to operational procedures, but also to the capacity of the  
 process to offer claimant-focused attention to each claim. This  
 required continual oversight by those responsible for  
 administering the IAP, and benefitted from feedback from  
 those directly involved in claims and hearings. In this regard,  
 the presence and input of claimant representatives and  
 counsel on such bodies as the Oversight Committee and the  
 National Administration Committee – along with the ongoing  
 outreach and community dialogue efforts by the Adjudication  
 Secretariat – provided essential information and perspectives  
 required to maintain and give best effect to the claimant- 
 centred approach of the IAP.

Information About Compensation Awards:

• The IAP, combined with the Common Experience Payment,  
 awarded large sums of money to claimants but did not  
 provide information about or access to financial management  
 services. This was a contentious issue for many. On the one  
 hand, it was important for claimants not to feel as though  
 they were being told in any way what to do with their money.  
 On the other hand, while some legal counsel took on this  
 role, it could also have been useful to assist claimants in a  
 more consistent manner– perhaps through Aboriginal  
 financial institutions - in being aware of the options and  
 resources available to them for managing this money  
 according to their own wishes. Measures to provide claimants  
 with information that could help their own financial literacy  
 may have been beneficial in protecting them from financial  
 abuse and in ensuring that their compensation awards were  
 used as they intended.154

P

Vancouver Hearing Room
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155 This also featured in the ADR process.
156 For a broader discussion on inquisitorial processes, see Laverne Jacobs and Sacha Bagley, eds., The	Nature	of	Inquisitorial	Processes	in	Administrative	Regimes:	Global	Perspectives, (London: Routledge, 2016).

Incorporating Traditional Elements and Cultural Practices:

he incorporation of traditional elements and cultural practices 
was seen by many claimants as a key aspect of the IAP and one 

that helped them meet the challenges of the hearing and of sharing 
their histories.155 One of the important lessons of the IAP was the 
extent to which judicial and quasi-judicial processes should be aware 
of and sensitive to the use of traditional practices to make the process 
more relevant, familiar, and helpful. This also illustrated the need for 
even more frequent consultation and engagement with claimants, 
residential school survivors, and their community representatives.  

Providing an Alternative Approach to 
Adjudicating Compensation Claims

Inquisitorial Approach:

• The inquisitorial approach to hearings provided an effective and  
 more sensitive means for adjudicating claims than would otherwise  
 be handled through traditional civil litigation, particularly when  
 dealing with victimized and injured persons. IAP hearings were  
 completely private and offered a less formal, safer, and more  
 respectful experience than the traditional adversarial approach.

• Parties to the IAP generally agreed that the process demonstrated  
 that the truth could usually be ascertained by means other than  
 cross-examination, competing evidence, and arguments. Overall,  
 an inquisitorial hearing allowed adjudicators to test the credibility  
 of a claim while minimizing the traumatization of the claimant  
 that is inherent in any credibility-testing process.156

• Even in an inquisitorial model, claimants’ needs could be overtaken  
 by legal processes, attitudes, and requirements: particularly in a  
 process such as the IAP which was based on modified litigation.  
 Maintaining a non-adversarial approach required the engagement  
 and commitment of all parties to the process and to ensuring that  
 hearings were conducted with civility, respect, and a minimum of  
 legal technicalities. This could have been further aided by including  
 specific training for all hearing participants.

• Decision-makers are key to the success of any adjudicative process  
 and of an inquisitorial approach in particular. The IAP vested  
 considerable authority in the hands of individual adjudicators.  
 As well, the parties to the Settlement Agreement were accorded  
 the mandate of choosing the adjudicators who would work in  
 the IAP, by unanimous vote. It was therefore essential that the  

 selection criteria for adjudicators be extensive; in dealing with the  
 particular sensitivities of abuse, human qualities were as important  
 to find and nurture in decision-makers as were technical skills and  
 expertise. As well, it required support and training. In this regard,  
 ongoing training for adjudicators in conducting an inquisitorial  
 hearing and in questioning skills could have been beneficial in  
 ensuring greater consistency in the application of this approach  
 across all hearings.

Validating Claims:

• Ensuring that decisions and the outcomes of each claim were valid  
 and appropriate was essential to the integrity of the adjudicative  
 process and was in the interest of all parties. Absent the ability to  
 subpoena documents and witnesses, there needed to be other  
 means of assessing the validity of claims. In the inquisitorial model,  
 testing the credibility of claims required balancing documentary and  
 assessment requirements with the objectives of claimant- 
 centredness and timeliness. As discussed below, processes that  
 supported this aspect of the IAP might have been more streamlined,  
 while still maintaining the robustness of its credibility-testing.

Document Collection/Mandatory documents:

• Providing “mandatory documents” in advance of a hearing assisted  
 all parties in an inquisitorial hearing. It helped claimants, in some  
 instances, in recalling the incidents and extent of harms that they  
 suffered; defendants in understanding the validity of claims; and  
 adjudicators in decision-making.

• At the same time, not all pre-determined mandatory documents  
 may have been required for all claims. The ability to tailor further  
 the requirement for mandatory documents to meet the  
 circumstances of a claim may have streamlined and expedited the  
 adjudicative process. 

• The volume of demand for document production overwhelmed the  
 organizations and individuals – ranging from single medical  
 practitioners to large correctional institutions and government  
 departments– thus considerably slowing down the adjudicative  
 process. As described in Chapter 5, the Adjudication Secretariat  
 adopted several initiatives to address this; however, it would have  
 been helpful to have had strategies and resources available to these  
 document-providing bodies from the outset, to ensure that  
 document production did not create a significant bottleneck  
 and backlog.

T
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Medical and Psychological Assessments:

aving a single expert assessor was substantially more streamlined, 
less adversarial, and an easier experience for the claimant than the  

 standard litigation model of having the claimant and defendant present  
 opposing medical or psychological opinions. 

• Nonetheless, claims that required an expert assessment could still take  
 considerably longer in the adjudicative process than those that did not.  
 (A claimant or counsel may have decided that it was preferable to receive  
 an earlier albeit reduced award than to wait several more months for an  
 expert assessment and potentially receive more compensation.) 

• While Oversight Committee maintained a pre-approved list of  
 psychological assessors from the outset, a process to streamline the  
 selection of medical examiners was not developed until 2014. It could  
 have been helpful in reducing delays to have implemented such a list  
 (including experts’ availability) from the outset.

Hearing Location and Setting:

• As distinct from the Courts and most quasi-judicial processes, IAP hearings  
 were held in many locations selected by claimants, including remote First  
 Nations and Inuit communities, personal homes, hospitals, and prisons.  
 Some were held outside of Canada. This demonstrated that, despite the  
 obvious logistical challenges and given the necessary resources, the  
 adjudicative process could be conducted in remote settings - in locations  
 that were convenient to the claimant rather than the Adjudication  
 Secretariat - within a reasonable timeframe.

• Providing travel costs for claimants and their personal supporters  
 helped ensure equal access to the process, ensured that the choice  
 of hearing location was not determined solely on a cost basis, and  
 removed a potential source of stress for hearing participants. This  
 also contributed to a more effective hearing and a healing  
 experience.

The IAP Model:

• In the IAP, the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement  
 established an elaborate post-settlement adjudicative process.  
 Despite a very large caseload, the IAP Model of a hearing-based,  
 adjudicative approach to the settlement of abuse claims was able  
 to resolve tens of thousands of cases as well as provide reviews  
 and re-reviews of decisions as required. However, elements of the  
 Model as set out in the Settlement Agreement also contributed to  
 challenges in processing many claims expeditiously and in meeting  
 time commitments. 

• As the Settlement Agreement emanated at least in part from class  
 action lawsuits, it was modeled on a civil litigation base. The IAP  
 Model was very detailed and particularized, with a detailed 
 framework of categories for wrongs and harms and the calculation  
 of levels of compensation. As a result, the Model was complex and  
 complicated to apply and interpret, and generated considerable  
 demand for experts to guide the process and advance claims. The  
 complexity of the Model also required regular engagement by the  
 Oversight Committee, adjudicators, and all participants in the IAP to  
 make the process work in as effective a manner as possible.

H



2021 FINAL REPORT76

CHAPTER 8

Addressing Challenges Raised by Certain Types of Claims

Claims Alleging Abuse by Other Students:

laims alleging abuse by other students raised distinct 
challenges and difficulties. In the IAP Model, compensation in  

 many of these claims required evidence that staff at the school in  
 question had knowledge or should have had knowledge of that type of  
 abuse at the time that it occurred. This requirement for evidence of  
 knowledge could be satisfied by an admission of that knowledge. The  
 Government of Canada made admissions of such knowledge after  
 relevant evidence or findings of adjudicators became available.157  
 In these circumstances, alternative mechanisms for addressing abuse  
 by other students may have provided for a more equal process for all  
 such claims, regardless of when the claim had been filed or heard. 

• In that context, special consideration needed to be given and  
 procedures applied to these types of claims. As described in Chapter 5,  
 the Oversight Committee’s “Student on Student Admissions Project”  
 and resulting instructions from the Chief Adjudicator were successful  
 in prioritizing claims with the greatest likelihood of producing  
 decisions resulting in admissions of staff knowledge, that in turn could  
 benefit those claimants whose claims had not been decided. However,  
 this was not implemented until 2013 and did not address potential  
 concerns arising from such cases resolved before that date. Ultimately,  
 temporal fairness concerns arising in those earlier cases were  
 addressed by the Government of Canada, outside of the IAP. 

• Some claims alleging abuse by other students involved people known  
 to each other and living in the same communities. This created  
 particular challenges for healing and reconciliation between  
 individuals or within communities. This was exacerbated by the  
 requirement to notify alleged perpetrators of any claims implicating  
 them, which could create a risk to communities even given the IAP’s  
 promises of confidentiality. Special attention needed to be paid to  
 protect the identity of claimants and alleged perpetrators, and to  
 provide support to residential school survivors while at the same time  
 minimizing potential trauma at inter-personal or community levels.

Estate claims:

• With an ageing population of residential school survivors, the danger  
 of claimants passing away or becoming too incapacitated to participate  
 in a hearing meant that some would be unable to relate their personal  
 histories of the abuse that they suffered at the schools. It was thus vital  
 – through such mechanisms as the Over-65 Pilot Project and  
 Accelerated Hearing Process described in Chapter 5 - to ensure that  

 claims of the infirm or elderly were expedited to ensure that the  
 claimant’s testimony could be obtained as quickly as possible.

• Even with an expedited hearing process in place, some IAP claimants  
 passed away before their hearing took place. There were occasions in  
 which the Government of Canada, in addition to being the defendant,  
 was also required to be the administrator of the estate and the claim,  
 creating delays until it was able to appoint an independent  
 administrator.

Efficiency and Effectiveness: Ensuring Fair and Timely Progress of 
Claims to Hearings and Resolution

• The IAP demonstrated that establishing a targeted adjudicative  
 process, as an alternative to the courts, to address particular types of  
 claims could provide for timelier resolution of claims than the standard  
 civil litigation model. In addition to being more efficient, such a  
 process was more effective than traditional civil litigation in providing  
 an opportunity to address not only the specific tort, but also healing.  
 It encouraged and permitted the development of processes that were  
 more holistic and reflected the needs of its participants.

• Consistency in the treatment of claimants and in decisions was an  
 essential goal and required specific focus and strategies. The  
 effectiveness of the adjudicative process required not only that it  
 provided resolutions to claims, but also that it process and resolve  
 those claims in a fair and consistent manner. This was a particular  
 challenge in a process that handled a large volume of cases over  
 several years.

• Specific strategies, checks, and balances were needed to provide  
 consistency while at the same time maintaining the independence  
 of adjudicators and ensuring that each case was resolved on its own  
 merits. In the case of the IAP, this was achieved in part by  
 mechanisms in the Settlement Agreement to allow the parties to  
 request reviews of decisions. It was further provided through the  
 Chief Adjudicator’s issuance of a number of Practice Directions and  
 Guidance Papers on various topics to ensure that all adjudicators,  
 claimant counsel, and Government of Canada representatives were  
 operating with the same knowledge and understanding. In addition,  
 the Oversight Committee and its Technical Subcommittee met on a  
 regular basis to address and provide direction consistent with the IAP  
 on several more complex procedural and interpretive issues as they  
 arose. It was also important that ongoing opportunities were provided  
 for adjudicators to receive training throughout the process, and to be  
 able to discuss among themselves broad matters of policy and  
 interpretation. Actions on all of these fronts and levels were required  
 to support consistency and fairness throughout the process.158

C

157 More than 4,500 admissions were made by Canada over the course of the IAP.
158 Schedule D of the IRSSA specifically addressed measures to provide consistency in hearings and decisions in Section III (m), p. 14.
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 ne item that was included in the Settlement Agreement’s 
recital was that the Agreement would provide finality to all  

 claims other than for those individuals that specifically opted out of it.  
 This element of finality was essential not only to the timely resolution  
 of claims but also to enabling the parties to move beyond litigation to  
 other aspects of healing and reconciliation.159 

• One element of the Settlement Agreement that created a challenge to  
 finality – not of individual claims but of the process as a whole – was  
 the ability to request, under Article 12, that an additional school be  
 added to the Settlement Agreement. The IAP contemplated that  
 further research would be conducted and provided a mechanism to  
 consider the addition of schools. Although Article 12 included criteria  
 for adding a school, it did not provide specific deadlines for making  
 such a request or for when the Courts would need to render a  
 decision. As a result, some residential school survivors were only able  
 to file an IAP claim many years into the process. While it was  
 important that all former students who should have been included in  
 the Settlement Agreement were accorded the right to benefit from it,  
 this not only delayed the ultimate finality of the resolution of all  
 claims but also increased the likelihood that some survivors may have  
 become too infirm to apply or attend a hearing. To ensure finality,  
 specified timelines for actions that extended the process could have  
 been helpful.160

• It is unlikely if not impossible that any model or procedural code  
 would have anticipated all issues related to the effective and efficient  
 processing of all claims. In the case of the IAP Model, governance  
 bodies responsible for interpreting and implementing the model had  
 powers and perspectives to enable them to adapt case management  
 and other processes to meet unanticipated challenges. 

Case Management:

• Case management was, not unexpectedly, labour-intensive.  
 Determining the best ways to facilitate the progression of a  
 file required hands-on, in-depth analysis of the case and strong  
 communication with representatives of all parties. The timely  
 completion of a process of the scale and complexity of the IAP could  
 only be achieved with a significant focus on case management and  
 with dedicated human and financial resources.

• Over the course of the IAP, literally dozens of new procedures and  
 approaches to case management were implemented to respond  

 to unforeseen challenges, to changing circumstances, or to address  
 concerns that emerged. In order to ensure that a large volume of  
 claims could be addressed in a fair and timely manner, a skilled and  
 adaptive approach to case management was required. Mechanisms  
 were put in place to promote continuous review and improvements in  
 operational processes, and allowed the administrators to adjust  
 quickly and creatively.

Expedited & Accelerated Hearings:

• The IAP adopted a process of expediting hearings for claimants  
 with health issues that threatened their ability to attend a hearing.  
 During the course of the IAP, the Adjudication Secretariat extended  
 the expedited hearing process to those over the age of 65 to  
 minimize the potential that claimants’ testimonies might be lost  
 due to ill health or death. Subsequently, as described in Chapter 5,  
 the Oversight Committee developed an Accelerated Hearing Process  
 giving particular priority to elderly claimants in failing health or  
 with claims that had been awaiting a hearing for a longer time. This  
 again demonstrated the need and effectiveness of claim-by-claim  
 case management to ensure that these most vulnerable claimants  
 could proceed as quickly as possible to a hearing.

“Lost” Claimants:

• The Lost Claimant Protocol was a unique initiative aimed at ensuring  
 that every IAP claimant was provided the opportunity to have their  
 claim resolved. The number of claimants that were located and  
 whose claims were allowed to progress as a result of this initiative  
 again demonstrated the importance of particularized and innovative  
 case management, and for maintaining a focus on claimants and their  
 individual needs.

Short-Form Decisions:

• Similarly, in a process that spanned several years and addressed a  
 large volume of cases, there needed to be continuous exploration  
 of methods to ensure that the decision-making process was as timely  
 and fair as possible. The implementation of short-form decisions in  
 cases where the parties agreed on how the claim should be resolved  
 significantly reduced the amount of time claimants had to wait for  
 their compensation and provided a measure of closure for claimants  
 on the day of the hearing.

O

159 However, as a court-supervised process, judicial recourse was available in the event of a failure to apply the terms of the Settlement Agreement.
160 On July 27, 2015, the Hon. Madame Justice B.J. Brown of the B.C. Supreme Court barred any further proceedings to add an institution under Article 12 of the Settlement Agreement. The final school to be included pursuant to an Article 12  
 application was Kivalliq Hall in February 2017. Former students of Kivalliq Hall were given until January 25, 2020, to file an IAP application.
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Elder	Gertie	Pierre	worked	with	the	Indian	Residential	Schools	
Survivors Society to help IAP claimants.

Negotiated Settlements:

he Negotiated Settlement Process (NSP) provided an alternative 
means of resolving claims in those cases where the claimant and  

 the defendant agreed to enter into that process. While not applicable to  
 all instances, and while it did not provide the parties with an  
 adjudicator’s decision, it often resulted in a more rapid resolution  
 to appropriate claims and reduced administrative costs. Short Form  
 Decisions and NSPs demonstrated that in certain circumstances  
 alternative approaches to dispute resolution saved time and money.

Ensuring that All Claims were Resolved:

• It was to be expected that in the processing and resolution of a large  
 volume of claims, there would be those claims that – due to their  
 complexity; to legal or technical issues; to their inter-relationship  
 with other claims; or to other process issues such as the availability of a  
 claimant, of an expert, of an estate administrator, or of documentation  
 – would not be addressed within the normal timelines and would  
 remain unresolved approaching the end of the process.

• In order to ensure that all claims were ultimately resolved, and that  
 the last claim would receive the same attention and sensitivity as the  
 first, it was necessary to develop a targeted strategy identifying specific  
 challenges to the completion of all claims and methods for addressing  
 those challenges. As this involved prioritizing certain claims or  
 revising operational procedures, this strategy had to be transparent and  
 developed in conjunction with all parties and governance bodies.

T

Governance and Oversight  

Oversight Committee

• The Oversight Committee – composed of representatives of the  
 parties to the Settlement Agreement – was a governance body  
 that was neither a board of governors nor board of directors,  
 but rather more akin to a board of stakeholders. Given its  
 representative nature, it could provide checks and balances in  
 implementing the IAP. To be successful in that role, it required  
 its members to bring disparate perspectives to bear while  
 ultimately coming together as a collective protector of the IAP  
 as codified in the Settlement Agreement. 

• While many different constituencies were represented on the  
 Oversight Committee – and their representatives changed over  
 time - the consensus model of decision-making worked well in  
 most cases. That Oversight Committee debates and discussion  
 did not descend into factionalism was a testament to the  
 commitment of those representatives to the overarching  
 objectives of the IAP and to supporting and guiding its  
 resolution. It also required an Independent Chair – not  
 representative of any particular party – with strong skills,  
 sensitivity, and a facility in consensus building.

• Given the large number of claims and the complexity of the  
 IAP Model, it was incumbent upon those responsible for the  
 governance of the IAP – notably the Oversight Committee and  
 Chief Adjudicator – to address a number of challenging  
 situations as they occurred. To a large extent, this was  
 accomplished successfully through such means as Directives  
 and Guidance papers from the Chief Adjudicator and decisions  
 by the Oversight Committee that permitted the adoption of  
 dozens of new procedures and process improvements. 

The Courts

• As noted earlier, it was highly unlikely that any Agreement  
 would have been able to anticipate and address all issues that  
 may have arisen in its implementation. Given the complexity  
 of the IAP, it was essential, that governance bodies retained  
 authorities to respond to matters as they arose. In the IAP,  
 some authorities in this regard were accorded to the Oversight  
 Committee, while the Supervising Courts retained residual  
 authority over the Agreement. In practice, the residual authority  
 of the Courts was called upon - and the Courts were actively  
 involved in the interpretation and administration of the IAP -  
 more than had originally been anticipated, as evidenced by the  
 large and increasing number of Requests for Direction that were  
 put before the Courts. These Requests for Direction were  
 required to help clarify the structure and authorities of the IAP. 

CHAPTER 8
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161 The legal fee review process was not contained in the Settlement Agreement reached by the parties but was introduced by the Courts in their approval of the Agreement.

 t the same time, it should also be noted that some challenges  
 - such as “Administrative Splits” and the re-examination of  
 some “student-on-student” abuse allegations - were resolved, at  
 least in part, by the Government of Canada creating a process to  
 revisit these claims outside of the formal IAP process and without  
 recourse to the courts. This demonstrated the need for continued,  
 creative dialogue among the parties, and a shared commitment to  
 the fair resolution of all claims.

• In the absence of an Ombudsperson or designated individual with  
 the authority to receive and address internal complaints, the Courts  
 effectively remained the first point of access for claimants to pursue  
 certain issues.

Roles and Relationships of Various Governance Bodies 

• In addition to the Oversight Committee and the Supervising Courts,  
 there were a number of other bodies that played an important role  
 in the governance of the IAP, including the National Administration  
 Committee, Court Monitor, and Chief Adjudicator. While some of  
 these had specific authorities set out in the Settlement Agreement  
 and Implementation Order, there was no specific mechanism for  
 providing co-ordination of governance and oversight other than the  
 Supervising Courts themselves, who retained final authority in the  
 administration of the Settlement Agreement. While there remained  
 strong and neutral governance of the IAP, some advantages of  
 potential synergies between these various bodies were perhaps  
 missed. In addition, while the National Administration Committee  
 was intended to have a superordinate governance role, it was also  
 tasked with the responsibility of addressing some 4,600 Common  
 Experience Payments; this activity, of necessity, consumed much of  
 the NAC’s focus and attention. As a result, the Courts were called  
 upon with increasing frequency to resolve a number of governance  
 issues, such as how IAP records would be handled at the close of the  
 process.

• The large volume of post-Settlement matters that were raised before  
 the Supervising Courts created an extensive commitment of judicial  
 resources. In this context, the creation of the role of Court Counsel  
 assisted in the co-ordination of these legal actions and in some  
 instances provided an opportunity for the mediated resolution of  
 issues either without or in conjunction with Court hearings. Having  
 Court Counsel as part of the governance structure to assist the parties  
 and the Courts helped to address these matters in a more timely and  
 coordinated manner.

A Actual and Perceived Independence 

• Actual and perceived independence are crucial to the integrity of a  
 neutral adjudicative process. In the context of the IAP, there were a  
 number of safeguards in place to protect the independence of the  
 adjudicative process. Adjudicators were recruited and appointed by an  
 Oversight Committee composed of the parties to the Settlement  
 Agreement and their performance was monitored by a Chief  
 Adjudicator who had the exclusive authority to renew or recommend  
 the termination of adjudicators’ contracts and who was himself  
 appointed by the Oversight Committee. 

• The Government of Canada was not only a defendant in the process but  
 also had administrative responsibility for the Adjudication Secretariat  
 and for providing financial and human resources in support of the IAP.  
 At the start of the IAP, it was difficult to envisage a body other than the  
 Government of Canada that had the scope, infrastructure, and resources  
 to undertake this responsibility. However, this led not only to some  
 operational challenges where the needs of the IAP did not fit squarely  
 within the administrative procedures of the Government, but also to the  
 possibility of perceptions that the IAP did not enjoy independence from  
 the Government of Canada.

• Given the Government of Canada’s role in administering aspects of the  
 Settlement Agreement the maintenance of actual and perceived  
 independence required continued attention and vigilance, and an  
 appreciation at all levels of Government of the importance of this  
 independence.

Claimant Counsel Oversight

Claimant Counsel Legal Fees and Legal Fee Reviews:

• In the IAP, the legal fee structure for compensating claimant counsel was  
 largely shaped by the civil litigation/class action model. Rather than  
 charging a specific fee per case or an hourly rate, lawyers received fees  
 that were calculated as a percentage of a successful claimant’s award. An  
 additional legal fee review process allowed adjudicators to review and, if  
 they so decided, reduce the fees claimed by claimant counsel.161 This  
 model offered several advantages. It was rooted in existing practice in the  
 legal profession; the percentage of an award that would be paid in legal  
 fees was capped and was lower than some class action norms; it provided  
 for a review process; and it made the Government of Canada – as  
 defendant – responsible for paying some or all of the legal fees for each  
 compensated claim.



2021 FINAL REPORT80

CHAPTER 8

owever, the IAP’s legal fee structure and fee review process 
were criticized on a number of levels. The fees themselves were  

 considered by some to be, on average, overly generous given the  
 lower level of financial risk and effort required to represent an IAP  
 claim in an inquisitorial process compared to standard civil litigation.  
 As such, potential legal fees were seen to have attracted some lawyers  
 into the IAP process who did not have experience in or commitment to  
 Indigenous issues in general or residential school litigation in  
 particular.

• Allowing lawyers to charge more than the Government of Canada’s  
 contribution to fees (15% on top of the amount of the award) meant  
 that for some claimants a portion of the legal fees was deducted from  
 their award, leaving them with less than the amount actually awarded  
 in the adjudicator’s decision. In addition, claimants were required to  
 pay taxes on legal fees.

• The legal fee review process was seen to be time consuming both  
 for adjudicators and claimant counsel, and delayed finality in a claim’s  
 resolution. It also placed neutral adjudicators in a position of ruling on  
 a conflict between the claimant and his or her lawyer, and put the  
 claimant in a position of being in conflict with her/his lawyer without  
 the benefit or support of legal counsel.

• Overall, the structure of legal fees in the IAP raised several questions.  
 First, would it have been better for the process and fairer for claimants  
 if fees were more in line with the actual risk and uncertainty about  
 compensation faced by legal counsel in a process such as the IAP,  
 which was governed by a specific model and award matrix (in other  
 words, should fees have been capped at less than 30%)? Second,  
 should legal fees have been limited to the amount that the defendant  
 was obliged to pay (15% on top of the amount of the award) so that  
 they did not in effect reduce the award that the claimant received?

Lawyer Conduct:

• While the vast majority of the more than 600 law firms involved in the  
 IAP provided skilled, supportive, and sensitive service, the ethical  
 conduct of some claimants’ legal counsel created serious  
 unanticipated challenges for the IAP and for claimants. This caused  
 considerable hardship for some claimants, and time-consuming work  
 for the Courts, Oversight Committee, and the Chief Adjudicator in  
 addressing and rectifying claimant lawyer misconduct. 

• Selection and retention of a legal representative often posed the first  
 challenge for a claimant. For those unfamiliar with the legal process –  
 and particularly for those in remote locations where the pool of lawyers  
 was small - it could be difficult to identify a lawyer with the ability,  
 experience, cultural awareness, and commitment to represent a  

 claimant on matters of such sensitivity and importance. Partway  
 through the IAP process, the Oversight Committee developed an  
 approved list of lawyers and guidelines for claimants in selecting a  
 lawyer, but this was not available from the very beginning. As well,  
 approved counsel were not included in the Adjudication Secretariat’s  
 community-based outreach and information-providing activities.

• At various stages, several provincial Law Societies developed codes  
 of conduct or guidelines for lawyers working on residential school  
 issues, or offered professional development programs on such topics  
 as cultural competency training. However, these were not mandatory  
 for lawyers to be able to work in the IAP. As a result, not all legal  
 counsel were required to commit to a specific code of conduct and  
 practice guidelines, and to have an appropriate level of experience,  
 professional development and/or training.  Arguably, Chief Adjudicator  
 and/or Oversight Committee-approved training for legal counsel could  
 have been made a condition of representing claimants in the IAP. As  
 the Truth and Reconciliation Commission observed: “The lack of  
 sensitivity that lawyers often demonstrated in dealing with residential  
 school Survivors resulted, in some cases, in the Survivors not receiving  
 appropriate legal service. These experiences prove the need for lawyers  
 to develop a greater understanding of Aboriginal history and culture  
 as well as the multi-faceted legacy of residential schools.” 

• Alternatively, other methods of providing legal representation may  
 have made it easier for claimants to identify and retain counsel that  
 were trained in and committed to appropriate approaches to working  
 with residential school survivors. These may have included having  
 an approved group of lawyers - trained in the Settlement Agreement,  
 the hearing process, cultural traditions, and the compensation model  
 - retained on contract by the Administrator of the process and made  
 available to claimants. Alternatively, a system of staff lawyers, with the  
 appropriate knowledge and experience, could have provided free legal  
 services for claimants. Another option might have been to provide the  
 necessary resources to maintain a roster of trained and experienced  
 “duty counsel” – either through Legal Aid Clinics or otherwise – to  
 represent claimants. However, such methods of providing legal  
 representation might have been perceived as depriving claimants  
 of their freedom to choose in a process that attempted to be claimant- 
 centred and respectful of claimants’ choices, where possible.

• In the IAP, residential school survivors were able to submit a claim  
 and attend a hearing without a lawyer; in those cases, the Adjudication  
 Secretariat provided dedicated staff to assist them in submitting and  
 supporting their claim. These staff, however, did not attend hearings  
 and were not able to provide legal advice.  Nonetheless, this was an  
 important option for those who, for whatever reason, did not want or  
 were not able to have legal representation.

H
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There were more than 20 Indigenous Adjudicators and 3 Indigenous DCAs in the IAP

inally, the IAP experience highlighted the need for more 
available and effective oversight of legal counsel to address  

 instances of misconduct. For their part, claimants did not have an  
 accessible place or process to raise concerns. It did not prove  
 reasonable to expect individual claimants, largely unfamiliar with  
 the legal process, to be able to approach a relevant Law Society with  
 a complaint. As a result, the Chief Adjudicator became directly involved  
 in issues related to the conduct of legal counsel: an engagement that  
 he considered necessary in the circumstances but not ideal in terms  
 of maintaining adjudicative neutrality. When made aware of problems,  
 some Law Societies did initiate investigations but these did not prove  
 sufficient to address issues of misconduct. In 2014, the Courts  
 appointed an Independent Special Advisor to address lawyer  
 misconduct, but this was several years into the process and followed  
 instances of egregious behaviour on the part of some lawyers.

Administration
Building Operational Capacity:

• The IAP experienced many challenges related to capacity: challenges  
 that were heightened by the large volume of claims. Initially, there  
 was very little “ramp-up” time during which the Adjudication  
 Secretariat needed to become operational, implementation processes  
 and procedures developed, and adjudicators selected. This situation  
 was exacerbated by the existing capacity with the Government  

 of Canada to be able to build the organization at the pace that was  
 required. Human Resources professionals could not meet the  
 demands of a rapid-growth organization that was seeking to staff  
 positions in locations across the country. These capacity challenges  
 were further compounded by the Government of Canada’s  
 administrative procedures and rules that did not provide the flexibility  
 and response times required.

• Capacity issues not only affected the Secretariat, but all other  
 participants in the process. Some claimant counsel with very large  
 numbers of clients lacked the capacity to process claims in a timely  
 manner, or to provide each residential school survivor the attention  
 they required as individuals who had suffered traumatic personal  
 experiences. As the IAP deadline approached, many claimant  
 counsel of necessity turned their attention to ensuring that potential  
 claimants had the opportunity to submit applications, which reduced  
 those firms’ capacity to attend hearings on behalf of other claimants.  
 The Government of Canada had challenges in retaining and making  
 Canada’s representatives available to attend IAP hearings in a timely  
 manner. Other government departments such as Health Canada (who  
 provided health support workers) lacked sufficient human and/or  
 system resources to handle initial demands. And, over the course of  
 the IAP, it took several different selection processes to retain sufficient  
 numbers of adjudicators to meet the demand. As well, despite focused  
 efforts to expand Indigenous Adjudicator capacity, the number of  
 Indigenous Adjudicators working in the IAP remained relatively low.

F
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aken together, these capacity challenges affected the timeliness  
 with which IAP claims could be processed, heard, and decided.  
 Although at its peak, the IAP was conducting more than 4,000 hearings  
 per year, capacity shortages anywhere in the system created bottlenecks  
 that affected the entire process and could have had a negative effect on  
 claimants awaiting resolution of their IAP claims. This was further  
 exacerbated when thousands of claims were submitted just prior to the  
 September 19, 2012, IAP application deadline.

• An undertaking as complex and sensitive as the IAP was only made  
 possible on a daily basis by the dedication of the people who worked  
 in support of it. This level of engagement – combined with the particular  
 nature of its subject matter and its historical significance – in turn  
 exacted a toll on those who dedicated their time and commitment to  
 this issue. In particular, all those engaged in the delivery of the program  
 were potentially subject to vicarious trauma. Thus, support of staff was  
 as vital as support by staff. All organizations involved in the IAP needed  
 to devote effort and resources to provide training, opportunities for staff  
 input, and support for emotional and physical wellness.

• In the IAP, Elders provided considerable assistance in protecting the  
 wellness of staff. Drawing on the skills and experience of Elders not  
 only helped staff maintain a claimant-centred perspective but also  
 allowed them to benefit personally from the wisdom and sensitivity  
 of Indigenous community leaders.

Establishing Processes and Adjusting to Meet  
Unanticipated Challenges:

• Given the complexities of the IAP Model as set out in the Settlement  
 Agreement, a primary challenge for the Chief Adjudicator and  
 Adjudication Secretariat staff was to interpret the Model and develop  
 the processes necessary to make it operational. This required drawing  
 not only on the past experiences of modified litigation and Alternative  
 Dispute Resolution, but also of creating new approaches, operational  
 procedures, and administrative structures.

• As with any process as large-scale, long-term, and complex as the IAP -  
 however well-intentioned and designed - unanticipated circumstances  
 and unintended consequences did arise. As it was not possible to plan  
 for all contingencies and eventualities, it was crucial to build  
 organizational, managerial, and staff capacity to manage change and  
 respond to realities as they evolved. As described earlier, the IAP  
 needed to implement literally dozens of administrative process  
 improvements to meet unanticipated challenges in order to achieve 
 its objectives.

• An important element of this capacity to adapt was a robust framework  
 for the identification, mitigation, and management of risk, including  
 the determination of the levels of risk that were acceptable. Risk  
 assessment and mitigation proved to be a more flexible and efficient  
 management approach in these circumstances than attempting to  

 control risk through rigid pre-approval and reporting requirements.

The Effects of Administrative Rules on Organizational Effectiveness:

• In addition to the issue of perceived independence discussed earlier,  
 the role of the Government of Canada as administrator of the IAP posed  
 operational and administrative challenges. Building and operating a  
 high-volume, operationally-focused, time-sensitive enterprise such as  
 the Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat required  
 organizational nimbleness and flexibility. Having to operate with rigid  
 adherence to a plethora of administrative procedures with lengthy  
 approval processes was inimical to efficient and effective operations.  
 Despite good will and hard work, the rules and regulations designed for  
 administering large-scale, long-term Government programs were not  
 conducive to managing an organization that needed to become  
 operational quickly and respond rapidly to changing circumstances.

Wind-down:

• Despite the pressures of building and adapting a process to resolve tens  
 of thousands of claims, attention also needed to be paid from an early  
 stage as to how the process would be brought to completion. Due to  
 their complexity or the time when some applications were filed, it was  
 inevitable that some claims took longer to resolve and remained active  
 right up to the end of the process. To address this, a comprehensive  
 Completion Strategy was developed by the Chief Adjudicator, in  
 consultation with the Oversight Committee and the National  
 Administration Committee, years before the expected end of the IAP.  
 This Strategy included human resources and financial projections and  
 logistical planning, but most importantly case management approaches  
 on the part of both the Adjudication Secretariat and the Government of  
 Canada to ensure that all claims would be resolved. As with any  
 planning strategy, this needed to be reviewed and revised regularly to  
 monitor its progress, address new issues and challenges, and  
 incorporate changing circumstances.

• Staff considerations within the Adjudication Secretariat and the  
 Government of Canada were central in the wind-down phase: both the  
 need to treat staff fairly and transparently, and also to ensure that  
 sufficient resources remained at the end of the process to resolve all  
 remaining claims. Striking this balance was difficult, as on the one  
 hand staff needed to seek alternative employment as the IAP neared  
 completion and, on the other hand, experienced staff were required  
 right up to the end to address the final claims. As with any human  
 resources issue, this element of the completion strategy required  
 strong and clear communications, engagement of staff and staff  
 unions, and the advice of human resources professionals. In the IAP,  
 a commitment of continued employment was also extended to staff  
 occupying a small number of key positions to aid in their retention, in  
 order to fulfill the IAP’s commitment to claimants and operational   
 objectives.

T
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Indian residential school survivor Geronimo “Fish” Henry shows the spot where he carved his name into the brick at the Mohawk Institute while he was a student at the school in Brantford, ON.  

Contributing to Healing and Reconciliation

Providing an Opportunity for Residential School Survivors to Tell  
their History

or many residential school survivors, the ability to talk about 
their personal experiences to an adjudicator in a safe, fair,  

 impartial, supportive, and culturally appropriate and respectful  
 hearing was a healing opportunity and a step towards reconciliation.  
 For many claimants, this was the first time they had spoken about  
 these things, and it was the beginning of a new journey. This important  
 step would not have been available if the process had been designed  
 only to provide financial compensation through a paper-based claim  
 process.

Validation of the Survivor’s Personal Experience 

• Each compensated IAP claim not only resulted in a monetary award,  
 it also represented the validation of the claimant’s personal history by  
 an independent and neutral third party. For residential school  
 survivors, being able to relate their experiences and have their  
 histories and the harms that they suffered acknowledged, accepted,  
 and validated was an essential step in their personal healing.

• Conversely, as in any individual-based compensation process, there  
 were some claimants whose claims were not compensated, sometimes  
 for jurisdictional or technical reasons. In those instances, some  

 claimants found this difficult to accept, while others found some  
 benefit in the opportunity to talk about their experiences to a person  
 in authority who truly listened.

• Collectively, the acknowledgement of the experiences of tens of  
 thousands of residential school survivors was an essential step in a  
 broader awareness of the history of residential schools in Canada,  
 and toward national-level reconciliation.

Apologies

• The power of apology in the healing and reconciliation process cannot  
 be overstated. It may well be argued that there could not have been  
 restorative justice or reconciliation without expressions of remorse  
 and regret.

• Then-Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s apology to former students of  
 Indian Residential Schools – recognizing the Government’s  
 responsibility for and the consequences of the residential school  
 system - was seen by many as an opportunity to begin the act of  
 healing. IAP hearings provided an opportunity for Government and  
 Church representatives to apologize directly and personally to each  
 claimant. The Government of Canada and the relevant Church also  
 delivered personalized statements of apology to individual claimants  
 in the form of a letter if desired by the claimant. This reinforced the  
 validation of their histories, and was an important element of the IAP’s  
 contribution to individual healing.

F
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owever, the potential positive impact of the apology was 
reduced by the fact that Church representatives rarely were  

 invited to or attended hearings and thus were not able to extend  
 this expression of remorse and responsibility. On the one hand, it  
 was important not to traumatize survivors by having individuals or  
 organizations represented at their hearing with whom the claimant  
 was not comfortable. On the other hand, if handled sensitively  
 and transparently, improved processes - such as ensuring that the  
 relevant Church was notified that a hearing had occurred to enable  
 it to provide a written apology to the claimant in a timelier manner  
 - could have facilitated the positive engagement of the Church.  
 This could not only have contributed to individual healing but could  
 have sent, in a stronger and more consistent way, the message that  
 those entities too were part of the process and wanted to play a  
 constructive role in reconciliation efforts.

Future Care Plans

• Most stakeholders felt that the provision of treatment following  
 the IAP hearing, through the Future Care Plan, was important for  
 claimants’ continued healing. While the pursuit of Future Care was  
 the choice of each individual claimant, it was important to provide  
 and fund an identified post-hearing treatment plan for those who  
 wished it. This recognized that the hearing and award were not the  
 culmination, but just one aspect, of the road to recovery. 

• In practice, though, there were several areas in which this aspect  
 of the IAP could have been improved. At the outset, claimants and/ 
 or their counsel were expected to prepare future care plans without  
 expertise in what treatment was required and how to access it.  
 Some community-based programs became more difficult to find  
 once funding for the Aboriginal Healing Foundation ended. Also,  
 it was sometimes difficult to obtain adjudicator approval for future  
 care plans that focused on traditional healing and could not be  
 shown to be “equivalent” to a western-style treatment. 

• Also, having a single cap for future care plans for all claimants did  
 not take into account that people living in the North or in remote  
 communities would have to spend considerably more to access  
 some treatments than those in southern, urban areas.

• Overall, the importance of the future care dimension of a hearing  
 and compensation program warranted more planning and  
 preparation of these healing plans. It could also have benefited  
 from a more explicit recognition of the value and validity of  
 traditional healing practices by not requiring such care to be the  
 equivalent of a recognized “western” treatment, and by allowance  

 for the differential costs of obtaining treatment depending on the  
 claimant’s location.

Individual vs. Collective Healing

• The IAP was, by intent and design, focused primarily on the  
 individual. It enabled individual residential school survivors to  
 recount their experiences and receive compensation for the harms  
 that were specifically done to them. Other elements of the  
 Settlement Agreement acknowledged that everyone who resided  
 at a residential school was wronged, and that the residential school  
 system itself – and not only those instances in which individual  
 students were abused - was the problem that needed to be  
 acknowledged and rectified. Accordingly, the Common Experience  
 Payment (CEP) - providing compensation to all former residential  
 students in recognition of the common experience and impacts  
 of having resided at a residential school, irrespective of whether  
 they also suffered harms from sexual, physical, or emotional abuse  
 -  and the Truth and Reconciliation Commission - which organized  
 community-based gatherings and documented the full collective  
 history of residential schools - were focused more on the  
 community and the collective of residential school survivors. In  
 terms of individual and collective healing, the IAP must be  
 considered in the context of being only one aspect of the broader  
 Settlement Agreement.

• At the same time, some aspects of the IAP did contribute to  
 collective healing. Notably, the Group IAP program was explicitly  
 intended to bring together community members and to  
 experience healing activities in their language, in ceremonies  
 reflective of their culture, with friends and family members.

• However, Group IAP was relatively under-utilized, in part due to  
 limited awareness of it among claimants, and in part due to  
 administrative burdens in accessing it, particularly in the early  
 years of the IAP.  Better information about this program, especially  
 at the community level, and more streamlined administrative rules,  
 could have contributed to more collective healing opportunities.

• It is also worth noting that the Alternative Dispute Resolution  
 program specifically set aside money for group activities and  
 community-based commemoration. This group engagement  
 provided for shared support and healing, and a lasting legacy.  
 Where they occurred, commemorative community-based activities  
 had a strong resonance and provided opportunities for healing  
 and reconciliation that were not available solely through individual  
 hearings and redress.

H
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Adjudicators	made	a	Statement	of	Reconciliation	at	a	National	Event	of	the	Truth	and	Reconciliation	commission	in	Edmonton.

Intergenerational Healing

he powerful effect of Indian Residential Schools is well 
known to have affected not only those who attended the  

 schools but their family members, children, and grand-children.  
 Therefore, support and healing efforts needed to extend to  
 intergenerational survivors. Some elements of the IAP offered  
 this: the telephone crisis line was available to all who were affected  
 by residential schools, and family members could – if the claimant  
 wanted – attend a hearing where they would have the support of  
 Resolution Health Support Workers and/or Elders. 

• Many claimants expressed that going through the IAP had a  
 positive impact on their families and family relationships, allowing  
 them, often for the first time, to talk with their families about  
 their residential school experiences. This in turn also helped family  
 members understand the impact of the schools on the survivors,  
 and on themselves. Thus, the opportunity to share one’s experiences  
 with family members in a supportive and validating environment  
 could be an important step in intergenerational healing as well.

• Other elements of the Settlement Agreement, such as the  
 work of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) and the  
 Aboriginal Healing Foundation (AHF), focused efforts directly at  
 intergenerational healing. However, there may have been scope to  
 extend more explicitly aspects of the IAP process – such as the post- 
 hearing apology, future care plans, group programs, and health care  
 support – to family members of survivors to aid in their own healing.

Public Information and Education 

• Although they were all parts of the Settlement Agreement, the IAP,  
 TRC, CEP, and AHF operated for the most part as separate entities  
 and programs, and conducted their own outreach and information  
 activities. As a result, there remained some confusion among  
 residential school survivors as to what all these elements were, and  
 what they were intended to offer. Better co-ordination in the  
 provision of information about the Settlement Agreement and all  
 of its components could have assisted residential school survivors  
 in better understanding the Settlement Agreement as a whole, and  
 in taking full advantage of all of its elements. 

T
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162 Preamble H of the IRSSA stated that: “This Agreement is not to be construed as an admission of liability by any of the defendants named in the Class Actions or the Cloud Class Action.”

 n addition, it was important that information  
 about the legacy of residential schools and the  
 Settlement Agreement extended not only to former  
 students and Indigenous communities, but also to the  
 entire general public. Healing and reconciliation required  
 the awareness, acknowledgment, and understanding of  
 all Canadians. In the Settlement Agreement, the Truth and  
 Reconciliation Commission undertook considerable effort  
 in addressing this need for public information and  
 education. Much of this public information and education  
 work of the TRC was transferred to and remains with the  
 National Centre for Truth and Reconciliation. Outreach by  
 the IAP, as a confidential and individual-based process, was  
 focused more on ensuring that residential school survivors  
 were aware of their entitlement to file compensation  
 claims. At the same time, better awareness of the IAP  
 could have assisted the general public in understanding  
 the role of compensation in healing and reconciliation,  
 and the importance of providing survivors the chance to  
 have their histories heard and validated. Unified direction  
 of the Settlement Agreement as a whole and co-ordination  
 in the provision of information about it might have  
 contributed to a fuller understanding of the legacy of  
 residential schools by all Canadians.

The Role of Compensation in Healing and Reconciliation

• One of the most complex issues emanating from the  
 Settlement Agreement and the IAP was understanding  
 the role of financial compensation in healing and  
 reconciliation. Many claimants noted that they did not  
 choose to participate in the IAP for the prospect of a  
 financial award, but rather that they needed to share their  
 personal experiences and the impact of Indian Residential  
 Schools. Personal and community healing could only have  
 occurred when the past was acknowledged in a supportive  
 environment. National reconciliation required not only  
 this acknowledgement but also an understanding of the  
 responsibility for and the impacts of the residential  
 school system.

• At the same time, it is vital to remember that the  
 Settlement Agreement was reached at least in part as a  
 method for resolving a number of class action lawsuits on  
 behalf of residential school survivors. While the  
 Settlement Agreement explicitly stated that it was not to  
 be construed as an admission of liability, it was a  
 resolution of civil litigation and as such would normally  
 include a compensation component.162

• Moreover, given that those class actions and individual  
 lawsuits existed, would it have been reasonable to expect  
 that the Settlement Agreement would not have included a  
 means of resolving them? Could healing and  
 reconciliation have progressed had the “wrongdoers”  
 apologized and established some form of public inquiry or  
 truth and reconciliation process, while at the same time  
 continuing to deny in litigation their legal and financial  
 liability for those wrongs?

• Compensation was a concrete way of demonstrating the  
 validation of and the responsibility for the residential  
 school experience. It was a judicially-styled and recognized  
 measure, and had a significant impact on individual  
 survivors and claimants. 

• At the same time, though, while the IAP was designed  
 to resolve civil litigation, it should also be seen as an  
 essential component of a broader reconciliation process.  
 Receiving compensation of itself could not eliminate  
 past harms. 

• This underlines the importance of those involved in the  
 process – adjudicators, claimant counsel, and defendants’  
 representatives – who had experience and training not  
 solely in law, litigation, and contract interpretation but also  
 in Indigenous issues. Their engagement enabled a more  
 purposive perspective to be brought to bear on the process  
 and on the legal, technical, and administrative issues  
 that arose.

I
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 n a similar vein, it is important to recognize that the purposes 
of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement  

 were varied and complex. These ranged from addressing sweeping  
 historical issues, to achieving social justice, to assisting in individual  
 and collective healing, to providing individual redress, and to  
 resolving litigation claims and quantifying liabilities. Among and  
 within the parties to the Settlement Agreement, there were those  
 who had broad political or social perspectives and goals, and others  
 whose goal was to ensure that the Agreement was technically sound  
 and protected their legal interests. Thus, even after the agreement  
 was achieved, there remained the ongoing challenge of harmonizing  
 those voices and perspectives – both across and within organizations  
 – in order that the overarching objectives of the Settlement  
 Agreement were realized to their fullest. It was important that the  
 more partisan adversarial mindset that preceded the Settlement  
 Agreement needed to be tempered after the settlement was reached  
 to ensure that goodwill was maintained, that the consensus among  
 the parties was protected, that there were a minimum of ongoing  
 legal or technical distractions, and that the objectives of the  
 Agreement were met. 

Preserving the Historical Record

• The Settlement Agreement was based in no small measure on the  
 importance of acknowledging and attempting to redress the impacts  
 of the residential school history and experience. On a societal level,  
 it has been widely acknowledged that without understanding and  
 addressing this collective past, it would not be possible either to  
 understand our current realities or move towards a more positive  
 future. Similarly, on an individual basis, many former students have  
 stated that only through sharing their personal residential school  
 experiences – with family members, elders, support workers, the  
 Truth and Reconciliation Commission, or in an IAP hearing – have  
 they been able to confront and begin to move beyond the impact of  
 those experiences on their lives and the lives of their children. 

• In the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, the  
 mandate for creating and preserving that historical record was given  
 to the Truth and Reconciliation Commission. The TRC not only  
 compiled millions of documents, but also gathered thousands  
 of first-hand accounts from residential school survivors of their  

 experiences at the schools and the effects of the residential schools  
 on their lives and the lives of their families. Much of this historical  
 record of the TRC was transferred to and remains with the National  
 Centre for Truth and Reconciliation.

• The primary focus of the IAP was to determine compensation for  
 those students that suffered abuse at the schools. Claimants  
 were required to share their histories with an adjudicator, and  
 were promised confidentiality in that process. Many claimants in  
 the IAP agreed to tell of their personal experiences only after they  
 were promised that their privacy would be protected. Privacy also was  
 promised to others who were identified in claims, including adults  
 and students who were accused of abuse, witnesses who volunteered  
 to testify, and family and community members whose personal  
 histories may have been discussed. Anyone who was accused of  
 abuse was notified, if they could be identified and found. But many  
 had passed away or were too old or frail, or had their own reasons for  
 not testifying. Many of these people never knew they were  
 mentioned in an IAP claim. 

• The question remained, however, as to what would be done with  
 the records generated in the IAP and which if any would form part  
 of the historical record. This question was only answered in October  
 2017 - years after the vast majority of IAP hearings were held – when  
 the Supreme Court of Canada confirmed that most IAP documents  
 (medical records, and so on) must be destroyed. It also confirmed  
 that four types of records - the IAP application, audio recordings and  
 transcripts of testimony, and the adjudicator's decision - must be  
 kept for 15 years. In that time, claimants could decide if they want  
 their records to be preserved.

• The delay and uncertainty in knowing what would ultimately be done  
 with IAP records and the effect of that on promises of confidentiality  
 as well as on the historical record was an ongoing source of concern  
 for claimants and those involved in the Settlement Agreement.  
 This demonstrated that it would have been preferable to have had  
 a clear approach to the disposition of records in place at the outset  
 of the process, so that all those involved – most notably survivors and  
 claimants – had a clear understanding of what would happen to their  
 personal documents, records, and histories.

I
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public policy and legal initiative as 
large and historic as the Independent 

Assessment Process can be analyzed from 
a myriad of viewpoints and measured 
against a range of objectives. This report has 
endeavored to set out the context for and 
origins of the IAP; to describe its processes, 
challenges, innovations, and results; to share 
some perspectives of those responsible for 
the oversight of the IAP, stakeholders, and 
claimants; and to draw out lessons that can be 
learned from this experience.

As part of the ground-breaking Indian 
Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, 
the IAP was the culmination of years of 
struggle by residential school survivors 
and their representatives and advocates to 
obtain compensation for the wrongs that the 
residential school system had inflicted. As 
such, it was also an essential part of a larger 
continuum of efforts to heal the wounds of the 
past, move towards a broader reconciliation of 
its legacy, and build a more positive future.

The experience of implementing and delivering 
the IAP generated many notable aspects 
that bear reflection and consideration. There 
are, of course, the numbers: 38,276 claims 
filed, 25,707 hearings held, $3.232 billion 
in compensation awarded. The scale of the 
IAP indicated not only the magnitude of 
the residential school experience and the 

A abuse suffered in those schools, but also the 
ongoing impact on contemporary Indigenous 
communities and on Canada as a whole. 
The management of that large volume of claims 
presented challenges to all those involved in 
the process, and required continuous oversight, 
review, and adjustment. It demonstrated the 
need for flexibility, and the vital importance 
of maintaining a shared commitment to 
resolving claims while keeping a firm focus 
on the circumstances and experiences of each 
individual claimant.

There were also many aspects of that process 
itself – such as the inquisitorial approach, the 
approach to expert testimony and document 
production, approaches to negotiated 
settlements, cultural sensitivity, and the 
availability of support for claimants - that 
bear further contemplation. The IAP provided 
a significant alternative to traditional civil 
litigation: one that attempted to provide a path 
to justice that was sympathetic to the claimant’s 
circumstances while respecting defendants’ 
rights. In that way, it demonstrated approaches 
and lessons that may have broader implications 
for the civil justice system.163

However, beyond the numbers, beyond the 
administrative challenges and achievements, 
and beyond the procedural innovations in 
giving effect to the provisions of the IAP Model, 
what the Indian Residential Schools Settlement 

Agreement and the Independent Assessment 
Process was truly about was people: children 
who were assaulted; parents who lost their 
families; survivors who somehow found a core 
of strength; others who were still trying to 
come to terms with their past and overcome 
the harms that were inflicted; leaders of 
Indigenous communities who provided 
support to residential school survivors and, on 
a daily basis, who address its intergenerational 
impacts; Church leaders who were attempting 
to reconcile their belief and their ministry 
with the legacy that they bear; Government 
officials who attended hearings, listened, and 
apologized to former students; adjudicators 
who provided a space for healing while also 
trying to link that with financial compensation; 
those who answered telephone calls twenty-
four hours a day, seven days a week, from 
people in crisis over the residential school 
experience or its memories;  lawyers who 
traveled to remote communities or hospitals 
to provide counsel and help get justice; public 
servants who spent their work days talking 
with survivors about the most intimate and 
troublesome aspects of their lives and helped 
them navigate their way through the system; 
and countless friends, family members, Elders, 
and spiritual leaders, who stood with and 
supported residential school survivors. The 
story of the IAP was above all an amalgam of 
literally tens of thousands of personal stories, 
experiences, and journeys.

163 The Hon. Rosalie Silberman Abella recently observed: “In a speech to the American Bar Association called The Causes of Popular Dissatisfaction with the Administration of Justice, Roscoe Pound criticized the civil justice system’s trials for being  
 overly fixated on procedure, overly adversarial, too expensive, too long and too out of date. The year was 1906.” Rosie Silberman Abella, “Our civil justice system needs to be brought into the 21st Century”, The Globe and Mail, 24 April 2020.

CONCLUSION
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164 Statistics Canada, Population	estimates	on	July	1st,	by	age	and	sex,	Table	17-10-0005-01, April 27 2020,  https://doi.org/10.25318/1710000501-eng.

t might be tempting at this stage, after the 
conclusion of the IAP along with the Common 

Experience Payment and the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission, to consider that the Settlement Agreement 
and all that it contained is now a thing of the past. 
However, it is important to remember that even in 2020, 
nearly three-quarters of Canadians were living while an 
Indian residential school remained in operation.164 To 
Indigenous peoples, the effects of those schools on former 
students, their families, and their communities remain 
well-known and acutely felt. Many non-Indigenous 
Canadians, however, were not even aware of the history 
and legacy of Indian Residential Schools. 

Recognition of the existence and impacts of the 
residential school system took a significant step forward 
when the then Grand Chief of the Assembly of Manitoba 
Chiefs, Phil Fontaine, spoke on national television 
about his personal experience in residential school. It 
progressed even more when the Settlement Agreement 
was announced, and when the then Prime Minister 
apologized on behalf of the Government of Canada in 
the House of Commons. It grew with the development by 
the Aboriginal Healing Foundation of curricula on Indian 
Residential Schools for use in our public schools. It was 
greatly encouraged when the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission held events, provided a forum for people to 
share their histories, and garnered media attention that 
helped commemorate the residential schools experience. 
That commemoration brought knowledge; knowledge 
breeds understanding; and understanding can provide a 
basis for justice, healing, and reconciliation.

The IAP did not share the same level of publicity as some 
of these other landmark events. It was designed as an 
individual compensation system and, indeed, one of its 
main strengths is that it did not subject claimants to the 
public exposure that they would face in a civil litigation 
process. It was intended to be private, supportive, and to 
offer a protected space in which people could talk about 
intimate and damaging experiences in their lives. But, at 
the same time, it was an integral part of the Settlement 
Agreement, which in its entirety undoubtedly changed the 
conversation in Canada about Indian Residential Schools.

The Settlement Agreement – and the IAP – have not 
“fixed” the legacy of the residential schools. Reconciliation 
is not a fait accompli, nor is it a linear process; there is 
progress and there are setbacks. There have, over the 
past few years, been literally thousands of media reports 
related to Indian Residential Schools, not only about the 
wounds of the past but also about present frustrations 
and as-yet-unfulfilled hopes for the future. Perhaps most 
of the work towards reconciliation still lies ahead. But 
the Settlement Agreement and the IAP did represent a 
concerted effort by Indigenous leaders, by Government 
and Church representatives, and by residential school 
survivors who shared their histories and shared of 
themselves, to build the foundation on which healing and 
reconciliation can grow. And that effort is replicated on a 
daily basis in the motivation and commitment of those 
who continue to work on these issues. 

The task is historic, the challenges significant, and the 
rewards immeasurable.

I

There is an emerging and compelling desire to put the events of the past behind 
us so that we can work towards a stronger and healthier future … This is a 

profound commitment to establishing new relationships embedded in mutual 
recognition and respect that will forge a brighter future. The truth of our common 

experiences will help set our spirits free and pave the way to reconciliation.
- Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, Schedule “N”
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St. Paul’s Indian Residential School, in Cardston, AB

LIST OF INDIAN RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS 
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT SCHOOLS165

Alberta

• Assumption (Hay Lakes): Assumption
• Blue Quills (Saddle Lake, Sacred Heart,  
 formerly Lac la Biche): St. Paul
• Crowfoot (St. Joseph's, Ste. Trinité): Cluny
• Desmarais (St. Martin's, Wabasca Roman  
 Catholic): Desmarais-Wabasca
• Edmonton (formerly Red Deer Industrial):  
 St. Albert
• Ermineskin: Hobbema
• Fort Vermilion (St. Henry's): Fort Vermilion
• Grouard (St. Bernard's, Lesser Slave Lake  
 Roman Catholic): Grouard 
• Holy Angels (Fort Chipewyan, École des  
 Saints-Anges): Fort Chipewyan
• Joussard (St. Bruno's): Joussard
• Lac la Biche (Notre Dame des Victoire,  
 predecessor to Blue Quills) (1893 to 1898):  
 Lac la Biche
• Lesser Slave Lake (St. Peter's): Lesser  
 Slave Lake
• Morley (Stony): Morley
• Old Sun: Gleichen
• Sacred Heart: Brocket
• St. Albert (Youville): Youville
• St. Augustine (Smoky River) (1900 to 1907):  
 Smoky River
• St. Cyprian's (Queen Victoria's Jubilee Home):  
 Brocket, Peigan Reserve
• St. John's (Wabasca Anglican/Church of  
 England): Wabasca
• St. Joseph's (Dunbow): High River
• St. Mary's (Blood, Immaculate Conception):  
 Cardston
• St. Paul's (Blood, Anglican/Church of  
 England): Cardston
• Sarcee (St. Barnabas): T'suu Tina
• Sturgeon Lake (St. Francis Xavier): Calais
• Whitefish Lake (St. Andrew's): Whitefish Lake

British Columbia

• Ahousaht: Ahousaht
• Alberni: Port Alberni
• Anahim Lake Dormitory (September 1968  
 to June 1977): Anahim Lake
• Cariboo (St. Joseph's, Williams Lake):  
 Williams Lake
• Christie (Clayoquot, Kakawis),:Tofino
• Coqualeetza (1924 to 1940):  
 Chilliwack / Sardis
• Cranbrook (St. Eugene's, Kootenay):  
 Cranbrook
• Kamloops: Kamloops
• Kitimaat: Kitimaat
• Kuper Island: Kuper Island
• Lejac (Fraser Lake): Fraser Lake
• Lower Post: Lower Post
• Port Simpson (Crosby Home for Girls):  
 Port Simpson
• St. George's (Lytton): Lytton
• St. Mary's (Mission): Mission
• St. Michael's (Alert Bay Girls' Home,  
 Alert Bay Boys' Home): Alert Bay
• St. Paul's (Squamish, North Vancouver):  
 North Vancouver
• Sechelt: Sechelt

Manitoba

• Assiniboia (Winnipeg): Winnipeg
• Birtle: Birtle
• Brandon: Brandon
• Churchill Vocational Centre: Churchill
• Cross Lake (St. Joseph's, Jack River Annex -  
 predecessor to Notre Dame Hostel): Cross Lake
• Dauphin (McKay): The Pas / Dauphin
• Elkhorn (Washakada): Elkhorn
• Fort Alexander (Pine Falls): Fort Alexander

165 Includes schools listed in Schedules E and F of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, schools added to the IRSSA through Article 12, and schools added to the IRSSA by the Courts. Source: “List of Indian Residential Schools”,  
 List of Schools, Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, n.d.  http://www.iap-pei.ca/schools-eng.php  {Listing format: School Name (alternative schools name/s) (dates if applicable): Location}

The site of the Shubenacadie Indian Residential School in 
Nova Scotia, which closed in 1967, was designated as a 
National Historic Site in 2020.
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• Guy Hill (Clearwater): The Pas, formerly  
 Sturgeon Landing
• Norway House United Church: Norway House
• Notre Dame Hostel (Norway House Roman  
 Catholic, Jack River Hostel, replaced Jack  
 River Annex at Cross Lake): Norway House
• Pine Creek (Camperville): Camperville
• Portage la Prairie: Portage la Prairie
• Sandy Bay: Marius

Northwest Territories

• Akaitcho Hall (Yellowknife): Yellowknife
• All Saints (Aklavik Anglican): Aklavik
• Bompas Hall (Fort Simpson Anglican):  
 Fort Simpson
• Breynat Hall (Fort Smith): Fort Smith
• Federal Hostel at Fort Franklin: Déline
• Fleming Hall (Fort McPherson):  
 Fort McPherson
• Grandin College: Fort Smith
• Grollier Hall (Inuvik Roman Catholic): Inuvik
• Hay River (St. Peter's): Hay River
• Immaculate Conception (Aklavik Roman  
 Catholic): Aklavik
• Lapointe Hall (Fort Simpson Roman Catholic):  
 Fort Simpson
• Sacred Heart (Fort Providence):  
 Fort Providence
• St. Joseph's (Fort Resolution): Fort Resolution
• Stringer Hall (Inuvik Anglican Hostel): Inuvik

Nova Scotia

• Shubenacadie: Shubenacadie

Nunavut

• Chesterfield Inlet (Turquetil Hall):  
 Chesterfield Inlet
• Federal Hostel at Baker Lake, Qamani'tuaq:  
 Qamanittuaq
• Federal Hostel at Belcher Islands: Sanikiluaq
• Federal Hostel at Broughton Island:  
 Qikiqtarjuaq
• Federal Hostel at Cambridge Bay:  
 Cambridge Bay
• Federal Hostel at Cape Dorset: Kinngait
• Federal Hostel at Eskimo Point: Arviat
• Federal Hostel at Frobisher Bay (Ukkivik):  
 Iqaluit
• Federal Hostel at Igloolik: Igloolik/Iglulik

• Federal Hostel at Lake Harbour: Kimmirut
• Federal Hostel at Pangnirtung (Pangnirtang):  
 Pangnirtung / Panniqtuuq
• Federal Hostel at Pond Inlet: Mittimatalik
• Federal Tent Hostel at Coppermine:  
 Coppermine
• Kivalliq Hall: Rankin Inlet

Ontario

• Bishop Horden Hall (Moose Fort,  
 Moose Factory): Moose Island
• Cecilia Jeffrey (Kenora, Shoal Lake): Kenora
• Chapleau (St. John's): Chapleau
• Cristal Lake High School (September 1, 1976  
 to June 30, 1986): Cristal Lake
• Fort Frances (St. Margaret's): Fort Frances
• Fort William (St. Joseph's): Fort William
• McIntosh: McIntosh
• Mohawk Institute: Brantford
• Mount Elgin (Muncey, St. Thomas):  
 Munceytown
• Pelican Lake (Pelican Falls): Sioux Lookout
• Poplar Hill: Poplar Hill
• St. Anne's (Fort Albany): Fort Albany
• St. Mary's (Kenora, St. Anthony's): Kenora
• Shingwauk (Wawanosh Home):  
 Sault Ste. Marie
• Spanish Boys School (Charles Garnier,  
 St. Joseph's, formerly Wikwemikong  
 Industrial): Spanish
• Spanish Girls School (St. Joseph's, St. Peter's,  
 St. Anne's formerly Wikwemikong Industrial):  
 Spanish
• Stirland Lake High School/Wahbon Bay  
 Academy (September 1, 1971 to June 30,  
 1991): Stirland Lake
• Wawanosh Home (January 1, 1879 to  
 August 5, 1892): Sault Ste. Marie

Québec

• Amos (Saint-Marc-de-Figuery): Amos
• Federal Hostel at George River:  
 Kangirsualujjuaq
• Federal Hostel at Great Whale River (Poste-de- 
 la-Baleine): Kuujjuaraapik / Whapmagoostui
• Federal Hostel at Payne Bay (Bellin):  
 Kangirsuk
• Federal Hostel at Port Harrison (Inoucdjouac,  
 Innoucdouac): Inukjuak
• Fort George (St. Philip's): Fort George

• Fort George (St. Joseph's Mission, Résidence  
 Couture, Sainte-Thérèse-de-l'Enfant-Jésus):  
 Fort George
• Fort George Hostels (September 1, 1975  
 to June 30, 1978): Fort George
• La Tuque: La Tuque
• Mistassini Hostels (September 1, 1971 to  
 June 30, 1978): Mistassini
• Pointe Bleue: Pointe Bleue
• Sept-Îles (Notre-Dame, Maliotenam): Sept-Îles

Saskatchewan

• Battleford Industrial School (December 1883  
 to May 1914): Battleford
• Beauval (Lac la Plonge): Beauval
• Cote Improved Federal Day School  
 (September 1928 to June 1940): Kamsack
• Crowstand: Kamsack
• File Hills: Balcarres
• Fort Pelly: Fort Pelly
• Gordon's, Gordon's Reserve: Punnichy
• Lebret (Qu'Appelle, Whitecalf, St. Paul's  
 High School): Lebret
• Marieval (Cowesess, Crooked Lake): Grayson
• Muscowequan (Lestock, Touchwood): Lestock
• Prince Albert (Onion Lake Church of England,  
 St. Alban's, All Saints, St. Barnabas, Lac La  
 Ronge): Prince Albert
• Regina: Regina
• Round Lake: Stockholm
• St. Anthony's (Onion Lake Roman Catholic):  
 Onion Lake
• St. Michael's (Duck Lake): Duck Lake
• St. Philip's: Kamsack
• Sturgeon Landing (Predecessor to Guy  
 Hill, MB): Sturgeon Landing
• Thunderchild (Delmas, St. Henri): Delmas

Yukon

• Coudert Hall (Whitehorse Hostel/Student  
 Residence - Predecessor to Yukon Hall):  
 Whitehorse
• St. Paul's Hostel (September 1920 to June  
 1943): Dawson City
• Shingle Point (Predecessor to All Saints,  
 Aklavik): Shingle Point
• Whitehorse Baptist: Whitehorse
• Yukon Hall (Whitehorse/Protestant Hostel):  
 Whitehorse
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IAP COMPENSATION RULES

ACTS  
PROVEN

COMPENSATION  
POINTS

SL5 • Repeated, persistent incidents of anal or vaginal intercourse.
• Repeated, persistent incidents of anal/vaginal penetration with an object.

45-60

SL4 • One or more incidents of anal or vaginal intercourse.
• Repeated, persistent incidents of oral intercourse.
• One or more incidents of anal/vaginal penetration with an object.

36-44

SL3 • One or more incidents of oral intercourse.
• One or more incidents of digital anal/vaginal penetration.
• One or more incidents of attempted anal/vaginal penetration (excluding attempted digital penetration).
• Repeated, persistent incidents of masturbation.

26-35

PL • One or more physical assaults causing a physical injury that led to or should have led to hospitalization 
 or serious medical treatment by a physician; permanent or demonstrated long-term physical injury,  
 impairment or disfigurement; loss of consciousness; broken bones; or a serious but temporary  
 incapacitation such that bed rest or infirmary care of several days duration was required. Examples  
 include severe beating, whipping and second-degree burning.

11-25

SL2 • One or more incidents of simulated intercourse.
• One or more incidents of masturbation.
• Repeated, persistent fondling under clothing.

11-25

SL1 • One or more incidents of fondling or kissing.
• Nude photographs taken of the Claimant.
• The act of an adult employee or other adult lawfully on the premises exposing themselves.
• Any touching of a student, including touching with an object, by an adult employee or other adult  
 lawfully on the premises which exceeds recognized parental contact and violates the sexual integrity  
 of the student.

5-10

OWA • Being singled out for physical abuse by an adult employee or other adult lawfully on the premises  
 which was grossly excessive in duration and frequency and which caused psychological consequential  
 harms at the H3 level or higher.
• Any other wrongful act committed by an adult employee or other adult lawfully on the premises which  
 is proven to have caused psychological consequential harms at the H4 or H5 level.

5-25
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LEVEL OF 
HARM

CONSEQUENTIAL 
HARM

COMPENSATION  
POINTS

H5 Continued harm resulting in serious dysfunction. 
Evidenced by: psychotic disorganization, loss of ego boundaries, personality disorders, pregnancy 
resulting from a defined sexual assault or the forced termination of such pregnancy or being required 
to place for adoption a child resulting therefrom, self- injury, suicidal tendencies, inability to form or 
maintain personal relationships, chronic post-traumatic state, sexual dysfunction, or eating disorders.

20-25

H4 Harm resulting in some dysfunction. 
Evidenced by: frequent difficulties with interpersonal relationships, development of obsessive-
compulsive and panic states, severe anxiety, occasional suicidal tendencies, permanent significantly 
disabling physical injury, overwhelming guilt, self-blame, lack of trust in others, severe post-traumatic 
stress disorder, some sexual dysfunction, or eating disorders.

16-19

H3 Continued detrimental impact. 
Evidenced by: difficulties with interpersonal relationships, occasional obsessive-compulsive and panic 
states, some post- traumatic stress disorder, occasional sexual dysfunction, addiction to drugs, alcohol 
or substances, a long term significantly disabling physical injury resulting from a defined sexual 
assault, or lasting and significant anxiety, guilt, self-blame, lack of trust in others, nightmares, bed-
wetting, aggression, hyper-vigilance, anger,
retaliatory rage and possibly self-inflicted injury.

11-15

H2 Some detrimental impact. 
Evidenced by: occasional difficulty with personal relationships, some mild post-traumatic stress 
disorder, self-blame, lack of trust in others, and low self-esteem; and/or several occasions and several 
symptoms of: anxiety, guilt, nightmares, bed-wetting, aggression, panic states, hyper-vigilance, 
retaliatory rage, depression, humiliation, loss of self-esteem.

6-10

H1 Modest Detrimental Impact.
Evidenced by: Occasional short-term, one of: anxiety, nightmares, bed-wetting, aggression,  
panic states, hyper-vigilance, retaliatory rage, depression, humiliation, loss of self-esteem.

1-5
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AGGRAVATING FACTORS - ADD 5-15% OF POINTS FOR ACT AND HARM COMBINED
(ROUNDED UP TO THE NEAREST WHOLE NUMBER)

Verbal abuse

Racist acts

Threats

Intimidation/inability to complain; oppression

Humiliation; degradation

Sexual abuse accompanied by violence

Age of the victim or abuse of a particularly vulnerable child

Failure to provide care or emotional support following abuse requiring such care

Witnessing another student being subjected to an act set out on page 3

Use of religious doctrine, paraphernalia or authority during, or in order to facilitate, the abuse

Being abused by an adult who had built a particular relationship of trust and caring with the victim (betrayal)

APPENDIX II

FUTURE CARE ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION ($)

General – medical treatment, counselling Up to $10,000

If psychiatric treatment required, cumulative total Up to $15,000

CONSEQUENTIAL 
LOSS OF OPPORTUNITY

ADDITIONAL 
COMPENSATION  

(POINTS)

OL5 Chronic inability to obtain employment 21-25

OL4 Chronic inability to retain employment 16-20

OL3 Periodic inability to obtain or retain employment 11-15

OL2 Inability to undertake/complete education or training resulting in  
underemployment, and/or unemplyment

6-10

OL1 Diminished work capacity – physical strength, attention span 1-5
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Proven Actual Income Loss

Where actual income losses are proven pursuant to the standards set within the complex issues track of this IAP, an adjudicator may make an 
award for the amount of such proven loss up to a maximum of $250,000 in addition to the amount determined pursuant to the above grid, 
provided that compensation within the grid is established without the allocation of points for consequential loss of opportunity. The amount 
awarded for actual income loss shall be determined using the legal analyses and amounts awarded in court decisions for like matters.

Source:	Indian	Residential	Schools	Settlement	Agreement,	Schedule	D,	3-6.

COMPENSATION POINTS COMPENSATION ($)

1-10 $5,000 - $10,000

11-20 $11,000 - $20,000

21-30 $21,000 - $35,000

31-40 $36,000 - $50,000

41-50 $51,000 - $65,000

51-60 $66,000 - $85,000

61-70 $86,000 - $105,000

71-80 $106,000 - $125,000

81-90 $126,000 - $150,000

91-100 $151,000 - $180,000

101-110 $181,000 - $210,000

111-120 $211,000 - $245,000

121 or more Up to $275,000

APPENDIX II
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IMPLEMENTATION OF IMPROVEMENTS  
BY CATEGORY

CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Alternative Dispute 
Resolution (ADR)

2007-2008 Issuance of Guidance Paper (GP)-3 regarding re-opening a hearing to adjust a DR award for loss  
of opportunity

2009-2010 Development and implementation of procedures for transferring claims from ADR to IAP

Case  
Management

2009-2010 Implementation of new procedures for admitting claims to the complex track

2009-2010 Processes for early track assessment of complex track claims

2009-2010 "Performance Framework" initiatives to improve tracking of claims, services standards, quality controls 
and reporting mechanisms

2009-2010 Case management strategies for files "on hold" without mandatory documents over 145 days

2009-2010 Procedures to provide for a secondary review of applications within 30 days

2010-2011 Preliminary deployment of secure web-based system for Electronic Document Interchange (EDI)  
to enable users electronically to transfer protected documents

2010-2011 Full implementation of EDI with access expanded to all adjudicators, 34 claimants’ counsel representing 
large caseloads, and representatives of defendant Churches and Canada

2011-2013 Design, pilot project, and implementation of on-line Interactive File Management System (IFMS) to 
provide real-time communication between claimants’ counsel and the Adjudication Secretariat on the 
status of individual claims

2012-2013 Development of special IFMS module for use by Transition Coordinator in assignment of Blott & 
Company cases

2012-2013 Development of special intensive case management procedures to assist in getting claims ready for 
hearing

2013-2014 Expansion of IFMS functionality to include scheduling, post-hearing, intensive case management, and 
incomplete file resolution processes

2014-2015 Oversight Committee approval of "Completion Action Plan"; Requests for Directions submitted to and 
approved by Court for an Incomplete File Resolution Process (IFRP) and Lost Claimant Protocol (LCP) to 
address claims that had been unable to reach resolution

2014-2015 EDI made mandatory for electronic document submission

2014-2015 Further enhancement of IFMS functionality and processes.

2015-2016 Oversight Committee and Court approval of second phase of IFRP allowing a “Special Resolution 
Adjudicator” to receive submissions from the parties and make a “Resolution Direction”
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Communications  
and Outreach

2008-2009 Design, development of communications procedures, and launch of IAP website and Adjudication 
Secretariat intranet

2009-2010 Development of Outreach Strategy to provide information on the IAP focusing on regions where 
the number of IAP applications was low relative to the number of Common Experience Payment 
applications

2009-2010 Development of improved processes for responding to claimants' telephone inquiries

2011-2012 Enhancements to IAP Info-Line processes

2011-2012 Development and implementation of notice program re. IAP Application Deadline 

2013-2014 Development and implementation of revised Outreach Strategy

2013-2014 Development and implementation of revised Strategic Communications Plan focusing on IAP 
information products for claimants, claimant counsel, stakeholders and Canadians; re-launch of the 
internal staff newsletter

2014-2015 Launch of social media presence and development of social media processes

2014-2015 Development and implementation of notice program re. Lost Claimants Protocol

2015-2016 Development and implementation of Strategic Partnership Engagement Plan in disseminating  
information about the IAP and in searching for lost claimants as provided in the LCP

2015-2016 Partnership with Health Canada to provide claimants’ counsel with information on services offered by 
Health Support Services Program

2015-2016 Development and implementation of Post-Secondary Engagement Project to offer specially designed 
information materials about the IAP to colleges and universities to contribute to indigenous studies 
courses

2016-2018 Development and implementation of notice program re. Records Disposition

Decisions 2007-2008 Clarification of policy and procedures re. redaction of decisions

2007-2008 Oversight Committee approval of Chief Adjudicator Direction (CAD)-2 re. processes for adjudicators in 
dealing with consequential loss of opportunity compensation top-ups from ADR to IAP

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-3r2 revising, consolidating, and clarifying policies regarding the 
redaction of names in decisions

2008-2009 Issuance of GP-5 setting policy for internal reviews of adjudicators' decisions by the Chief Adjudicator

2008-2009 Process changes to expedite distribution of unredacted decisions to Canada and Churches

2008-2009 Development and implementation of database to improve content and access to existing Adjudicators’ 
Web-site of Decisions

2009-2010 Oversight Committee and National Administration Committee approval of PD-2 establishing the process 
and procedures for issuing Short Form Decisions, followed by pilot project and full implementation

2014-2015 Expansion of  Decisions Database to include the most up-to-date school history narratives, and making 
these accessible to all registered legal counsel and adjudicators
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Estate  
Claims

2009-2011 Establishment of procedures and implementation of pilot projects for admitting claims of deceased 
claimants

2015-2016 Full Implementation of estate claims procedures

2016-2017 Formation of Estate Claims Working Group to review and revise processes

Finance and 
Administration

2008-2009 Restructuring of financial systems to improve administrative efficiency

2008-2009 Process-Flow Mapping for Chief Adjudicator’s office

2009-2010 Procedures to improve security effectiveness of monitoring process for transcripts and audio cards

2009-2010 Hearings Management process review to address invoice backlog

2009-2010 Development of protocols to improve management of claims

2009-2010 Quality Assurance Assessment of application intake by Crawford

2010-2011 Implementation of quality control mechanisms for hearing logistics

2010-2012 Audits and development of action plans of core management practices of governance, risk 
management, stewardship, and accountability

2013-2014 Development and implementation of procedures to enhance data protection and security measures; 
development of adjudicator security manual

2013-2014 Initiative to enhance the quality and effectiveness of operational plan preparation procedures

2014-2015 Transfer of contracts to PWGSC to obtain higher funding authorities and ensure service continuity

2014-2015 Implementation of procedures identified in external consultant's Security Audit

2014-2016 Review and revision of processes to monitor contracts to strengthen fiscal accountability; revision of 
adjudicator billing guidelines

2015-2016 Development with PSPC of limited tendering process for legal firms to support the Chief Adjudicator, 
Executive Director, and Chair of the Oversight Committee

2015-2016 Development and implementation of Comprehensive Integrated Document Management System 
(CDIMS) to store emails and documents

Group IAP 2007-2008 Established processes for the program

2013-2014 Update of Group IAP terms and conditions and redesign of Group IAP application process

2014-2015 Launch of online toolkit to assist Group Coordinators in forming groups, financial reporting, final 
reporting, planning, implementing, and evaluating funded activities

Hearings and  
Hearing  

Scheduling

2007-2008 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-1 setting procedures for adjudicators to flag potential movement 
of a claim from ADR to IAP in certain circumstances

2007-2008 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-4r1 setting policy regarding responses to statements from 
alleged perpetrators
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Hearings and  
Hearing  

Scheduling

2008-2009 Clarification of policy and process for selecting hearing location and implementation of new claimant’s 
preference form

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-7 to clarify policy and procedures re. hearing transcripts

2008-2009 Series of process changes to increase efficiencies in arranging hearings

2008-2009 Development of processes to align resources through “block hearings” based on analysis of distribution 
of claims by locations and law firms

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-6 and CAD-6r1 setting policy and procedures for scheduling 
hearings for alleged perpetrators

2008-2009 Establishment of hearing targets & scheduling horizon to maximize adjudication capacity and increase 
effectiveness/efficiency for scheduling hearings

2009-2010 Establishment of Winnipeg Hearing Centre to offer claimants a safe and culturally-appropriate hearing 
location

2009-2010 Oversight Committee approval of GP-6 regarding preparation of Other Wrongful Acts claims

2009-2010 Implementation of new scheduling process for alleged perpetrator hearings

2009-2010 Travel policy and process changes to improve effectiveness of approval of hearing travel arrangements

2009-2010 Scheduling strategy and processes to accommodate travel and logistical challenges posed by the 
Vancouver Olympics

2010-2011 Establishment of Vancouver Hearing Centre

2010-2011 Revision and clarification of policy and process for request and approval of expedited hearings, 
including new “Expedited Hearing Request Form”

2011-2012 Following directions from Oversight Committee and the Courts, issuance of GP-7 setting new procedures 
for hearing  postponements

2011-2012 "Over 65" Pilot Project and associated processes (pre-hearing teleconferences, adjudicator-led 
teleconferences)

2013-2014 "5-Day Block" Pilot Project to increase volume of hearings for claimants of same age and health status

2013-2014 Oversight Committee approval of initiative to minimize the impact of hearing postponements by 
coordinating hearing substitutions among represented claims

2013-2014 Oversight Committee approval and implementation of the Accelerated Hearings Process (AHP)

2013-2014 New procedures re. hearings in correctional facilities to address security requirements

2013-2014 Extension of Hearing Postponement Policy to Negotiated Settlements

2014-2015 Oversight Committee approval of initiative to minimize impact of hearing postponements by 
coordinating hearing substitutions among represented claims

2014-2015 Implementation of  strategy to engage qualified, objective, and sensitive interpreters for hearings
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Hearings and  
Hearing  

Scheduling

2014-2015 Oversight Committee approval and implementation of "Over 80" initiative implemented permitting 
claimants over 80 years of age to proceed to hearing in advance of mandatory document completion  

2014-2015 Integration of AHP into other targeted initiatives to increase number of hearing-ready files

2014-2015 Expansion of the AHP to Include Self-Represented Claimants

2015-2016 Oversight Committee approval of mandatory scheduling of hearings using AHP when required

2015-2016 Improvements in complex track hearing scheduling processes

2015-2016 Issuance of GP-7r1 providing modifications to and additional details re. hearing postponement policy

Human 
Resources

2007-2019 Commencing with vicarious trauma training for staff and adjudicators from the outset of  the 
Adjudication Secretariat, the development and implementation of a range of processes and activities 
aimed at protecting and enhancing the well-being of staff and a healthy work environment; further 
formalized in 2011-12 with the development of an evergreen Wellness Strategy and implementation of 
action plans

2013-2014 Agreement between Adjudication Secretariat and  AANDC on new staffing processes to enable more 
rapid filling of vacant positions

2015-2016 Development and implementation of strategies and procedures for wind-down of Adjudication 
Secretariat including workforce adjustment sessions, developmental training, and skills enhancement 
initiatives 

2016-2017 Development and implementation of Knowledge Retention Strategy to identify areas at greatest risk, 
strategies to protect information and knowledge, and to retain key staff required for completion of IAP

Legal  
Representation

2009-2010 Establishment of processes for legal fee reviews and appeals of decisions

2010-2011 Issuance of GP-1r2 providing information to claimants about legal fees and requests for legal fee 
reviews or challenges

2011-2012 Publication of comprehensive Desk Guide for Legal Counsel providing information on all aspects of the 
IAP

2012-2013 Contingency plan to Address the removal of Blott & Co. from the IAP

2012-2013 Development of processes to encourage high quality legal representation for claimants, including 
publication of information for claimants on what they have a right to expect from and how to work 
effectively with their lawyer, and centralization of handling of complaints

2012-2013 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-10 re. procedures for withdrawal of legal counsel from a claim

2013-2014 Issuance of GP-1r3 revising guidance to adjudicators on factors to consider in legal fee reviews

2014-2015 Implementation of IAP Integrity Protocol as approved by the Court, appointing Independent Special 
Advisor and establishing processes for lodging, investigating, and resolving complaints against lawyers

2015-2016 Update of Desk Guide for Legal Counsel to include various procedural and legal matters and 
information on Health Support services
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Negotiated 
Settlements  

Process

2008-2009 Clarification of  policy and rules regarding the selection of claims and procedures for the conduct of 
Negotiated Settlement Processes (NSPs)

2011-2012 Changes in processes to allow earlier distribution of evidentiary packages

2013-2014 Oversight Committee approval of new processes for NSP-related hearing cancellations

Post-Hearing  
Processes

2008-2009 Revisions of processes to increase effectiveness/efficiencies in acquiring services of medical experts

2009-2010 Process changes to increase post-hearing efficiency (assessments, transcript requests, scheduling of 
hearings for witnesses or alleged perpetrators)

2010-2011 Revision of contracting model for psychological experts and Request for Proposals to manage medical 
assessment contracts

2010-2011 Implementation of procedures and reports to enhance effectiveness of tracking decision status, post-
hearing submissions, and legal fee reviews

2011-2012 At the request of the Court, revision of procedures and supplemental reports to track hearing process

2015-2016 Revision of processes to improve scheduling of final submission teleconferences

2015-2016 Implementation of strategies to address post-hearing claim delays

2015-2016 Issuance of GP-9 establishing procedures regarding the postponement of assessments

Pre-Hearing  
Processes

2007-2008 Oversight Committee and National Administration Committee approval of Practice Directive (PD)-1 
setting policies and procedures for preliminary case assessments of complex track claims

2008-2009 New processes to streamline mandatory document production

2008-2009 Oversight Committee and National Administration Committee approval of GP-2 providing guidance and 
procedures regarding Actual Income Loss claims

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-5 to increase efficiencies in dealing with complex track cases 
through pre-hearing teleconferences

2009-2010 Process improvements related to jurisdictional pre-hearing teleconferences

2009-2010 Memoranda of Understanding and/or development of IAP-specific processes with Alberta Corrections, 
Saskatchewan Corrections, Corrections Canada, and Service Canada to improve provision of mandatory 
documents

2010-2011 Development and implementation of procedures for progressing files on-hold at scheduling phase

2010-2011 Introduction of processes to work with claimant counsel to address missing mandatory documents

2011-2012 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-9 to codify procedures for resolving jurisdictional issues

2012-2013 Oversight Committee approval of GP-8 setting procedures for the withdrawal of IAP claims
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Pre-Hearing  
Processes

2013-2014 Revision to Schedule P processes allowing represented claims requiring Schedule P  to proceed through 
document collection to a hearing

2015-2016 Revisions of pre-hearing logistics procedures to improve efficiencies

2015-2016 Issuance of GP-10 establishing procedures to permit adjudicators to proceed with a case despite lack of 
participation by claimants in teleconferences

2016-2017 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-11 establishing deadline to appeal decisions denying admission 
of claims into the IAP, and notification of non-admit decisions for lost or deceased claimants with no 
estate identified 

2016-2017 Oversight Committee approval of GP-8r1 revising procedures for the withdrawal of IAP claims

Self-Represented 
Claimants

2008-2009 Procedures & services standards for providers of support to self-represented claimants

2009-2010 Project to ensure effective structure and processes in place to assist with document collection for self-
represented claimants

2010-2011 Pilot Project to improve document collection for self-represented claimants in the North

2010-2011 Introduction of early track assessment teleconferences for self-represented claimants

2011-2012 Contracts with the AFN and NTI to help self-represented claimants in the Arctic complete IAP applications

2013-2014 Pilot Project to assist self-represented claimants in finding counsel

2014-2015 Analysis of and procedures to address outstanding pre-hearing self-represented claims

2014-2015 Pilot project designed to educate self-represented claimants on the role and potential benefits of legal 
counsel

2014-2015 Oversight Committee approval of list of lawyers accepting referrals of self-represented claimants

2015-2016 Combination of Early Track Assessment and Pre-hearing conference calls for self-represented claims in 
the complex track

2015-2016 Project to identify barriers and assist in moving claims forward for claimants with capacity or mental 
health issues

2015-2016 Project to develop adjudicator expertise in dealing with the volume of documents for self-represented 
claimants produced as a consequence of the Court Direction re. St. Anne's school

2015-2016 Processes to assign specially-trained adjudicators where involuntarily unrepresented claimants had 
been unable to retain counsel

Student-on-Student 
(SOS) Claims

2007-2008 Issuance of GP-4 to establish processes and mechanisms to identify and address re-openers of ADR SOS 
claims

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-8 to clarify policy, process and options for sharing of information 
re. admission of staff knowledge in SOS claims

2013-2014 Oversight Committee approval of strategy to enable SOS claims deemed likely to yield admissions of 
staff knowledge (based on information available in the application) to be heard prior to claims which 
might potentially benefit from them
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FOCUS GROUP, INTERVIEW,  
AND QUESTIONNAIRE PARTICIPANTS

• Eskasoni First Nation, Nova Scotia
• Montreal, Quebec
• Kenora, Ontario
• London, Ontario
• Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
• Six Nations (Brantford), Ontario
• Thunder Bay, Ontario

• Stony Mountain Institution, Manitoba
• Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Saskatoon, Saskatchewan
• Cardston (Blood Tribe), Alberta
• Buffalo Sage Treatment Centre,  
 Alberta
• Edmonton, Alberta

• Kainai Treatment Centre, Blood  
 Reserve, Alberta
• Port Alberni, British Columbia
• Vancouver, British Columbia
• Behchokǫ̀, Northwest Territories
• Inuvik, Northwest Territories
• Yellowknife, Northwest Territories

CLAIMANTS
Hundreds of claimants and family members participated in individual one-on-one interviews or focus groups with the research team. 

The interviews were conducted confidentially; therefore, names of these participants will not be identified in this report except in cases 
where they gave explicit permission to provide an attributed quote. The following are the locations of interviews and focus groups:

PARTNERS/STAKEHOLDERS/STAFF – FOCUS GROUPS/QUESTIONNAIRES
The following partner, stakeholder, and staff groups provided information for this report through focus groups or questionnaires:

Cultural Support Workers/Elders/Interpreters:

• Eskasoni First Nation, Nova Scotia
• Montreal Friendship Centre, Quebec
• Atlosha Healing Family Services,  
 London, Ontario
• Indian Residential Schools Support  
 Services of Ontario 

• Aboriginal Health and Wellness  
 Centre of Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Saskatoon Tribal Council,  
 Saskatchewan
• Edmonton Institution For Women
• Native Counselling Services of Alberta

• SAPAATSIMA-PII Health Centre, Alberta
• Indian Residential Schools Survivors  
 Society of BC
• Quu’asa, Port Alberni, British  
 Columbia
• Vision of Hope, Yellowknife

• Eskasoni First Nation, Nova Scotia
• Montreal Friendship Centre, Quebec
• Atlosha Healing Family Services,  
 London, Ontario
• Indian Residential Schools Support  
 Services of Ontario

• Aboriginal Health and Wellness Centre  
 of Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Saskatoon Tribal Council,  
 Saskatchewan  
• Edmonton Institution for Women,  
 Alberta

• Native Counselling Services of Alberta
• SAPAATSIMA-PII Health Centre, Alberta
• Indian Residential Schools Survivors  
 Society of BC
• Quu’asa, Port Alberni, British Columbia
• Vision of Hope, Yellowknife

Health Support Workers:
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Community Leaders:

• Eskasoni First Nation, Nova Scotia
• Six Nations, Ontario
• Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Saskatoon, Saskatchewan

• Saskatoon Tribal Council,  
 Saskatchewan
• Cardston (Blood Reserve) Elders,  
 Alberta

• Indian Residential Schools Survivors  
 Society of British Columbia – Board  
 of Directors
• NCTR Survivor Circle

Government of Canada:

• Health Canada RHSW Coordinators
• Health Canada National  

 Representatives
• Resolution Managers/Department  

 of Justice Representatives  
 (2 focus groups) 

IRSAS staff participated in an honour ceremony held by the Indian Residential Schools Survivors Society in Vancouver.

Church:

• United Church Representatives

Adjudication Secretariat:

• Adjudicators (4 focus groups) • IRSAS staff (3 focus groups)
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Claimant Counsel:

• McKiggan Hebert Lawyers,  
 Nova Scotia
• Éric Lépine Avocat Inc, Quebec
• Carol Robitaille et Pierre Garon,  
 Quebec
• Carroll Law Office, Manitoba

• Duboff Edwards Haight &  
 Schachter Law Corporation,  
 Manitoba
• Troniak Law Office, Manitoba 
• Aboriginal Law Group,  
 Saskatchewan

• Cabott & Cabott, British  
 Columbia
• Stevens & Company, British  
 Columbia Field Law, NWT
• Daniel S. Shier Law Office,  
 Yukon

Other:

• Crawford (now called Epiq) Class Action Services

INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS166

The following are a list of individuals who were interviewed individually for the report:

• Laurel Curley
• Johnny Heavyshields

• Rex Lumberjack 
• Andrew Reuben

• Grace Smallboy

Claimants – with consent to use their name:

166 Note: some respondents are noted twice because they represent different groups.

Indigenous Organizations/Representatives:

• Jarred Baker, Director of Programs  
 Aboriginal Wellness Centre of Winnipeg,  
 Manitoba
• Mike Cachagee, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Claudette Chevrier, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Debbie Cielen, Aboriginal Wellness Centre  
 of Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Michael R. Denny, RHSW, Eskasoni,  
 Nova Scotia
• Carolyn Doxtator, Intergenerational, Ontario
• Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami (ITK)
• Kelly Eagle Tail Feather, Blood Tribe of  

 Alberta 
• Jill Green, Intergenerational, Ontario
• Marlene Green, Elder/Intergenerational,  
 Ontario
• Nunavut Tunngavik Inc 
• Joanne Hansenn, Sapaatsima-PII Health  
 Centre, Alberta
• Duane Hill, Intergenerational, Ontario
• Piita Irniq, NCTR Survivor Circle 
• Janice Knighton, Coordinator IRSSS of BC
• Rex Lumberjack, Saskatoon Tribal Council,  
 Saskatchewan

• Diane Maluorno, Coordinator, Vision of  
 Hope, NWT
• Ida Martin, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Ry Moran, NCTR, Manitoba
• Tony Rebesca, Addictions Counsel,  
 Behchokǫ̀, NWT
• Peter Sakaney, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Melba Thomas, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Ray Thunderchild, Elder, IRSSS of BC
• Barney Williams, NCTR Survivor Circle
• Beverly Wise, IRS Coordinator, Saskatoon  
 Tribal Council
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Oversight Committee Chair Mayo Moran (right)  
with Chief Adjudicator Dan Shapiro (left).

Oversight Committee:

• Les Carpenter, Inuit Organizations
• Karen Cuddy, Government of Canada
• Paul Favel, AFN
• Mitch Holash, Catholic Church

• David Iverson, United Church
• Len Marchand, former Claimant  
 Counsel
• Mayo Moran, Independent Chair

• David Paterson, Claimant Counsel
• Tara Shannon, Government of  
 Canada
• Diane Soroka, Claimant Counsel

National Administration Committee:

• Catherine Coughlan,  
 Government of Canada
• P. Jonathan Faulds,  

 Independent Counsel
• Peter Grant, Chair 
• Kathleen Mahoney, AFN

• Jane Ann Summers,  
 Independent Counsel

Court:

• Brian Gover, Court Counsel
• Michael Mooney, Court Monitor

• Perry Schulman, Retired Justice  
 of the Court of Queens Bench

• Warren Winkler, Retired Ontario  
 Chief Justice
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Truth and Reconciliation Commission:

• Kim Murray, Executive Director • Murray Sinclair, Commissioner • Marie Wilson, Commissioner

Church:

• Cecile Fausak, United Church
• Mitch Holash, Catholic Church
• David Iverson, United Church
• Sister Margaret Hayward,  

 Anglican Church
• Stephen Kendall, Presbyterian  
 Church 
• Rev. Bill Gillis – Winnipeg

• Rev. Pat Wotton – Winnipeg
• Rev. John Badertscher – Manitoba
• Rev. Jim Manly – Nanaimo, BC
• Ms. Eva Manly – Nanaimo, BC

Claimant Counsel:

• Dale Cunningham, Field Law
• John Dooks, Alberta Law  
 Society
• P. Jonathan Faulds, Field Law

• Leah Kosokowsky, Law  
 Society of Manitoba 
• David Paterson, Claimant  
 Counsel

• Diane Soroka, Claimant  
 Counsel
• Jane Ann Summers,  
 Claimant Counsel

Government of Canada:

• Karen Cuddy, OC Rep
• Mario Dion, former DM,  
 IRSRC
• Doug Ewart, former Advisor,  
 IRSRC
• Brad Favel, DOJ Counsel and  

 NSP Coordinator
• Frank Iacobucci, Government  
 of Canada’s Negotiator for  
 Indian Residential Schools  
 Settlement Agreement
• Helene Laurendeau, INAC  

 Deputy Minister
• Tara Shannon, OC Rep
• Colleen Swords, former INAC  
 Deputy Minister 
• Michael Wernick, former  
 INAC Deputy Minister

Independent Assessment Process:

• Irene Fraser, former Manager
• Ted Hughes, former Chief  
 Adjudicator (ADR)
• Jeffrey Hutchinson, former  
 Executive Director
• Dan Ish, former Chief Adjudicator
• Catherine Knox, former DCA

• Michel Landry, DCA
• Rodger Linka, DCA
• Peggy Martin-McGuire,  
 former Manager 
• Wes Marsden, DCA
• Delia Opekokew, DCA
• Harold Robinson, Adjudicator

• Susan Ross, DCA
• Michael Simpson, former Manager
• Akivah Starkman, former Executive  
 Director
• John Trueman, former Senior  
 Advisor
• Lisa Weber, DCA
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INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT PROCESS: 
OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE, ADJUDICATORS, 

AND ADMINISTRATION

Oversight Committee Members:

• Mayo Moran, Independent Chair
• David Paterson, Claimant Counsel  
 Representative
• Diane Soroka, Claimant Counsel  
 Representative
• Len Marchand, past Claimant Counsel Rep
• Kerry O’Shea, past Claimant Counsel Rep
• David Iverson, Church Representative  
 (Protestant Churches)
• Mitch Holash, Church Representative  
 (Catholic Entities)

• James Ehmann, past Church  
 Representative
• Julie McGregor, AFN Representative
• Paul Favel, past AFN Representative
• Bobby Joseph, past AFN Representative 
• William Wuttunee, past AFN  
 Representative 
• Carol Brzezicki, past Indigenous  
 Representative
• Lucy Kuptana, Inuit Representative
• Les Carpenter, past Inuit Representative

• Rosemarie Kuptana, past Inuit  
 Representative
• Juliet Donnici, Canada Representative
• Karen Turcotte, Canada Representative
• Tara Shannon, past Canada Representative
• Karen Cuddy, past Canada Representative
• Luc Dumont, past Canada Representative
• Alison Molloy, past Canada Representative
• Line Pare, past Canada Representative
• James Ward, past Canada Representative

Chief Adjudicators:

• Daniel Ish • Daniel Shapiro

Deputy Chief Adjudicators:

• Kay Dunlop
• Catherine Knox
• Michel Landry

• Rodger Linka 
• Wes Marsden
• Delia Opekokew

• Susan Ross
• Lisa Weber
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Adjudicators:

• André Bachand
• Kevin E. Ball
• Susan Barber
• Evelyn J. Baxter
• Michael Bay
• Jean-Pierre Beauchesne
• Normand G (Rusty) Beauchesne
• Vivienne G. Beisel
• Ronald Gordon Bell
• Leslie Belloc-Pinder
• David Bennet
• Peggy Blair
• M. Anne Bolton
• Hugh Braker
• Joan Bubbs
• Peter Burns
• Dennis Callihoo
• Ruth Campbell
• William J. Campbell
• Jack M. Chapman
• Lawrie Cherniack
• Terrance Chinn
• N. Paul Cloutier
• Jean Charles Coutu
• Paulah Dauns
• Wilfred DeGraves
• Sheila Denysiuk
• Max Dokuchie
• Arlene Doll
• Firoz R. Dossa

• Jean L. Dutil
• Paul Fraser
• Carolyn J. Frost
• Lyall Gardiner
• Matthew Garfield
• Michelle Gelfand
• Caron George
• Larry Gilbert
• Scott P. Gray
• Richard W. Grounds 
• Ken Halvorson
• Silas Halyk
• Carol Ann Hart
• William Hartzog
• J. Richard Hatchette
• Maria G. Henheffer
• John C. Hill
• John (Jack) D. Hillson
• Richard Hornung
• Thomas A. B. Jolliffe
• Bertha L. Joseph
• Cynthia Joseph
• Roy M. Kahle
• Kathleen Keating
• Robert Kominar
• Pamela Large-Moran
• David Garth Leitch
• J. Paul Lordon
• Paul Love
• Cheryl Macdonald

• Kelly A. MacDonald
• Dawn Marie McBride
• Hugh McCall
• Myrna McCallum
• Anne McGarry
• Jill H. McIntyre
• Kathleen McIsaac
• Elizabeth M. B. Mckall
• Kathleen Mell
• Joan Mercredi
• Lore Marie Mirwaldt
• John M. Moreau
• Gloria Morgan
• Jane Morley
• Teri Mosher
• Donald Murray
• Cheryl Mustard Berry
• Theodore Nemetz
• Rober Neron
• Kurt Neuenfeldt 
• Patricia O'Connor
• John M. Orr
• Phillipe Patry
• Bonnie Pelletier-Maracle
• Robert Pelton
• Lawrence Richard Plenert
• James R. Posynick
• Christopher Poudrier
• Karen Prisciak
• Joe Quarton

• Douglas Racine
• Merrilee Rasmussen
• Kabir P. Ravindra
• Pamela M. Reilly
• Yvon Roberge
• Carol Roberts
• Harold Robinson
• John P. Sanderson
• Rita Scott
• Helen G. Semaganis
• Kelly Serbu
• Dirk Silversides
• Karen L. Snowshoe
• Roxane Stanners
• Huguette St-Louis
• Troy Sweet
• Ian Szlazak
• M. Gwendolynne Taylor
• Roxane Vachon
• Shirley R. Wales
• Anne Wallace
• Theresa M. Walsh
• Gavin Wood
• Milton (Mickey) Woodard
• Adrian C. Wright
• Barbara J. Yates
• Leanne Young
• Lennard Young
• Angela Zborosky
• Catherine Zuck

Executive Directors:

• Jeffrey Hutchinson
• Akivah Starkman

• Shelley Trevethan
• Roger Tetreault

Adjudication Secretariat

Hundreds of staff worked at the Adjudication Secretariat over the years. We would like to 
express our gratitude to all of the staff who put in long hours and tireless work to ensure 
that claimants were provided with excellent service during a very difficult time for them.
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CHAPTER 1

It has taken extraordinary courage for the thousands of survivors that have come forward to speak publicly about the 
abuse they suffered. It is a testament to their resilience as individuals and to the strength of their cultures.¹

n September 19, 2007, the Indian Residential 
Schools Settlement Agreement (IRSSA, or 

Settlement Agreement) was implemented. The IRSSA 
simultaneously signified a culmination, a continuation, 
and a commencement of efforts towards reparation and 
reconciliation for the history and ongoing impact of 
Canada’s residential school system.²

In 1883, the government of Canada had formalized a 

policy of creating residential schools for Indigenous 
children with the establishment of three schools in Alberta 
and Saskatchewan. The residential school system – funded 
by the Government and administered by Christian 
Churches - was designed to separate children from their 
families in order to “civilize” them, and to “get rid of 
the Indian problem”.³ From then until the final federal 
residential school closed in 1997, more than 150,000 First 
Nations, Inuit, and Métis children attended these schools.

O

The Shingwauk Indian Residential School in Sault 
Ste. Marie operated between 1878 and 1970. The 
school site now has one of the largest collections 

of residential school history in the country.

INTRODUCTION

1 The Right Honourable Stephen Harper, Prime Minister of Canada, “Statement of Apology to Former Students of Indian Residential Schools”, Official Report (Hansard), Canada, Parliament, House of Commons. 39th Parl., 2nd sess., vol. 142,  
 no. 110 (Ottawa: Parliament of Canada, 11 June 2008).
² The full text of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement (IRSSA) is available at: http://www.residentialschoolsettlement.ca/settlement.html
³ Public Works Minister Hector Langevin, Hansard, 22 May 1883; Duncan Campbell Scott, Deputy Superintendent, Department of Indian Affairs, (1920), National Archives of Canada, Record Group 10, vol. 6810, file 470-2-3, vol .7, pp. 55  
 (L-3) and 63 (N-3), as cited in John Leslie, The Historical Development of the Indian Act, 2nd ed. (Ottawa: Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Treaties and Historical Research Branch, 1978) p. 114. It should be noted  
 that church-operated Indian Residential Schools predated confederation; the new policy was created to systematize and expand this already existing system
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4 In partial response to these claims, Canada commenced, in 2003, an out-of-court Dispute Resolution process to expedite the resolution of claims. This process is discussed in Chapters 3 and 4.
5 Canada, Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, Report of the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services, 1996).
6 IRSSA, Schedule “N”, p. 1.

CHAPTER 1

panning more than one hundred years and more than 
one hundred schools, the residential school experience 

was not the same for every child or in every location. Some 
former students talk about learning new subjects; about 
participation in sports, music, or dance; about a teacher who 
tried to be kind and sheltering. Some went on to higher 
education. But these stories are the exceptions. For most, the 
residential school system was profoundly negative and had a 
lasting impact on the children, on their families, and on their 
culture. Children as young as three were forcibly removed from 
their families and communities and taken to the schools. When 
they arrived, their clothes were often discarded and destroyed. 
They were often no longer called by their names but were given 
new English or French names, and numbers by which they 
were referred to throughout their years at the school. They were 
typically forbidden to use their language, follow their spiritual 
beliefs, or practise their cultures. Many schools prohibited 
parental contact, and children did not see their families for 
months or years at a time. At the school they could face extreme 
discipline and be forced to do labour. If they tried to escape, 
they were tracked down by the police and brought back to the 
schools where they were punished. Many of the students were 
subject to physical, psychological, and sexual abuse.

Beginning in the 1990s and continuing into the 2000s, 
organizations and individuals started to embark in concerted 
ways to acknowledge and address the legal, moral, and spiritual 
wrongs that the Indian Residential Schools legacy had inflicted. 

An increasing number of former students began to file 
individual lawsuits against the Government of Canada and 
the Churches. Survivor groups were formed, and law firms 
launched class action suits on behalf of those former students.4 
When it was achieved in 2007, the Indian Residential Schools 

Settlement Agreement was the largest class action settlement 
in Canadian history and marked the culmination of many 
thousands of active or potential civil litigation claims.

At the same time, the IRSSA represented a step in a continuum 
of efforts, legal and otherwise, to come to terms with this 
dark chapter in the country’s history. Churches had by then 
offered apologies for the residential schools; the Royal 
Commission on Aboriginal Peoples had called for a public 
inquiry into the schools5; dialogues and discussions had 
been undertaken and, ultimately, multi-party negotiations 
were launched to determine and achieve a comprehensive 
approach to addressing these deep and complex issues. The 
Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement was thus 
a continuation of a number of significant measures on a 
protracted and ongoing path toward recognizing and  
healing the past.

The IRSSA also signaled the commencement of several 
new initiatives. It created a Common Experience Payment, 
designating $1.9 billion to provide compensation for all 
surviving former residents of Indian Residential Schools. This 
marked the first time that compensation was awarded for the 
collective experience of all who had resided at those schools. 
The Settlement Agreement provided a five-year endowment 
for the Aboriginal Healing Foundation in the amount of 
$125 million, and set aside an additional $20 million for 
funding national and community-based commemoration 
projects. Furthermore, the Agreement established a Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission to compile the historical record and 
promote awareness of the Indian Residential School system, 
“to put the events of the past behind us so that we can work 
towards a stronger and healthier future… and pave the way  
to reconciliation.”6

S
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7 Section 4.06 (i) of the IRSSA allowed for claims to be litigated in certain specified circumstances: “…a Class Member who on or after the fifth anniversary of the Implementation Date had never commenced an action other than a class  
 action in relation to an Indian Residential School or the operation of Indian Residential Schools, participated in a Pilot Project, applied to the DR Model, or applied to the IAP, may commence an action for any of the Continuing Claims within  
 the jurisdiction of the court in which the action is commenced.”
8 Some of these were continuations of claims filed under the former Dispute Resolution process. Following the deadline for IAP applications, the Supervising Courts added several schools to the terms of the Settlement Agreement and 
 provided for former students of those schools to submit IAP applications: The Courts (in Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2012 BCSC 839) also allowed a number of unsubmitted claims that had been handled by former claimant   
 counsel David Blott to be deemed “accepted as filed” following the IAP application deadline: Chapter 4, footnote 78.
9 In addition to this number of initial claimant hearings, the IAP also conducted separate hearings for witnesses and for alleged perpetrators, as well as claimant continuation hearings if required. The total number of awards includes  
 those issued by adjudicators (23,425) and those resulting from the Negotiated Settlement Process (4,144). The total amount of compensation paid includes awards to claimants, disbursements and claimant counsel legal fees paid by the  
 Government of Canada.
10 The completion of IAP adjudication is subject to any cases that may in future be referred to the process by the Courts.

CHAPTER 1

s well, the Settlement Agreement 
created an Independent Assessment 

Process (IAP) to adjudicate claims and 
provide compensation for former students 
who had suffered abuse at residential 
schools. As it was part of a class action 
settlement, unless a class member opted 
out, the IAP became the only means for 
former students to advance claims of 
abuse; all class members who did not opt 
out of the Settlement Agreement would 
be bound by its terms, and unable to sue 
the government or the churches for issues 
emanating from the residential school 
experience.7 Former students wishing to 
submit a claim under the IAP were given a 
five-year period in which to do so, with the 
deadline for applications being September 
19, 2012. Ultimately, more than 38,000 
Residential Schools survivors had filed 
claims under the IAP.8

In the over 13 years since the signing of 
the IRSSA, the IAP held 26,707 claimant 
hearings, issued 27,846 awards, and 
awarded $3.233 billion in compensation.9 
It marked a unique experience in the 
history and legacy of Indian Residential 
Schools in Canada, and also – given its scale 
and approach - a unique undertaking in the 
resolution of civil litigation. It is thus vital 
at this juncture to capture in some measure 
the history, development, implementation, 
and impact of this core aspect of the 
Settlement Agreement. The Oversight 
Committee of the IAP hopes that its Final 
Report on the Independent Assessment 

A More than 26,000 hearings were held in the IAP. 

Process will contribute to an understanding 
of the magnitude and complexities of this 
process, of the challenges in ensuring that 
the IAP would meet its objectives under the 
Settlement Agreement, and of the lessons 
that have been learned in shaping and 
delivering an undertaking of this nature 
and importance.

The Oversight Committee would like to 
acknowledge the many IAP claimants, 
stakeholders, and staff who have 
contributed to this Report. In particular, we 
would like to thank the tens of thousands 
of survivors who came forward to relate 

their personal histories and experiences at the 
residential schools. 

The claims filed under the IAP have now 
been resolved and the work of the IAP 
itself is concluded.10 However, the need to 
continue the healing journeys of residential 
school survivors, their families, communities, 
and Nations to work toward individual and 
collective reconciliation of the divisions caused 
and exacerbated by this important chapter of 
Canadian history, remains; so too does the 
need to address their impacts on contemporary 
Canadian society as a whole. This Report is 
dedicated to that ongoing journey.



2021 FINAL REPORT 9

THE LEGACY OF INDIAN  
RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS IN CANADA

ver the past several years, there have been numerous 
in-depth examinations of the history and experiences of 

Indian Residential Schools in Canada. Perhaps the most notable 
and comprehensive of these was contained in the Final Report 
of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, whose mandate 
included the creation of “as complete an historical record as 
possible of the IRS system and legacy”.11 While it is not necessary 
to replicate these significant studies in this Report, it is important 
to understand the Indian Residential Schools Settlement 
Agreement, the IAP, and the experiences of residential school 
survivors, in the context of that history. The following, therefore, 
provides a brief description of the background and legacy of 
Indian Residential Schools in Canada.

History of Residential Schools in Canada

While attempts by missionaries to assimilate Indigenous peoples 
can be found as far back as the 17th century, the first known 
residential schools in Canada (then known as “Mission schools”) 
can be traced to the 1820s.12 These were boarding schools run 
by the Churches in Upper and Lower Canada, the Red River, and 
in British Columbia. Roman Catholic, Anglican, Presbyterian, and 
United Church clergy developed curricula and established and/or 
operated the schools to educate Indigenous children13.

Proposals for a federally-supported residential school system 
began to emerge in the early 1800s, including the Bagot Report14, 
seen as the foundational document for the federal residential 
school system.15 Following Confederation, the Government of 

Canada began funding the establishment of the Indian Residential 
School system in Canada to meet its obligations under the Indian 
Act (1876), and treaty obligations to provide education. At the 
request of Prime Minister Alexander Mackenzie, Nicholas Flood 
Davin conducted a study of the boarding school concept used for 
“aggressive civilization” of Indians in the United States. The 1879 
Davin Report promoted educating Indian children at industrial 
schools away from their families and cultural traditions to facilitate 
the destruction of Indigenous spirituality.16 The objectives were 
based on the assumption that Indigenous cultures and spiritual 
beliefs were inferior to the European-Canadian culture. He noted:

“If anything is to be done with the Indian, we must catch him 
very young. The children must be kept constantly within the  
circle of civilized society.”

Davin urged the Government to build and fund the schools to 
be run and operated by the Churches. To implement its policy 
of assimilation, in 1883 the Government of Canada funded 
three residential schools and relied on the Christian religious 
organizations to provide teachers and education. By 1900, 61 
schools were in operation, in all provinces and territories except  
for New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island. This number grew  
to a total of 140.17

The Roman Catholic Church accounted for approximately 60% 
of residential school operations, the Anglican Church of Canada 
approximately 30%, and the United Church of Canada and 
Presbyterians 10%.18

O

11 Canada and Plaintiffs and Independent Counsel and The Assembly of First Nations and Inuit Representatives and The General Synod of the Anglican Church of Canada et al, Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement Residential  
 Schools Settlement Official Court Notice, (8 May 2006), Schedule N, Section 1 (e), http://www.residentialschoolsettlement.ca/IRS%20Settlement%20Agreement%20ENGLISH.pdf. See Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada,  
 Honouring the Truth, Reconciling the Future. Summary of the Final Report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (Toronto: James Lorimer & Co., 2015). See also Aboriginal Healing Foundation, From Truth to Reconciliation:  
 Transforming the Legacy of Residential Schools (Ottawa: Dollco Printing, 2008); Canada, Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, Report of the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services, 1996); P.  
 Fontaine, A. Croft, and the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, A Knock on the Door: The Essential History of Residential Schools (Winnipeg: University of Manitoba Press, 2015); K. Mahoney, “The Settlement Process: A Personal  
 Reflection,” University of Toronto Law Journal, 64, No.4, (2014); J. R. Miller, Shingwauk’s Vision: A History of Native Residential Schools (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996); J. S. Milloy, A National Crime: The Canadian Government  
 and the Residential School System, 1879-1986 (Winnipeg, University of Manitoba Press, 1999); P. Regan, Unsettling the Settler Within: Indian Residential Schools, Truth Telling, and Reconciliation in Canada (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2011).
12 Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, Honouring the Truth, Reconciling the Future.
13 The United Church was formed in 1925 with the union of the Methodist Church, Canada, the Congregational Union of Canada, two-thirds of the Presbyterian Church of Canada, and the General Council of Union Churches.
14 C. Bagot (The Bagot Commission), The Bagot Report: A Report on the Affairs of the Indians in Canada (Ottawa, Government of Canada, 1844).
15 Milloy.
16 Nicholas Flood Davin, Report on Industrial Schools for Indians and Half-Breeds, Report produced for the Minister of the Interior (Ottawa: s.n., 1879).
17 There were 130 Indian Residential Schools included in the 2007 Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement. An additional eight institutions were added through Article 12 of the Agreement and two schools were added by the  
 Courts, bringing the total number of recognized schools to 140.
18 “Oblates in the West: The Alberta Story”, Heritage Community Foundation Alberta Online Encyclopedia, University of Alberts, 2009 , http://wayback.archiveit.org/2217/20101208160339/http://www.albertasource.ca/oblatesinthewest/eng/ 
 index.html.

CHAPTER 2
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n the beginning, residential schools were poorly 
attended, as Indian agents and local clergy had a hard 

time convincing parents to send their children to these schools. 
Small schools on or near the reserves initially were more 
popular, but the industrial school model began to dominate: 
in part because of the cost effectiveness of larger facilities, 
but also because removing children from their families and 
communities drew them farther from their language and 
traditional practices.19

Attendance issues were addressed by regulations intended to 
allow Indian Agents and Justices of the Peace to take children 
from parents if it was believed that the school would provide a 
better environment for the child. Truant children were returned 
against their will or that of their parents, but even parents 
who voluntarily placed their children in these schools were 
often not given permission to visit nor to remove the students 
without approval from the Department of Indian Affairs. In 
1920, an amendment to the Indian Act made day or residential 
school attendance compulsory for status Indians between the 
ages of seven and fifteen. 

Enrolment in residential schools began to drop by the 1950s, 
as the Government created day schools or funneled children 
into provincial systems. Some schools were closed, and the 
remainder restructured to provide schooling for children 
thought to be “at risk”. The Churches also began to back away 
in the face of active resistance to the Government of Canada’s 
agenda of assimilation by Indigenous peoples and by their 
own congregations. The residential school system underwent 
a considerable re-organization in 1969, when Canada 
assumed sole operational and administrative responsibility 
for the schools.20 Over the next five years, almost two dozen 
residential schools were closed. However, a small number 
of Government-run schools remained open into the 1990s. 
The last residential school run at least in part by the federal 
Government – Kivalliq Hall in Rankin Inlet, Nunavut – operated 
until December 31, 1997. 

From 1883 to 1997, 150,000 First Nations, Métis and Inuit 

children were forcibly removed from their homes, families, and 
communities, and placed into Indian residential schools across 
Canada. Many generations of Indigenous children from the 
same families and communities attended these schools. 

Residential School Experience

With the overall intent of assimilating Indian children into 
European-Canadian culture, the goal of residential schools 
was to ensure that children lost their identity, individuality 
and family ties. Far away from parental oversight of their 
intellectual, cultural and spiritual development, it was thought 
that Indian children would become integrated into “Canadian” 
society and that, over time, Indian communities would cease 
to exist. In this way, the Truth and Reconciliation Commission 
concluded that residential schools were part of a policy of 
cultural genocide, focused on eliminating Indian language, 
culture and religion within the Canadian Confederation.21

As cited earlier, the experiences of students who attended 
Indian Residential Schools are now well-documented in 
a number of reports. For its part, the TRC spent six years 
travelling across Canada listening and giving a voice to 
more than 6,750 Indigenous survivors who told about their 
experiences at residential schools at various TRC events.

For most students, when they arrived at the residential school 
they were separated from siblings, stripped of their belongings 
and given unfamiliar clothes and haircuts. Often children 
were given new names and a number. Living in an unfamiliar 
environment, they were forced to speak in a new language and 
to adopt a new religion. The TRC quoted one survivor:

“I wasn’t aware at that time that my grandma was gonna’ 
leave me there. I’m not even sure how she told me but 
they started holding me and my grandma left and I started 
fighting them because I didn’t want my grandma to leave me, 
and, and I started screaming, and crying and crying…. They 
let me go, and they started yelling at me to shut up… they 
had a real mean tone of voice.”

I

19 In 1893, the Government of Canada implemented a system of per capita grant funding for industrial schools. This provided a financial incentive for the schools to maximize their attendance, up to the caps established by the Government:  
 see Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, Canada’s Residential Schools: The History, Part 1 Origins to 1939, Final Report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, Vol. 1 (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2015),  
 p. 211, and Miller, p. 126. In 1890, Hayter Reed, then Indian Commission for the North-West Territories and Manitoba, wrote that “industrial schools should not be located close to reserves because ‘the more remote from the Institution and  
 distant from each other are the points from which the pupils are collected, the better for their success.’” Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, Canada’s Residential Schools, p. 208.
20 This emanated at least in part following a ruling by the Ontario Labour Relations Board that residential school staff were Crown employees.
21 Truth and Reconciliation Commission, Honouring the Truth, Reconciling the Future.

CHAPTER 2
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22 J.S. Mosby, “Administering Colonial Science: Nutrition Research and Human Biomedical Experimentation in Aboriginal Communities and Residential Schools, 1942-1952”, Social History, 46, No. 91 (2013), pp. 145-172.
23 Milloy.
24 B. Curry & K. Howlett, “Natives Died in Droves as Ottawa Ignored Warnings”, Globe and Mail, 24 April 2007.
25 According to the TRC’s report, “No matter what the European standards of the day might have been, residential school discipline clearly violated the norms by which Aboriginal parents expected their children to be treated.” p. 523.
26 Miller.

urvivors often described overcrowded 
classrooms, unqualified teachers, 

inadequate instruction and forced child labour. 
Students were often provided with limited 
academic education and taught basic trades to 
become self-supporting farmers or labourers. 
Often, in addition to learning a trade, students 
were required to perform chores to maintain 
the day-to-day operation of the schools. 
They grew and prepared food, repaired their 
clothing, raised stock, hauled water, chopped 
wood, and more. The TRC concluded that the 
residential school system was chronically 
underfunded, and that the federal Government 
did not develop a system-wide policy on teacher 
qualifications. As a result, teaching staff was 
“under-qualified, poorly paid, and overworked”.

Some survivors also spoke of constant 
hunger. There was little consideration 
given to the nutritional requirements of 
growing children, leaving many students 
vulnerable to malnutrition and illness. 
During this time, Canadian Government 
scientists performed nutritional tests on some 
students and knowingly kept some students 
undernourished to serve as the control 
sample.22 Living conditions in residential 
schools were substandard, with overcrowding, 
poor sanitation, inadequate heating, and 
lack of medical care leading to high rates of 
influenza and tuberculosis.23 An examination of 
documents in the National Archives of Canada 
found that: 

“As many as half of the aboriginal children 
who attended the early years of residential 
schools died of tuberculosis, despite repeated 
warnings to the federal Government that 
overcrowding, poor sanitation and a lack of 
medical care were creating a toxic breeding 
ground for the rapid spread of the disease.”24

Corporal punishment was used on children to 
enforce assimilation and other school rules. 
Some students were struck, strapped, kicked 
and whipped for infractions many did not 
understand. They were publicly humiliated, 
had their heads shaved and were locked up for 
running away. They were severely disciplined 
for speaking their mother tongue. There are 
accounts of students being shackled to beds 
and even having needles inserted in their 
tongues for speaking their native languages.25

Sexual exploitation of residential school 
children by Church and lay staff was also 
common. However, complaints were ignored, 
improperly investigated or dismissed, and 
some Government and Church officials 
covered up the sexual abuse to protect 
reputations. Families were not informed that 
their children had been victims of sexual 
abuse - abusers often blamed their victims 
and threatened them with eternal damnation 
if they reported the abuse they suffered. 
Although not every student who attended a 
residential school suffered physical or sexual 
abuse, and not every student received a 
poor education, this was far overshadowed 

by the tens of thousands of students in the 
residential school system who faced neglect 
as well as emotional, physical and sexual 
abuse from teachers and administrators.26

The Impact of Residential 
Schools on Survivors and 
Future Generations

Based on the accounts it heard, the TRC 
concluded that many Indian Residential 
School survivors experienced a world 
dominated by fear, betrayal, loneliness, lack 
of affection, and loss. The devastating effects 
of the schools resulted in trauma that has 
been felt through succeeding generations of 
Indigenous people in Canada. A residential 
school survivor commented: 

“I did attend residential school… but 
my mom also went through the school. 
So it’s an experience that had an impact 
intergenerationally…. They experienced 
the abuse and the cycle continued in the 
communities and I was one of them that 
had… abuse.”

S
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27 R. Corrado and I. Cohen, Mental	Health	Profiles	for	a	Sample	of	British	Columbia’s	Aboriginal	Survivors	of	the	Canadian	Residential	School	System (Ottawa: Aboriginal Healing Foundation, 2003).
28 Unless otherwise indicated, quotes from residential school survivors and stakeholders in the IRSSA are drawn from a series of interviews and focus groups conducted by the Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat.  
 Details on the process and results of those interviews and focus groups are contained in Chapter 7 (“The IAP Experience – Claimants’ and Stakeholders’ Perspectives”) of this Report.
29 C. Partridge, “Residential Schools: The Intergenerational Impacts of Residential Schools on Aboriginal Peoples,” Native Social Work Journal, Vol. 7 (2010), pp. 54-55.
30 A. Bombay, K. Matheson, and H. Anisman, “The intergenerational Effects of Indian Residential Schools: The Implications for the Concept of Historical Trauma,” Transcultural Psychiatry, 51, No. 3 (2014), pp. 320-338; and A. Bombay, K.  
 Matheson, and H. Anisman, “Perspectives on Intergenerational Transmission of Trauma: The Case of Aboriginal Peoples in Canada”, in Social	Issues	in	Living	Colour:	Challenges	and	Solutions	from	the	Perspective	of	Ethnic	Minority	 
 Psychology, eds. Theodore Cooper et al, Vol. 3 (Santa Barbara: Praeger Press, 2017).

he ongoing effects of Residential Schools are 
revealed in the low levels of educational attainment 

and high rates of unemployment, under-employment, poor 
health, poverty and suicides among children of survivors. 
It is shown in the disproportionate number of Indigenous 
children apprehended by child welfare agencies and 
involvement of Indigenous people in the criminal justice 
system. It has manifested in problems with anger, substance 
abuse, domestic and sexual violence, and depression.27

One survivor described the impact that both parents 
attending residential school had on her: 

“My dad was an alcoholic, when my mom drank – she had a 
problem. My dad… was in residential school for nine years. 
My mom was in residential school for three years… The 
shame that I felt was the shame of being Aboriginal.”28

Studies of the effects on children of single and repeated 
trauma are still relatively new. Some survivors of trauma 
experienced what has been described as a loss of spirit 
and hope accompanied by recurring issues with anger and 
fear, self-blame, sexual dysfunction, and an inability to set 
and maintain boundaries. A study in 2010 identified the 
intergenerational legacies of residential school abuse to be 
the loss of meaning, family, childhood, and feeling. 

“These losses to the mental, emotional, physical and 
spiritual well-being of the children who attended 
residential schools have impacted our communities 
intergenerationally right up to the present day.”29

Other Canadian researchers have focused on the 
cumulative nature of historical trauma, arguing that the 
more generations within a family that attended residential 
schools, the poorer the physical, mental and emotional well-

being of the next generation.30 They found that this occurs 
even if a descendant has never been told of the residential 
school abuse and trauma experienced by family members. 
For example, a person whose parent and grandparent 
attended residential schools may experience more stressors 
in their life than someone who had one family member who 
attended a residential school, and most likely more than 
a person who had no ancestors with a residential school 
history. 

An Elder described how she raised her children in the way 
that she had been raised, without knowing that her mother’s 
child-rearing practices were a legacy of her experience in a 
residential school:

“She held everything in there. I guess she never got the 
attention, the affection, the love that she wanted. So she 
got used to that and that’s how she raised us. We didn’t 
dare go near her, grab her all of a sudden. It was never 
being playful with us too, nothing…. I raised my own 
children that way because I thought that was the way of 
life. And with me not knowing that was how she went 
through at the school, and I never knew she went to 
residential school and I didn’t even hear nothing about it.” 

The legacy of residential schools through the generations is 
illustrated through these words of a descendant of survivors: 

“As her child, do you feel the effects passing through the 
generations? I think it came down to… when grandmother 
was taken away... she wasn’t nurtured the way a mother 
should nurture her kids, her children. She didn’t get that 
from her mother. So I feel like it was passed on to my 
mother and onto me. Expressing my true feelings like how 
easy it is for some people to say I love you to their children. 
It’s hard for me.”

T
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THE INDIAN RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS 
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

31 “Phil Fontaine’s shocking testimony of sexual abuse,” The Journal, Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (30 October 1990).
32 In the 1930s, there was a criminal investigation into sexual abuse at the Kuper Island Residential School in British Columbia. The case was closed without public disclosure. In 1995, a former Kuper Island employee pled guilty to three  
 charges of indecent assault and gross indecency. “Kuper Island Residential Schools”, National Centre for Truth and Reconciliation, University of Manitoba, https://memorial.nctr.ca/?p=1456  Prosecution for sexual assault at a residential  
 school occurred as early as 1945, and for physical assault as early as the late-1920s. 
33 In some cases, criminal cases were followed by civil actions that did lead to individual compensation. For example, the administrator of the Gordon Residential School residence, William Starr, was imprisoned for criminal charges and was  
 also named as a defendant on more than 400 civil claims. Similarly, Alberni School dormitory supervisor Plint (a defendant in Blackwater v. Plint, referenced below) was criminally convicted of sexual abuse prior to being named in the civil  
 lawsuit. In the Blackwater v. Plint case, the Church and Canada admitted that “acts of sexual abuse did occur” for those plaintiffs for whom a criminal conviction against Plint had been entered. Blackwater v. Plint, 2001 CanLII 997 (BCSC),  
 para. 15.
34 A synopsis of significant aspects of residential schools litigation is contained in Mayo Moran and Kent Roach, “Introduction: The Residential School Litigation and Settlement,” University	of	Toronto	Law	Journal, 64, No. 4 (August 2014),  
 479-485, and other articles in that volume.

The Quest for Redress and Healing

or many years, accounts of residential school experiences and 
the resulting trauma were hidden. Sometimes only the abused 

child knew; sometimes family and community members were aware. 
Because of self-blame, shame, and fear, few came forward to break 
their silence and accuse someone of abuse. As residential school 
survivors explained:

“I was still living… with a lot of shame and fear. The shame that I felt 
was the shame of being Aboriginal and the fear I felt that I lived with 
sometimes was unbearable, that I too turned to alcohol and drugs.” 

“Our first reaction was that we can’t speak out against the system or 
against the school or against the Church, the Government because 
they were the voice of authority and it’s been hammered into us all 
over these years that we don’t do that.” 

That began to change significantly in 1990 when the then Grand Chief 
of the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs, Phil Fontaine, publicly disclosed 
the sexual and physical abuse he had endured at a residential school 
and called for a public inquiry. He said:

"In my grade three class... if there were 20 boys, every single one of 
them... would have experienced what I experienced. They would have 
experienced some aspect of sexual abuse."31

Subsequently, thousands of former students came forward to speak 
about the abuse they had suffered. 

But while Grand Chief Fontaine’s public statement shone a light on 
the reality of the residential schools and helped pave the way for 
many former students to come forward and relate their own personal 
histories, demands for redress for abuse and mistreatment at the 
schools had begun several decades earlier.

Litigation:

As far back as the mid 1940s, there had been criminal prosecutions for 
sexual abuse that occurred at residential schools.32 While these were 
important in terms of cataloguing some of the crimes that had taken 
place and identifying and punishing some of the perpetrators, they did 
not of themselves provide compensation or restitution to the victims.33 
Increasingly then, civil law suits were launched by former residential 
school students, seeking compensation from the Government of 
Canada and/or the Churches for torts committed at the schools.34

F

Phil Fontaine



2021 FINAL REPORT14

owever, many at the time felt that civil litigation was a flawed and 
ultimately inadequate means of obtaining redress for the abuse 

suffered at residential schools. In an analysis of legal actions dealing 
with sexual abuse at the schools, the Dean of Law of the University of 
Ottawa concluded that: “Canadian tort law has failed to address the 
unique national debt we owe to Aboriginal people arising from residential 
schooling.”35

There were several factors that contributed to this failure. First, there were 
statutes of limitations that varied from province to province on initiating 
legal proceedings. If these time limitations did not preclude a civil action, 
plaintiffs faced significant difficulties in establishing the credibility of their 
claims. The inherent challenges in proving sexual assault in the Courts 
were exacerbated in cases related to residential schools by the length of 
time that had elapsed since the alleged assaults, the absence of some 
schools’ records, the death of many alleged perpetrators, the vulnerable 
state of many plaintiffs who in some cases had drug and alcohol 
dependency problems and/or criminal records, and the cultural differences 
that existed between those plaintiffs and the Courts themselves. In this 
context, it was difficult to meet the relatively high standard of proof 
required by the Courts to prove the claims of abuse.36

Even should the abuse and mistreatment be proven, there were further 
challenges in assessing financial damages. In this regard, not only would 
actual costs – such as expenses incurred for care - need to be substantiated, 
but loss of past and future earnings would need to be calculated. As well, 
the plaintiff needed to show that the school experience actually caused 
the harm: other factors that may have contributed to the damages – such 
as sexual assaults suffered prior to or following attendance to the school – 
would be considered in the calculation and attribution of compensation. 
This could be even more difficult in the residential school context, where 
emotional damages were often as significant as physical ones, and where 
abuse occurred within a broader context of cultural loss that may also have 
contributed to psychological and emotional harm. 

A further challenge in litigation was establishing the extent to which 
the operators of the schools could be held responsible for the actions of 
individual staff members. Although the Supreme Court of Canada found 
that both the Government of Canada and the Church could be vicariously 
liable for sexual misconduct at a residential school, it was still extremely 
difficult to establish that liability.37 In addition to the legal challenges for 
claimants, the trial process could take an enormous psychological and 
spiritual toll on claimants and witnesses.

H

35 Bruce Feldthusen, “Civil Liability for Sexual Assault in Aboriginal Residential Schools: The Baker Did It,” Canadian	Journal	of	Law	and	Society/Revue	Canadienne	Droit	et	Société, 22, No. 1 (2007).
36 The IAP stipulated that: “Except as otherwise provided in this IAP, the standard of proof is the standard used by the civil courts for matters of like seriousness. . . the standard of proof remains the balance of probabilities in all matters.” While  
 the standard of proof generally remained the same, other aspects of the IAP, such as the less stringent causation test and the burden of proof shifting to the Government in relation to certain student on student claims, made it easier for the  
 claimant to meet the requirements for compensation in the IAP in comparison with litigation.
37 The Supreme Court ruled that employers could be vicariously liable for sexual misconduct in Bazley	v.	Curry, 2 S.C.R. 534 S.J.C. No. 35 (1999). In Blackwater v. Plint, [2005] 3 S.C.R. 3, SCC 58, the Supreme Court held that both the  
 Government of Canada and the United Church of Canada were vicariously liable for sexual assaults committed by a supervisor at the Alberni Indian Residential School.  While the Court ruled that residential school survivors should be  
 compensated for sexual assault, it also ruled that such survivors were not entitled to compensation for physical and mental abuse or the loss of Aboriginal language and culture. Also, in another ruling in 2005, a majority of the Supreme  
 Court ruled that the Church and Government of Canada could not be held liable for sexual abuse at Meares Island school as there was not a strong enough connection between the abuse and the employment: E.B.	v.	Order	of	Oblates	of	 
 Mary Immaculate in the Province of British Columbia, [2005] 3 S.C.R. 45,2005 SCC 50.
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38 However, prior to the Settlement Agreement, only one class action suit had been certified by the courts: Marlene Cloud et al v. The Attorney General of Canada et al (2004), 73 O.R. (3rd) 401 (CA).
39 Zoë Oxaal, “’Removing that Which Was Indian from the Plaintiff’: Tort Recovery for Loss of Culture and Language in Residential Schools Litigation”, Saskatchewan Law Review, 68, No. 367, (2005), 367-402. In most provinces physical abuse  
 claims were barred by limitations.  Ontario barred both physical and sexual abuse claims, but had no limitation on breaches of fiduciary duty, unlike other provinces, and therefore both kinds of claims could proceed there.  In most of the  
 rest of the country it was sexual abuse claims alone that proceeded. 
40 M. Moran, “The Role of Reparative Justice in Responding to the Legacy of Indian Residential Schools,” University	of	Toronto	Law	Journal, 64, no. 4 (2014), 529-565.
41 Canada, Indian Residential Schools Resolution Canada, Performance Report for the period ending March 31, 2003 (Ottawa: Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2003).
42 For example, over a period of fifteen years the average age of priests at the Diocese of Antigonish, Nova Scotia, rose from 55 to 61, while the number of both priests and church attendees declined. As well, financial pressures also arose from  
 legal obligations related to sexual abuse that occurred both outside and inside of Indian Residential Schools: that Diocese alone was required to pay $15 million to victims of sexual abuse by its priests over the past fifty years. These factors  
 combined to force the diocese to sell properties, liquidate bank accounts, and close churches: Aaron Beswick, “Diocese starts church review,” Chronicle Herald, 13 August 2013, p. A3.
43 Tanya L. Jorgenson, Associate Director, Aboriginal Law, BC and Yukon Region, Department of Justice Canada, Correspondence titled “Re: Modified Litigation Plan for IRS Claims in British Columbia and the Yukon,” 20 December 2004.

otwithstanding these legal hurdles, a large and increasing 
number of former residential school students sought 

redress for their experiences through the Courts. Prior to the Indian 
Residential Schools Settlement Agreement in 2007, there were as 
many as 20,000 active cases in litigation, many of which had more 
than one named plaintiff.  There were also approximately a dozen 
class actions filed on behalf of former students.38

As well, the inability of Government and Churches to acknowledge 
loss of language and culture in the forum of civil litigation meant 
that this was an issue in hundreds of cases, complicating the 
litigation and impeding progress on other remediation. Little merit 
was accorded these claims by the Courts, which did not recognize 
cultural loss as a cause of action. Thus, the focus in litigation was 
on sexual and physical abuse, rather than on the destructive 
collective ramifications of the residential school system, or on other 
elements of redress that could aid in healing, commemoration, and 
reconciliation.39 

On a pragmatic level, litigation was both costly and time-consuming. 
Prior to the Settlement Agreement, out of close to 20,000 claims 
only 2,200 cases had been settled, and only 36 trials had taken 
place.40 One (albeit atypical) trial related to allegations of abuse 
at the Alberni Indian Residential School (Blackwater v. Plint) lasted 
almost a decade including a trial of 115 days spread out over three 
years. The Cloud class action lawsuit had taken five years just to 
reach the point of certification without addressing any issues related 
to the merits of the claims. The Government of Canada estimated 
that it would take 53 years to resolve the civil cases in traditional 
litigation, at a cost of $2 billion in administrative costs alone.41 It 
was also calculated that, in civil litigation, it cost $3 in legal and 
Court fees for every dollar of compensation paid to former students. 
Individual residential school survivors - who provided the impetus 
for civil litigation - were required to retain legal counsel and bear 

the considerable costs of litigation. The cost of litigation was also a 
motivating factor for some Church entities - who were experiencing 
financial pressures rooted in their aging demographic - to explore 
alternative approaches to resolution.42

Increasingly, traditional civil litigation was considered as not 
sustainable for resolving the outstanding claims. Within the 
litigation framework itself, a Modified Litigation Plan was 
implemented in 2005 for resolving residential schools claims in 
British Columbia and the Yukon. Developed through extensive 
discussion among counsel involved in these claims, this Plan was 
aimed at addressing the “need to streamline litigation so that 
the resolution of IRS claims would be achieved in an honourable, 
but more expeditious manner and still meet the rigours of public 
scrutiny.”43 While the Modified Litigation Plan did not ultimately 
have the scope to rectify all concerns regarding residential schools 
litigation, it did incorporate such concepts as the removal of the 
issue of apportionment of liability as between defendants, the 
removal of the need for expert reports for some types of claims, 
a less formal process for residential school survivors to describe 
their personal experience, an apology, the provision of counseling 
and health supports, and commemoration: concepts that were 
eventually carried through into the Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Process and the Independent Assessment Process. 

Eventually, attention began to focus on a comprehensive national 
class action settlement as the most effective way to structure a 
resolution to the residential school legacy. A class action, it was felt, 
would serve to limit liability, provide a faster and more efficient 
means of settling the plethora of outstanding claims, and lead 
to finality in the legal repercussions of the residential school 
experience.  A pan-national class action could also provide the 
organizational framework for commencing discussions towards a 
comprehensive resolution.

N
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44 Canada, Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples.
45 Canada, Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Gathering	Strength:	Canada’s	Aboriginal	Action	Plan (Ottawa: Minister of Public Works and Government Services Canada, 1998).
46 K. Mahoney, “The Settlement Process: A Personal Reflection.” A summary of these dialogues is published in Canada, Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Reconciliation	and	Healing:	Alternative	Resolution	Strategies	for	 
 Dealing with Residential Schools Claims (Ottawa: IAND, 2000).
47 In 2004, Martin Houston pled guilty to three additional charges related to sexual offences at Grollier.
48 One variant of this approach was adopted in claims related to Lower Post. There, individual claims were settled by a chosen negotiating committee.  The settlements were totaled and then divided equally among the claimants.  The  
 committee did not disclose the amounts of the “individual” settlements. The “mandatory set aside” method of funding group activities was the subject of significant negative reaction from Indigenous organizations and individuals, who  
 regarded it as a paternalistic approach to the treatment of claimants’ compensation. It was not carried forward into the Dispute Resolution Model or the Independent Assessment Process.

Dispute Resolution and the Alternative Dispute  
Resolution Program:

arallel to the process unfolding in and around the Courts, many 
individuals and organizations had been exploring other means 

for addressing the legacy of residential schools. In light of the known 
limitations of the criminal justice system and civil litigation in dealing 
with the ramifications of institutional abuse, people began to look for 
other, more meaningful and helpful ways to provide redress for those 
harms. 

In 1991, the federal Government established a Royal Commission on 
Aboriginal Peoples with a comprehensive mandate to investigate the 
evolution of the relationship among Aboriginal peoples, the Canadian 
Government, and Canadian society. The Royal Commission held 178 
days of public hearings in 96 communities, and issued its report in 
1996.44 The report presented several recommendations addressing 
residential schools, including the establishment of a public inquiry, 
compensation for communities to help in the healing process, and 
funding for treatment of individuals and their families.

Two years later, the Government of Canada released its response 
to RCAP in a policy framework titled Gathering Strength – Canada’s 
Aboriginal Action Plan.45 This included a Statement of Reconciliation 
acknowledging historical injustices to Indigenous peoples in Canada, 
and the establishment of the Aboriginal Healing Foundation with a 
$350 million fund for “community-based healing as a first step to deal 
with the legacy of physical and sexual abuse at residential schools”.  
The Government also “committed to assisting in community healing to 
address the profound impacts of abuse at Residential Schools”, and the 
Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs, the Hon. Jane Stewart, made a 
general commitment to “negotiate rather than litigate”.

During 1998-99, Government representatives, Church officials, 
Indigenous organizations, and former students engaged in a 
groundbreaking series of nine “exploratory dialogues” to develop 
solutions and principles for the resolution of residential school claims 
outside of litigation.46 Following these dialogues, the federal Cabinet in 
1999 gave its approval for the Department of Justice and Department 

of Indian Affairs and Northern Development Canada to launch dispute 
resolution pilot projects with a view towards managing litigation and 
resolving abuse claims. This marked a significant departure from the 
Government’s approach up to that point, which had been to respond 
to claims brought in litigation, rather than to develop proactively 
alternative dispute resolution approaches to addressing these claims. 

The pilot projects were established on a group basis, recognizing that 
the harms done were not just to individuals but also had collective 
effects on families and communities. The first of these involved former 
students of Grollier Hall, which had been the subject of criminal justice 
proceedings that had resulted in a number of convictions for assault. 
Grollier Hall was a Roman Catholic residential school that opened in 
1959 in Inuvik. In 1962, former supervisor Martin Houston was charged, 
convicted, and sentenced to ten years in jail for the sexual abuse of 
students.47 In 1997 and 1998, three other former supervisors of the 
school were charged and sentenced for sex offences. During the criminal 
trials, victims and witnesses were subject to cross-examination, to a 
judicial process that was culturally removed from their own experiences, 
and to a lack of emotional and psychological support at an extremely 
traumatic time. One consequence of the Grollier trials, however, was 
that many victims came together on their own to provide support to 
each other throughout this process. This mutual support constituted an 
important foundation for and dynamic in the pilot project. 

In the group approach adopted in some pilot projects, while former 
students were required to submit individual claims and hearings were 
conducted and compensation determined on an individual basis, 
each group provided a community-based forum for mutual support. 
Hearings for individuals were often held in the same facility, and meals 
could be held collectively allowing claimants (and often their families) 
to share experiences and support. After individual decisions for the 
members of the group were issued, there could be an event such as a 
feast, speeches, or commemorative project, providing an opportunity for 
claimants and their families to share in a positive experience and a form 
of redress at the community level. Indeed, in a formula that commenced 
with Grollier and was adopted in some subsequent pilots, an amount 
of compensation was put into a trust for the group, to be utilized for 
collective community purposes in the future.48

P
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49 As noted earlier, some of these approaches had also begun to feature in the modified litigation approach to residential school claims.
50 The program based on the Dispute Resolution Model is variously referred to as “DR” and “ADR”: cf. The Hon. Ken R. Halvorson, Indian	Residential	School	Abuse	Claims:	A	Lawyer’s	Guide	to	the	Adjudicative	Process (Toronto: Thomson Canada,  
 2005); Canada, Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, Report on the Effectiveness	of	the	Government	Alternative	Dispute	Resolution	Process	for	the	Resolution	of	Indian	Residential	School	Claims (Ottawa:  
 House of Commons, 38th Parliament, 1st Session, 2004); and Canada, Indian Residential Schools Resolution Canada, 2004-2005 Departmental Performance Report (Ottawa: Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, [2005]).  
 For sake of consistency, it is referred to herein as “ADR”.
51 A detailed description and operational analysis of the Dispute Resolution Model is presented in Halvorson.
52 A “compensation grid” was also utilized by the Irish Redress Board established in 2002 to deal with claims related to child abuse in that country’s institutional care system. However, in the Irish model, 75% of compensation was based on  
 consequential harms - in which causation had to be proven according to strict court standards - and the remainder on the triggering act.  In the ADR and IAP models, the principal compensation was more for the act than the consequential  
 harms, but for standard track claims the proven harm needed to be only “plausibly linked” to the proven act, rather than the “causation” having to be assessed according to the stricter standards a court would apply.
53 In 2001, the Hon. Herb Gray was appointed to lead discussions between Canada and the churches on the apportionment of liability for abuse claims. As a result, Canada agreed to provide 100% compensation for specified proven claims of  
 abuse after April 1969, and to share compensation with the churches for specified proven abuses prior to that time. However, at the time of ADR, the Catholic Church entities had not signed contribution agreements with Canada, and only   
 some of those entities decided to pay their 30% share on a case-by-case basis. When the IAP was implemented, in addition to the share of compensation Canada had already paid to claimants who were awarded compensation in the ADR  
 process, Canada also provided an additional 30 % payment to ADR claimants who had not received the Church’s share of the compensation.

hese pilot projects were designed to 
test alternative approaches to dispute 

resolution, and adopted a number of features 
that distinguished them from the traditional civil 
litigation model.49 Each pilot project was unique 
but could include the following features:

• For most projects, a process in which claimants  
 would not be questioned by Government  
 counsel or Church counsel

• An independent fact finder chosen by the  
 parties whose role could include an  
 inquisitorial approach (the “inquisitorial model”)

• Less reliance on expert reports 

• The availability of healing and emotional  
 supports throughout the process

• Hearings held in informal settings, without  
 the “trappings” of a Court

• The ability of claimants to use traditional or  
 cultural practices – such as a cleansing or prayer  
 – prior to the hearing

In 2001, Canada established a separate 
department, the Office of Indian Residential 
Schools Resolution Canada (IRSRC), to co-ordinate 
resolution of residential school abuse claims. The 
Department continued consultations with affected 
parties, which in 2003 culminated in a “National 
Resolution Framework”. 

The Framework retained the option to settle 
claims through litigation, but added an 
Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) program.50 

The Framework also provided for a 
comprehensive Mental Health Support 
Program (run by Health Canada) to ensure 
claimants and their immediate family 
members had access to mental health 
counselling and emotional support 
services. 

Drawing on the experiences of the pilot 
projects, ADR adopted the “Dispute 
Resolution Model for Indian Residential 
School Abuse Claims” as an alternative 
approach to traditional civil litigation.51 This 
Model utilized a grid for the determination 
of compensation based on the abuse 
suffered and the harms incurred.52 
Compensation amounts were developed 

by the Department based on the medians 
established in case law. The compensation 
grid included recognition of consequential 
loss of employment, education, or 
training opportunity. ADR incorporated 
the elements of the pilot projects aimed 
at providing a more supportive and 
expeditious process than civil litigation, 
and provided additional funds for future 
care, for counselling and medical or 
psychiatric treatment. To some extent, ADR 
also addressed the contentious issue of full 
compensation being provided to claimants 
for specified proven claims, regardless of 
any apportionment of liability between the 
Government and the Churches for abuses 
committed by school staff.53

T
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54 The Hon. Fred Kaufman, Searching	for	Justice:	An	Independent	Review	of	Nova	Scotia’s	Response	to	Reports	of	Institutional	Abuse (Halifax: Province of Nova Scotia, 2002).
55 The Hon. Ted Hughes was selected as the ADR’s Chief Adjudicator by representatives of Canada, churches, Indigenous organizations, and lawyers representing former students. He functioned in the capacity of an independent contractor  
 who could only be terminated by the Chief Adjudicator’s Reference Group, a body composed of representatives of those organizations.
56 The initial design of ADR was to require a claimant Release prior to a hearing, but that was changed following strong resistance from survivor groups. The Release expunged further claims against Canada and the churches, with the  
 exception of those related to loss of language and culture (which was not covered in ADR).
57 ADR also included a more streamlined “Process B” procedure, to be used for cases of “wrongful confinement” or in which no lasting mark or injury occurred. Process B cases had a maximum award of $3,500. In those cases, Canada’s  
 contribution to lawyers’ fees was the greater of 15% of the award or $500.

t the same time, however, the parties wanted to ensure that 
the ADR process contained a rigorous enough validation 

process so as not to cast doubt on compensated claims and thereby 
diminish the veracity of the residential school experience and 
legacy. This concern over the validation of claims was strongly 
influenced by the 2002 report by the Hon. Fred Kaufman on the 
Nova Scotia Government’s compensation program regarding abuse 
at the Shelbourne Youth Centre. In 1996, the provincial Government 
had implemented an alternative dispute resolution process for 
providing compensation to victims of abuse at the provincially 
operated institution. In his report, Kaufman found that the province’s 
program “was seriously flawed. So flawed that it left in its wake true 
victims of abuse who are now assumed by many to have defrauded 
the Government, innocent employees who have been branded as 
abusers, and a public confused and unenlightened about the extent 
to which young people were or were not abused while in the care of 
the Province of Nova Scotia.”54

As a result, the ADR process required that Canada screen applications 

for eligibility, and that claimants had the burden of proof - on 
the balance of probabilities - for allegations of abuse. Claimants’ 
counsel were responsible for gathering and providing records 
relevant to the claims, including a list of mandatory documents 
required to prove certain levels of consequential harms and loss of 
opportunity. While individuals named in claims as perpetrators of 
abuse were not allowed to attend claimants’ hearings, they were 
accorded the right to be informed of the allegations made, and the 
right to make representations in a separate hearing. Ultimately, 
the determination of the credibility of the claims and of the factors 
influencing the award rested with the adjudicator. 

With the advent of ADR, an Indian Residential Schools Adjudication 
Secretariat, headed by a Chief Adjudicator, was established within 
IRSRC to administer the dispute resolution process.55 Unlike in 
the pilot projects - where “independent fact finders” could be 
agreed to by the parties - ADR adjudicators were initially selected 
by a committee of representatives from Aboriginal organizations, 
Claimants’ counsel, Churches and Canada, and then assigned to 
cases by the Chief Adjudicator, and could only be dismissed during 
their term on approval of the Chief Adjudicator. These moves were 
intended to provide for a separation between the independent 
adjudicators that would hear and decide ADR cases, and the 
representatives of the Government Department that would be acting 
as defendant in those cases. 

While the ADR retained a group component, it was primarily focused 
on individual claims. Claimants could still have the option to file 
regular lawsuits, participate in a class action, negotiate a settlement, 
or apply to the ADR program. Once a claim was accepted into ADR 
by Canada, the Government was bound to pay compensation in 
accordance with the adjudicator’s decision. Claimants, on the other 
hand, were only obliged to accept the award and sign a release with 
respect to civil litigation after the decision was issued.56 When an 
award was issued and accepted, Canada would provide additional 
funds in the amount of 15% of the award to cover the legal fees of 
the claimant’s counsel.57 Claimants were permitted to participate in 
ADR without legal representation, and to that end a detailed “plain 
language” guide was prepared by Canada to assist them through 
the process.

More than 7,600 ADR claims were filed between November 2003 
and March 2007.

A

Ted Hughes was the Chief 
Adjudicator of the Alternative 
Dispute Resolution Program, 

established in 2003.  
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any of those who worked with ADR considered it a significant 
improvement over litigation. It was, clearly, designed to be a 

more expeditious process and supportive environment than existed in 
traditional litigation. Adopting some features that had been introduced 
in a modified approach to litigation and featured in pilot projects, it was 
non-adversarial and eschewed cross-examination; hearings were not held 
in public, and could take place in a location of the claimant’s choice; health 
supports were available throughout the process; traditional ceremonies 
could be incorporated into the hearing process; claimants’ travel costs to 
attend hearings were paid in advance by Canada; the use of a plausible 
link test for causation; if the acts and harms were proven in accordance 
with the ADR Model, compensation was paid; and awards were in line  
with what had been granted by the Courts. For many, especially those 
within Government, ADR was seen as a positive and effective alternative  
to litigation.

However, the ADR model was also subject to strong criticism. In 2004, 
the AFN held a conference at the University of Calgary Law School on the 
ADR process, and emanating from that conference an expert committee 
published its Report on Canada’s Dispute Resolution Plan to Compensate 
for Abuses in Indian Resolution Schools.58 Both the conference and the 
ensuing report noted some of the positive aspects of ADR but were highly 
critical of the program.59 These criticisms included:

• Inequitable Treatment: There were pronounced regional differences in  
 the amounts of compensation awarded by ADR adjudicators; the Model  
 set out a separate level of compensation that governed schools in British  
 Columbia, the Yukon, and Ontario as distinct from the rest of the  
 country.60 It also contained differences based on the years in which  
 the abuse occurred; in “Process B” of the ADR, the Model incorporated a  
 “Standards of the Day” concept that defined the level of discipline that  
 would be considered as exceeding acceptable standards depending on  
 the year of occurrence.61

• Differences between Churches: Compensation depended on which  
 Church-run school a claimant had attended. Anglican, Presbyterian,  
 and United Churches had agreed to pay 30% of compensation to  
 former students with the Government of Canada covering the remaining  
 70%. However, since Catholic Churches generally refused to pay any  
 compensation, claimants who attended most Catholic-run schools only  
 received 70% of their awarded compensation.62

• Unspecified Harms or Ineligible Claims: Harms specific to women such  
 as pregnancy, forced adoption, or abortions resulting from sexual abuse  

 were not expressly mentioned in the ADR and relied on the discretion of  
 adjudicators to award compensation. As well, ADR did not recognize loss  
 of language and culture as a compensable harm: an issue that had been  
 a strong point of contention in individual litigation and class actions. 

• Student-on-Student Claims: Claims of abuse caused by other students  
 were not compensated unless it could be proven that staff in the  
 residential school had actual knowledge of the abuse. Given the secrecy  
 surrounding sexual abuse, it was difficult for survivors to prove such  
 claims. 

• Healing/Reconciliation: While apologies were sometimes provided  
 by representatives of the Government of Canada and/or Church entities,  
 the ADR program did not contain extensive provisions for healing and  
 reconciliation. 

• Aging Claimants: Due to the start-up time required to implement ADR  
 and the length of the process, the ADR approach was not meeting the  
 needs of aging claimants. The 2004 Report noted that at that point, only  
 93 cases had been resolved through ADR.  

• Cost: The costs to administer the ADR program (albeit including  
 significant start-up costs) were estimated to be four times that of the  
 actual compensation awards.63

• Lack of Finality: The outcome of an ADR claim was non-binding, in that  
 the claimant could accept or reject the outcome. If claimants were not  
 satisfied with their ADR ruling, they had the option of returning to civil  
 litigation. If the claimant did accept the outcome, the Government of  
 Canada was bound by the decision and could not independently reject it. 

• Independence: The Government of Canada delivered the ADR program  
 and at the same time was a defendant in the process. Although decisions  
 were rendered by adjudicators and not by the Government and IRSRC  
 maintained that it was a neutral decision maker, the Government had  
 unilateral discretion as to which claims would be admitted to the process,  
 and accusations persisted of an unfair process lacking in transparency  
 and cultural sensitivity. As well, although a period of consultations had  
 preceded the implementation of the Dispute Resolution Model, it was in  
 fact a Government policy and program. There was an inherent limitation  
 to the extent to which there could be broad-based acceptance of a  
 process in which only one of the parties, even well intentioned, set the  
 rules, and in which those rules were subject to unilateral revision or  
 alteration.

M

58 Assembly of First Nations, Report on Canada’s Dispute Resolution Plan to Compensate for Abuses in Indian Residential Schools (n.p.: Assembly of First Nations, 2004).
59 See Mahoney, “The settlement process.”
60 The regional differences in the ADR were based on regional differences in the Court awards made in various jurisdictions.
61 “Process B” addressed claims for physical abuse where there was no lasting injury or where wrongful confinement was alleged.
62 Upon implementation of the IAP, this was addressed by Canada providing an additional 30% payment to ADR claimants who had not received the Church’s share of compensation.
63 Canadian Bar Association, The	Logical	Next	Step:	Reconciliation	Payments	for	All	Indian	Residential	School	Survivors (n.p.: Canadian Bar Association, 2005). This ratio of administrative costs to awards was even higher for “B” claims. It should  
 be noted, however, that this assessment was based only on the first year of ADR operations.
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he AFN Report went on to set out what they considered 
to be the essential requirements for achieving a 

comprehensive and fair settlement for all former students. Based 
on previous consultations, the report stated that such a process 
should:

• Be inclusive, fair, accessible, and transparent

• Offer a holistic and comprehensive response recognizing and  
 addressing all the harms committed in and resulting from  
 residential schools

• Respect human dignity and equality and racial and gender  
 equality

• Contribute towards reconciliation and healing

• Do no harm to survivors and their families 

Healing and Reconciliation:

Underpinning the efforts to provide reparation for residential 
school abuses through litigation or alternative dispute resolution 
was a deeper context of attempting to understand and reconcile 
the broader impacts of the Indian Residential School policy. In 
1986, the United Church of Canada issued an apology for its 
attempts to impose European culture and values on Aboriginal 
people. In 1991, the Catholic Missionary Oblates of Mary 
Immaculate issued a more specific apology for Residential 
Schools. This was followed by apologies for residential schools 
by the Anglican Church of Canada in 1993; the Presbyterian 
Church of Canada in 1994; the United Church of Canada in 1998; 
and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police in 2004. The federal 
Government’s 1998 “Statement of Reconciliation” included 
a declaration that the Government was “deeply sorry” for the 
“tragedy of sexual and physical abuse at residential schools” 
and provided the initial funding for the establishment of the 
Aboriginal Healing Foundation to address the legacy of abuse 
at residential schools. Some healing events featured in the pilot 
projects, ADR, and even in the resolution of some litigation claims.

And, as noted earlier, the Government, Churches and Indigenous 
Groups met in a series of exploratory dialogues in 1998-99 
that were intended to discuss not only means of addressing 
outstanding litigation, but of moving towards a broader resolution 
to the legacy of the residential schools. 

As the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (RCAP) had 
concluded, “Redressing the wrongs associated with the residential 
school system will involve concerted action on a number of fronts” 
including a full public inquiry. In its report on the ADR plan, the 
AFN observed: “In order to achieve reconciliation between Canada, 
the Churches, and survivors and to facilitate healing among the 
survivors and the First Nation communities, it is a fundamental 
principle that the harms done be addressed in a holistic manner.” 
The RCAP also declared: “There can be no peace and harmony 
unless there is justice.”

Notwithstanding the dialogues that were occurring and the 
issuance of public apologies, it was difficult to build trust and 
progress towards reconciliation while survivors were required to 
pursue compensation through legal actions, and were subject to 
legal defences in which Government and Churches had attempted 
to limit or deny liability. Although a number of civil cases were 
resolved through settlement, in many important ways the 
implementation of a non-adversarial and supportive method of 
compensating the victims of residential schools for the assaults 
that they suffered was a necessary precondition of moving towards 
healing and reconciliation for Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
people alike. 

The Indian Residential Schools 
Settlement Agreement

In 2005, several events occurred that had significant implications 
for the progress of political and legal developments regarding 
Indian Residential Schools. In February of that year, a number of 
witnesses who appeared before the House of Commons Standing 
Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development were 
highly critical of the ADR process. The committee’s report, tabled 
in the House of Commons in April 2005, condemned the ADR 
and recommended that the program be terminated.64 A House of 
Commons vote subsequently adopted this call for a replacement 
to the ADR process, and required the Government to formulate a 
proposal within forty days.

Early in May, 2005, the Supreme Court of Canada dismissed the 
federal government’s application for leave to appeal the Ontario 
Appeal Court’s decision certifying the Cloud class action suit. This 
decision not only permitted the Cloud class action to proceed but 
also set the stage for the certification of the Baxter class action suit.

T

64 For a summary of witness testimony to the standing committee, see Paulette Regan, Unsettling	the	Settler	Within:	Indian	Residential	Schools,	Truth	Telling,	and	Reconciliation	in	Canada (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2011), pp. 125-136.
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65 Inuit representatives were not involved in the May accord reached between the federal government and the AFN to initiate settlement discussions. They joined the negotiations in September 2005, following the filing of class actions on  
 behalf of former students in their respective jurisdictions.
66 The National Consortium of twenty law firms representing former residential school students in individual and class actions had been formed in 2003 to pursue a national litigation plan and political action campaign. It emanated in part  
 from the Canadian Residential School Plaintiffs’ Counsel Association that had been created several years earlier and functioned as a clearinghouse for information and ideas about pursuing residential school claims. 
67 Baxter	v.	Canada (Attorney General). 2006 Can LII 41673, ON S.C.

ollowing these developments, in May 
2005 the Government of Canada 

and the Assembly of First Nations signed a 
Political Agreement with the goal of achieving 
a Court-sanctioned, global resolution to all 
outstanding litigation. Then AFN National Chief 
Phil Fontaine described the Political Agreement 
as an accord intended to result not only in 
a “better, faster and more economic claims 
process for residential schools survivors who 
were abused” but also as “a commitment for 
the entire country to move forward through a 
national dialogue on healing, reconciliation, 
commemoration, and truth-sharing” and “a 
holistic way to deal with this terrible, tragic 
legacy of our shared past.” 

The Government appointed the Hon. Frank 
Iacobucci, a former Justice of the Supreme 
Court of Canada, as its representative in 
negotiations with representatives of the AFN 
and Inuit communities, residential school 
survivor groups, and legal counsel representing 
former students and Churches. According to 
Mr. Iacobucci, “We were trying to find ways 
of dealing with serious physical assault and 
sexual assault in ways that would be an 
improvement on the ADR system, which had a 
massive backlog. We wanted to do something 
to ensure that the claimants would receive fair 
and effective treatment and compensation if 
their claims were recognized. It was all about 
the claimants and improving the approach for 
them, but at the same time making it a system 
that had integrity and substance and, in fact, a 
fair process.” These discussions culminated in 
an Agreement in Principle entered into by all 
parties in late November 2005.65

  
On May 10, 2006, the National Consortium66, 
Merchant Law Group, Independent Counsel, 
AFN and Inuit representatives, the General 
Synod of the Anglican Church of Canada, the 

Presbyterian Church of Canada, the United 
Church of Canada, Roman Catholic entities, and 
the Government of Canada, signed the Indian 
Residential Schools Settlement Agreement.  

Subsequently, a motion on consent was 
brought before the Ontario Superior Court of 
Justice and the Superior Courts of eight other 
provinces and territories for the certification 
of a class proceeding and the approval of the 
Settlement. The motion proposed to combine all 
outstanding litigation into a single class action, 
establishing a national class of “Survivors” to 
whom the Settlement would apply: all those 
who resided at an Indian Residential School 
in Canada between January 1, 1920, and 
December 31, 1997, and who were living as of 
May 30, 2005. This motion was approved by the 
then Ontario Regional Senior Justice Warren K. 
Winkler on December 15, 2006.67 Certification 
hearings on the class action were held in the 
Supreme Courts of other jurisdictions. After 
the provincial and territorial Courts approved 
the agreement and a six-month opt-out period 
had passed, the Settlement Agreement – at 

that time the largest out-of-Court settlement 
in Canadian history - came into effect on 
September 19, 2007.

The IRSSA was meant to bring a fair and lasting 
resolution to the legacy of Indian Residential 
Schools by providing financial and non-
financial benefits to the individuals affected by 
the Indian Residential Schools experience. Its 
implementation was to be overseen by nine 
provincial and territorial Superior Courts, and 
funded by the Government of Canada.

The Settlement Agreement was a broad 
commitment to provide redress for the harms 
of residential schools and move towards 
reconciliation. As such, it contained a number 
of different components: some that provided 
compensation for residential school survivors, 
and others that extended beyond direct 
survivors themselves and were intended to 
document the residential school experience 
and advance healing and reconciliation 
between Indigenous peoples and the 
Canadian state.

F
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68 While not contained in the Settlement Agreement, the apology was part of the Political Agreement, and was recommended by Chief Justice Brenner of the Supreme Court of British Columbia in his decision approving the Settlement  
 Agreement.
69 “Information update on the Common Experience Payment From September 19, 2007 to March 31, 2016,” Statistics on the Implementation of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, Canada, Crown-Indigenous Relations and  
 Northern Affairs Canada, 19 February 2019, https://www.rcaanc-cirnac.gc.ca/eng/1315320539682/1571590489978. The amount initially allocated to the CEP was an irrevocable grant of $1.9 billion. If that proved insufficient, it was to be  
 augmented to the extent required.  If, as turned out to be the case, it was excessive to the requirements of individual CEP compensation, the balance was designated for education benefits available to former residents and their family members.
70 The IAP also contained the possibility for a claimant to proceed through the Courts in three circumstances: for claims related to actual income loss (AIL); where there was sufficient evidence that the claimant suffered catastrophic physical harms  
 such that compensation available through the Courts may exceed the maximum permitted by the IAP; or in an “other wrongful act” claim, the evidence required to address the alleged harms was so complex and extensive that recourse to  
 the Courts would be the more appropriate procedural approach. Such Court cases would not be subjected to a cap on compensation. AIL claims in excess of $250,000 could also be addressed through the Negotiated Settlement Process. More  
 information on AIL is provided in Chapter 4.
71 The supervising courts subsequently ordered that applications for the IAP received by September 2, 2013, for one additional school (Mistassini) were deemed to have been received on or before September 19, 2012. In 2018, the courts added  
 Kivalliq Hall to the list of eligible residential schools and set January 25, 2020, as the application deadline for claims from that school.  The supervising courts also decided that applications handled by the law firm Blott & Company (Supreme  
 Court of Alberta, 2012) were deemed to be submitted before the deadline.

The non-compensatory components of the 
Settlement Agreement included:

ruth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC): 
The TRC was allocated $60 million over 

five years to document the histories of survivors, 
families, communities and anyone affected by the 
residential school experience. Through events at 
both the national and community levels, it guided 
and inspired Indigenous people and Canadians 
in a process of reconciliation and renewed 
relationships based on mutual understanding and 
respect. The TRC released its final report in 2015.

Commemoration: The Settlement Agreement 
provided $20 million in funding over six years for 
commemorative initiatives to honour, educate, 
remember, memorialize, and pay tribute to former 
students of Indian Residential Schools, their 
families, and the larger Indigenous community. 
This included the installation of a stained-
glass window in Centre Block of Parliament 
commemorating the legacy of former Indian 
Residential School students and their families. 
Although not formally part of the Settlement 
Agreement, on June 11, 2008 then Prime Minister 
Stephen Harper delivered a formal apology in the 
House of Commons on behalf of the Government 
of Canada to former students, their families, and 
communities for the Government's role in the 
operation of the residential schools.68

Healing Supports: To foster healing in Indigenous 
communities, a $125 million endowment was 
provided to the Aboriginal Healing Foundation to 
continue its mission. The Settlement Agreement 
also provided for the continuation of supports 
provided by Health Canada, such as a 24-hour 
crisis line and front-line Resolution Health 
Support Workers.

T

A stained glass window in Parliament 
commemorates the legacy of former Indian 
Residential School students and their families.

There were also two compensation-related 
components of the Settlement Agreement:

The Common Experience Payment (CEP) recognized 
the experience of eligible Indian Residential School 
students who resided at any Indian Residential 
School prior to December 31, 1997. Administered 
by Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), 
the CEP was an unprecedented recognition of the 
common experience of having resided at an Indian 
Residential School. Every former student who had 
resided at a recognized IRS and was alive as of 
May 30, 2005, was eligible to apply for and receive 
$10,000 for their first school year or partial school 
year, with an additional $3,000 in compensation for 
each full or partial school year of residence beyond 
the first school year. Under the CEP, eligible former 
students received an average award of $20,457.  
The total compensation provided through CEP was 
$1.6 billion.69

The Independent Assessment Process (IAP) was the 
out-of-Court process to settle claims of sexual abuse, 
serious physical abuse, or other wrongful acts suffered 
while attending a residential school. Compensation 
was provided up to $275,000, based on nature of 
the abuse and the level of harm suffered by each 
student.70 Once the IRSSA received Court approval, 
IAP applications from survivors were accepted from 
September 19, 2007 to September 19, 2012.71

As the IAP was framed as part of a settlement of a 
class action, it was no longer an “opt-in” alternative 
to litigation.  With the Settlement Agreement, the 
IAP was now the only way to claim compensation for 
abuse at a residential school, other than for those 
who explicitly opted out of the class action settlement 
within the timeframe allotted by the Courts or those 
who, by the application deadline, had not filed claims 
in Court, the ADR or the IAP.  
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THE INDEPENDENT  
ASSESSMENT PROCESS

Objectives of the IAP

n agreement as complex and far-
reaching as the Indian Residential 

Schools Settlement Agreement – unparalleled 
in Canadian history – had a range of objectives. 
These objectives emanated from the history and 
impact of the residential schools experience 
and the process that culminated in the IRSSA, 
as described in the previous two chapters of 
this report. They reflected the various interests 
and hopes of the parties; the broader social, 
political, and legal context within which it was 
framed; and what the IRSSA was intended to 
achieve for all of those affected by residential 
schools. 

As a part of the Settlement Agreement, the 
Independent Assessment Process (IAP) also had 
a number of objectives. Some of these were 
specifically outlined in the Agreement while 
others were more general in nature. These 
objectives shaped the process for IAP claims, 
informed the activities of all stakeholders in the 
IAP, and provided the foundation and guiding 
principles for the Oversight Committee in 
carrying out its mandate in the implementation 
of the IAP.

Resolving Litigation:

In understanding the objectives of the IAP, it is 
important to start with an appreciation that the 
IAP was part of an agreement to settle litigation. 
Individual civil suits and class actions related 
to the residential school experience were 
numerous, complex, costly, and lengthy. As 
well, although Alternative Dispute Resolution 
had provided significant improvements over 
litigation, it still contained elements that 
proved less than satisfactory for many parties. 
Building on experiences of litigation and the 
ADR, the IAP was designed and intended to 
resolve individual claims for redress for abuse 

A

TRC Commissioner Wilton Littlechild

at residential schools in a manner that was 
more timely; that provided an opportunity 
for validation of  claims and of the impacts of 
individuals’ personal experiences while at the 
same time being less harmful to and more 
respectful of residential school survivors; that 
provided consistency in decisions and awards 
without differences based on geographical 
location or on which Church ran the school; that 
was an independent Court-supervised - and not 
a Government-run - process; and that provided 
finality to the litigation process. 

Reconciliation:

Underpinning the efforts to provide reparation 
for the abuses that occurred at the schools was 
a deeper context of attempting to understand 
and reconcile the broader impacts of the 
Indian Residential School policy. This had been 
evidenced by such actions as the work of the 
Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples; the 
Government of Canada’s Aboriginal Action Plan 
and the establishment of the Aboriginal Healing 
Foundation; the apologies offered by some 

Churches, the Minister of Indian Affairs and 
Northern Development, and the RCMP; and 
the extensive efforts of Aboriginal groups, 
Churches, and the Government to engage in 
dialogue on advancing reconciliation.

Notwithstanding the public apologies and 
the dialogues that were occurring, it was 
difficult to build trust and progress towards 
reconciliation while survivors were required 
to pursue compensation through legal 
actions and were subject to legal defences in 
which Government and Churches limited or 
denied their liability. The implementation of a 
less adversarial and more supportive method 
of compensating the victims of residential 
school abuse was a necessary precondition for 
moving towards healing and reconciliation 
for Aboriginals and non-Aboriginals alike. As 
the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples 
stated in its 1996 report, “There can be no 
peace and harmony unless there is justice.” 
Within the Settlement Agreement, the IAP 
was intended to provide justice for the acts 
and consequences of abuse.
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72 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, Annual Report 2008 (Ottawa: IRSAS, 2008), p. 11.

Healing – A Claimant-Centred Process:

principal foundation of the IAP was its design as a claimant-
centred process. Not only was reconciliation an implicit 

objective of the IAP as part of the IRSSA, there were also specific 
aspects in the IAP process that were intended to promote healing. 
Ensuring that the IAP maintained a claimant-centred approach was a 
fundamental prism used by the Oversight Committee in its ongoing 
assessment of and, when required, improvements to the IAP process.
 
A support line and crisis line were maintained to provide immediate 
assistance to all those affected by the residential school experience. 
Claimants who chose not to have legal representation were assigned 
Claimant Support Officers. Claimants had access to health support 
workers at every phase of the process, including at the hearing. They 
could be accompanied at the hearing by Elders, interpreters, and/or 
family or community members; this not only provided support for 
the claimant but could aid in intergenerational healing. 

Each claimant could indicate a preference in the location of her/his 
hearing and the gender of the adjudicator. Rather than taking place 
in courtrooms, hearings were held in private and informal settings, 
such as hearing centres, hotels, lawyers’ offices, or the claimant’s 
home. As well, hearings incorporated traditional and ceremonial 
elements such as smudges, songs, and/or prayers, depending on the 
claimant’s preference. 

Within the hearing, only the adjudicator could ask the claimant 
questions, which were inquisitorial. Claimants were not subject 

to cross-examination by lawyers for the Government of Canada, 
Churches, or alleged perpetrators. 

At the end of each hearing, representatives of Canada and the 
Church who were in attendance would often present a personal 
acknowledgement or apology to the claimant for her/his experience. 
And the compensation award could contain, at the claimant’s request 
and design, additional “Future Care” funds dedicated to assist them 
in their healing following the hearing and decision.

The hearing itself could provide transformational moments for all of 
those present. Claimants had the opportunity to relate their history 
– sometimes for the first time – and to have their experience heard 
and validated in a decision and an award. The hearing also exposed 
the others present – adjudicators, Canada’s representatives, the 
Church’s representatives – to the realities of the residential school 
legacy, on a first-hand and personal basis and in a confidential and 
non-adversarial context, where they were committed to listening, 
understanding, ensuring the requirements of the IAP were met, and 
to acknowledge the claimant’s experience. This sharing of personal 
history would have been difficult if not impossible to achieve in a 
public setting or solely through the issuance of a cheque. Thus, the 
promotion of healing and reconciliation was not merely a potential 
by-product of the assessment process, but was seen as an actual 
objective of the IAP. In its first Annual Report, the Indian Residential 
Schools Adjudication Secretariat stated: “The hearing is not just a 
step in a compensation process: it is an opportunity for the parties 
to achieve, together, a degree of the healing and reconciliation 
intended by the authors of the Settlement Agreement.”72

A

Winnipeg Hearing Centre
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73 Some 7,600 claims were filed in the ADR, of which 3,477 remained active at the time of implementation of the IAP. The final ADR cases were not resolved until 2013. The IAP also allowed for some claimants to re-open their ADR claims; this  
 could only occur in specific circumstances. Relative to the ADR, there were expanded opportunities to advance claims relating to “student-on-student” abuse and to receive increased compensation for “consequential loss of opportunity”.
74 IRSSA, Article 6.03
75 IRSSA, Schedule D, Section III (k) (ii). The Complex Track was required where the claimant sought compensation for actual income loss or for other wrongful acts, as per IRSSA, Schedule D, Section III (b) (ii)). Further information on the  
 Complex Track process is provided below.
76 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), Court File 00-CV-192059CP, ONSC, 8 March 2007, paras. 18 and 19.
77 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, Strategic and Operational Plan 2011-12 (Ottawa: IRSAS, 2011), p. 6 and p. 9.

Operational and Administrative:

he adoption of the Settlement Agreement introduced with 
it a number of operational and administrative objectives 

related to the implementation of the IAP. The requirement for 
the IAP infrastructure to be up and running was intense in 
both scale and immediacy. As per Article 15.02 of the IRSSA, all 
existing ADR claims were either transferred to the IAP, subject to 
re-application under the IAP, or continued to be addressed within 
the ADR model but under the administrative auspices of the 
Chief Adjudicator.73 The Settlement Agreement also mandated 
that, following a six-month start-up period, IAP claims would 
be processed at a minimum rate of 2,500 per year. It further 
stipulated that claimants who met the requirements of the IAP 
would be offered a hearing date within nine months of their 
application, “or within a reasonable period of time thereafter”. 
Finally, the Settlement Agreement stated that, unless the claimant 
him or herself frustrated the scheduling process, all IAP claims 
would be processed within six years of the Implementation date: 
i.e., one year following the deadline for IAP applications.74 As well, 
Schedule D specified that adjudicators provide a written decision 
to the claimant within 30 days of the hearing for Standard Track 
hearings, or 45 days for Complex Track hearings.75

In addition, the Court’s Implementation Order provided that the 
fees charged by a claimant’s counsel could be subject to review 
by the Adjudicator for “fairness and reasonableness”, and that the 
Adjudicators’ decisions on these matters could be subject to a 
further review by the Chief Adjudicator or his designate.76

From September 19, 2007, through to the end of December 
2008, there were 9,295 claims received (either as new 
applications or transferred/continued from ADR), and 1,747 
hearings held. In just over a year, the number of Adjudication 
Secretariat staff grew from the approximately 33 that had worked 
on the ADR model to more than 150 in four locations across 
Canada, and nearly 80 adjudicators were selected and retained by 
the Oversight Committee.

The Oversight Committee and those responsible for 
implementing the IAP were aware that the focus needed not 
only to be on achieving operational targets, but also on doing 
so in ways that were claimant-centred and that would assist in 
healing and reconciliation. The Adjudication Secretariat defined 
its strategic outcome as: “to advance reconciliation among former 
students of Indian Residential Schools and the Government of 
Canada”. In furtherance of this, the Secretariat stated: “Our success 
will be measured not only by the number of claims resolved 
but by our ability to treat each claim in accordance with our core 
values and thus advancing reconciliation among former students 
of Indian Residential Schools and Canadians.” It identified those 
core values as being “based on fairness, consistency, impartiality, 
claimant-centeredness and compassion”.77 

Thus, operational objectives focused not only on statistical 
outcomes but also on the values and approaches that were to be 
adopted in the achievement of those outcomes.

As the IRSSA emanated from a class action, it specifically 
required that efforts be undertaken to ensure that members of 
the class were notified of the Settlement Agreement, including 
their right to opt out of the Agreement. This process included a 
formalized “Residential Schools Class Action Litigation Settlement 
Notice Plan” and the implementation of a toll-free telephone 
information line. In addition, the Adjudication Secretariat 
developed its own ongoing Outreach program to raise awareness 
of the application deadline, and to ensure that people were aware 
of the mental health, emotional, and legal supports that were 
available. While independent legal representation for claimants 
was encouraged, there was no requirement to retain counsel; 
accordingly, the Adjudication Secretariat put in place mechanisms 
to ensure that claimants could fully participate in the process on 
a self-represented basis, if they so chose. Thus, another of the 
key operational objectives was to provide all those who had a 
potential claim under the Settlement Agreement the opportunity 
and support necessary to submit an IAP application prior to the 
deadline.

T
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78 As noted previously, class members were allowed to opt out of the Settlement Agreement and pursue legal action

IAP Hearing

A

Summary:

s a component of the comprehensive Settlement Agreement, the 
IAP was intended to achieve a range of objectives. These included:

• To provide fair and meaningful financial compensation for sexual, and  
 serious physical abuses and other wrongful acts suffered by individual  
 former residential school students

• To consolidate and finalize the voluminous civil legal actions arising  
 out of the residential school experience78

• To provide an out-of-court, claimant-centred process for determining  
 and awarding compensation 

• To contribute to a more holistic reconciliation among residential school  
 survivors, Indigenous communities, Canada, and the Churches

• To ensure that all former students covered by the terms of the  
 Settlement Agreement had the opportunity to submit an IAP  
 application prior to the deadline

• To ensure the independence of adjudicators and the adjudication  
 process

• To ensure that all claimants had access to independent legal counsel,  
 while accommodating claimants who chose to represent themselves

• To ensure that claims were subject to a validation process,  
 including the right of alleged perpetrators to be informed of  
 allegations and the right to be heard

• To provide a hearing process that did no further harm to claimants  
 and was supportive of their healing

• To process a volume of cases and offer hearing dates to claimants  
 in accordance with the requirements stipulated in the Settlement  
 Agreement

• To ensure that the legal fees charged by claimants’ counsel met  
 the standard of “fairness and reasonableness” as set out in the  
 Court’s Implementation Order 

• To issue decisions within the timeframes stipulated in the  
 Settlement Agreement

The Independent Assessment Process

To achieve these objectives, an extensive and complex process 
was developed for receiving, processing, and deciding IAP claims. 
The Settlement Agreement set out the details of the IAP process, 
but the obligation to interpret and apply those provisions and 
administer the IAP fell to the Chief Adjudicator, Adjudication 
Secretariat, and the Oversight Committee.  As part of this process, 
administrative directives and guidance had to be developed and/
or approved by the Oversight Committee, the Chief Adjudicator, 
and/or the Adjudication Secretariat to address the many challenges 
that arose during the course of the implementation of the IAP. (An 
examination of the process improvements that were implemented 
in order to meet the expectations of the Settlement Agreement is 
presented in the next chapter).

Given the variety of issues and circumstances that arose over the 
course of more than 38,000 unique and individual claims, it is not 
possible to present an exhaustive description of all possible process 
elements of the IAP. The simplified flow chart below illustrates the 
main stages in an IAP claim. A more detailed description of each of 
these stages follows.

CHAPTER 4
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79 In 2012, the Quebec Superior Court added Mistassini Hostels to the list of eligible schools under the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, and gave former students of Mistassini until September 2, 2013 to submit an IAP  
 application. Following a 2018 decision by the Nunavut Court of Appeal that added Kivalliq Hall to the list of eligible schools, former students of that school were given until January 25, 2020, to submit an IAP application. As well, a  
 court order in 2018 dealing with claims that had been determined by the law firm Blott and Company as “Did Not Qualify” gave until September 14, 2018, for submission of materials in support of admission of those applications: 46 such  
 claims were subsequently admitted to the IAP. (In 2012, the supervising court had banned Blott and Company from representing residential schools survivors due to concerns about the firm’s practices. Clients of Blott and Company whose  
 applications had not been submitted and who could not be located at that time were given until October 2016 to apply to the IAP.) 
80 In practice, initial intake and review of applications was conducted on behalf of the Adjudication Secretariat by Crawford Class Action Services. Those applications that met the specified criteria were readily admitted. For applications missing  
 information, Crawford would follow-up with claimants or their counsel and would admit those applications when such information was provided. If in those circumstances Crawford could still not make an eligibility determination, the claim  
 would be forwarded to the Adjudication Secretariat for secondary review.
81 The Compensation Rules that governed IAP awards are reproduced in Appendix II.

The IAP Claim and Pre-Hearing Processes:

Applications and Admission of the Claim:

former student of an Indian Residential School could initiate a 
claim for compensation under the IAP by completing a standardized 

application form with information on the school(s) attended, the abuse that 
she/he suffered at the school, and the harm that those experiences caused. 
It was also required that the former student, if possible, provide the names 
of those who perpetrated that abuse, so that efforts could be undertaken to 
notify the alleged perpetrators that a claim had been filed. The Settlement 
Agreement stipulated that the deadline for filing an IAP application would 
be September 19, 2012.79

The application form could be filled out with or without the assistance of 
legal counsel, but it was strongly recommended that claimants hire a lawyer 
as the IAP was complex and involved legal concepts. The Indian Residential 
Schools Adjudication Secretariat prepared a Guide to the IAP application to 
assist claimants and/or their representatives with the application form and 
process. The Guide also contained information on the support programs 
offered by Health Canada to former students and their families.

Applications were then reviewed by the Adjudication Secretariat 
which was, according to the IRSSA, “responsible for determining 
whether applications fall within the terms of the IAP”. Specifically, 
the Adjudication Secretariat would admit claims if the claimant was 
eligible to submit a claim under the Settlement Agreement, the 
application was complete and signed, and the allegations – should 
they be proven in a hearing – would constitute a claim under the 
IAP.80

Given the volume of IAP claims, they were reviewed for admission 
based on priorities set out in the IRSSA. The first priority was accorded 
to those claimants whose health meant that they were at significant 
risk that they might pass away or lose the capacity to provide 
testimony at a hearing. Also receiving higher priority were claimants 
who were in failing health that could impair their ability to participate 
in a hearing; elderly claimants; persons who had completed an 
examination for discovery in a litigation process; and claimants 
who were applying as part of a formally recognized group. All other 
applications were processed in the order in which they were received.

If the Adjudication Secretariat determined that a claim was not 
eligible and would not be admitted, this decision could be requested 
by a claimant or counsel to be referred to the Chief Adjudicator for 
review. In these circumstances, the Chief Adjudicator would consider 
only the information that had already been provided in support of 
the application, and would only consider admission reviews on the 
grounds that the Adjudication Secretariat had improperly interpreted 
the Settlement Agreement in its decision not to admit the claim. 

Once a claim was admitted, the Adjudication Secretariat would notify 
the claimant’s counsel (or the claimant directly if she/he was not 
represented by a lawyer) of the “track” (“standard” or “complex”) 
into which the claim had been admitted. Most IAP claims followed 
a “Standard Track”. However, some specific types of claims were 
dealt with in a “Complex Track”: this included claims of wrongful 
acts causing serious psychological consequences.81 The Complex 
Track was also used to deal with claims for actual income losses 
attributable to residential school experiences. Certain Complex Track 
claims required more detailed proof than in the Standard Track, 
usually entailed expert evidence, and applied the court standards for 
establishing “causation” of harms versus the less stringent “plausible 
link” standard that applied in the Standard Track. 

The	IAP	application	guide	helped	claimants	understand	if	they	qualified	for	
the IAP, and provided directions on completing the IAP application form.

A
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82 This process was amended in 2013, when the Oversight Committee approved an “Accelerated Hearing Process” (AHP) where, even absent health issues, claims could be set down for hearing without all of the mandatory documents having  
 been produced. The AHP is described on p. 14 below and discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5.
83 The NSP was available only to those claimants who had legal representation. NSPs were not available in claims in which the alleged perpetrator wished to participate.
84 However, if a hearing had been scheduled for a claim that subsequently entered the NSP, the hearing date was cancelled, and only re-scheduled if the NSP was unsuccessful.

Document Collection:

AP awards were not granted automatically; the IAP required 
that adjudicators assess the credibility and reliability of 

the claimant’s evidence. Adjudicators assessed the validity of 
each claim in the hearing process but also through mandatory 
supporting documents. The Adjudication Secretariat would provide 
a checklist of the documents needed to support the claim, as 
set out in Schedule D, Appendix VII, of the IRSSA. This checklist 
specified the mandatory documents required for each combination 
of “Harm” and “Loss of Opportunity” contained in the claim, and 
could include records from Workers’ Compensation, Income Tax, 
Corrections, or medical treatment. Due to the number of documents 
required, the scope of time that may be covered by those records, 
and resource limitations in the agencies that needed to supply the 
documents, the process of document collection could be lengthy. 
When the mandatory documents had been compiled, the claimant 
or claimant’s counsel could request that a hearing be scheduled.82

At the same time, the Government of Canada was responsible 
for researching and providing records related to the claimant’s 
attendance at the Indian Residential School, along with records 
related to any named alleged perpetrator(s), their role at the Indian 
Residential School, and any reports on record of sexual or physical 
abuse allegations concerning the named abuser. The Government 
of Canada was also responsible for preparing a report (known as the 
“School Narrative”) on the Indian Residential School in question, 
including any documents mentioning abuse at that school.

Pre-Hearing Teleconferences:

In some instances, questions could arise as to whether a claim 
fell within the jurisdiction of the IAP. For example, there may 
be questions related to whether the allegations contained in 
a claim occurred during the “operating years” of a school. In 
such circumstances, the Government of Canada could request a 
jurisdictional review by an adjudicator, and the adjudicator could 
determine if a teleconference should be held to address these 
matters in advance of a hearing. These pre-hearing jurisdictional 
teleconferences provided a means of determining issues that could 
affect the processing of a claim as early as possible. Pre-hearing 
conference calls were also held for Complex Track claims and, under 
certain circumstances, for estate claims filed on behalf of deceased 
former students.

I

Negotiated Settlement Process:

The IRSSA allowed the option for claims to be settled without a hearing 
in a Negotiated Settlement Process (NSP). This process was available 
when both the claimant’s counsel and Canada were amenable to it.83 
In such cases, once informed of the intention to pursue a negotiated 
settlement, the Adjudication Secretariat would share with both parties 
all of the evidentiary documentation that was available at that time. 
While a claim was active in the NSP, the parties were obliged to 
continue to collect any remaining mandatory documents, both for 
record-keeping purposes and in the event that the negotiations proved 
unsuccessful.84 If a negotiated resolution of a claim was reached, it 
would not be subject to review by an adjudicator, but was implemented 
by the Government of Canada and compensation paid as the parties 
had agreed. If a settlement of the claim could not be reached in the NSP, 
the claim would then return to the normal adjudication process.

The IAP Hearing:

The scheduling of an IAP hearing was based on a number of criteria, 
including the claimant’s stated preferences for the location of the 
hearing and/or the gender of the adjudicator, and the availability of all 
parties who would be attending the hearing. In the case of Complex 
Track claims, an adjudicator would conduct a pre-hearing conference 
call to determine if the file was ready for hearing or if additional 
information would be required. 

Hearings were scheduled on an expedited basis for claimants where a 
medical doctor indicated that their health placed them at risk of passing 
away or of losing their capacity to provide testimony. Accelerated 
hearings were also offered in some circumstances where, for example, 
scheduling efficiencies warranted that a hearing be conducted prior 
to the collection of all mandatory documents. In those instances, the 
adjudicator would not prepare his/her decision until all documents and 
final submissions were completed and submitted following the hearing.

In the preferred scheduling process, hearing notices advising the 
parties of the date of the hearing would be issued three to five months 
in advance, to allow for logistical arrangements and to provide the 
claimant time to prepare for the hearing. Shortly after setting the 
hearing date, the Adjudication Secretariat would distribute to the 
claimant’s counsel, the adjudicator, and Canada’s representative, 
the evidentiary packages containing mandatory documents and the 
Government’s records and research.
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85 All costs related to the implementation of the IRSSA, including those expended by the Adjudication Secretariat, were paid for by the Government of Canada.
86 Presbyterian, Anglican, and United Churches adopted an approach that when a claimant requested that the church attend the hearing the church would participate in a supportive role, and if the claimant requested that the church not  
 attend, the church would respect the claimant’s wishes. Some Catholic entities – particularly in claims relating to Quebec schools and some schools in Ontario – regularly attended IAP hearings pursuant to their legal right under the  
 Settlement Agreement.

rior to the hearing, claimants could view a video, on-line or on DVD, 
and read an accompanying booklet that provided information about 

the hearing. The video was not available at the outset of the IAP but was 
subsequently produced to help claimants prepare for their hearing and to 
help reduce any anxiety about the process.

The Adjudication Secretariat arranged and paid for all logistics related to 
the hearing itself. This included booking the hearing room, arranging for a 
language interpreter if required, and arranging travel for the claimant and 
up to two personal supporters – friends and/or family members – of the 
claimant’s choosing, and an Elder if requested.85 Claimants’ travel could 
be scheduled to provide the opportunity for them to meet with their legal 
counsel the day before the hearing.

In Winnipeg and Vancouver, the Adjudication Secretariat had dedicated 
Hearing Rooms. These were intended to be safe, comfortable, welcoming 
and culturally appropriate spaces and provided room for the claimant to take 
a break from the hearing or meet with Elders or Health Support Workers. In 
other locations, hotel conference rooms or other appropriate facilities were 
utilized. All hearing facilities were intended to accommodate the needs of 
the claimant for private space, and the hearing room itself was arranged 
in an informal manner that facilitated discussion. Light refreshments were 
provided throughout the hearing.

The Adjudication Secretariat attempted to accommodate a claimant’s 
preference for the hearing location, whether in his/her community 
or elsewhere in Canada. Where necessary, hearings were also held in 
correctional facilities, hospitals, outside of Canada, or other specific locations 
required by the claimant’s circumstances. 

In attendance at the hearing would be the claimant, his/her lawyer (if they 
were represented), a representative of the Government of Canada and the 
adjudicator. If the claimant chose, her/his personal supporters, a Resolution 
Health Support Worker, an Elder, and/or an interpreter could also attend. As a 
party to the process, the Churches had a right to attend the hearing. However, 
claimants were asked prior to the hearing if they had any objection to the 
Church’s participation and any such requests were taken into consideration. 
As with all participants other than the claimant, Church representatives did 
not speak during the hearing; they could address the claimant at the end 
of the hearing in a manner to promote healing and provide pastoral care, if 
requested by the claimant.86 Hearings were otherwise closed to the public, 
and all participants were required to sign a confidentiality form.

The video, “Telling Your Story,” provided claimants with 
information	on	what	to	expect	at	their	IAP	hearing.	

P

Claimants could take a break from a hearing in a 
breakout	room	with	an	Elder	and/or	support	people.

CHAPTER 4



2021 FINAL REPORT 31

87 Hearings involving an Actual Income Loss claim would typically take four to five days.

t the claimant’s request, hearings would commence with an 
activity that would respect the claimant’s beliefs and traditions, 

such as a song, ceremony, cleansing or blessing of the room, or a 
prayer. The claimant could make an oath on a Bible or eagle feather, 
or simply by affirming that she/he would speak the truth. 

At the start of the hearing, the adjudicator would describe the process 
and explain what would take place during the hearing. The claimant 
would then tell their personal experience to the adjudicator. In the 
inquisitorial model of the IAP hearing, cross-examination was not 
permitted by the representatives of the Government of Canada 
or the Churches; only the adjudicator could ask questions of the 
claimant or witnesses. Nonetheless, hearings and the recounting 
of their experiences and the effects of their attendance at an Indian 
Residential School could still be traumatic, and claimants could at any 
time request a break and, if they wished, meet with their personal 
supports or Health Support Workers. As well, any party could request 
a caucus with the adjudicator; this could be to suggest questions for 
the adjudicator to ask or raise other issues.  In cases involving self-
represented claimants, the claimant attended the caucus sessions, 
which were recorded in those instances. 

During the hearing, the adjudicator would make an electronic audio 
recording of the proceedings. In keeping with the confidentiality of 
the process, transcripts of those recordings were only made available 

to certain individuals, under specific circumstances. The adjudicator 
could request a copy of the transcript for his/her own reference, as 
could a review adjudicator or the Chief Adjudicator if the transcript 
was required in support of his duties as set out in the Settlement 
Agreement. If an expert was retained to conduct an assessment of 
the claimant following the hearing, he/she could receive a copy of 
the hearing transcript, along with the participants in the hearing. 
Participating parties could also request a transcript in some situations, 
including: if there was an adjournment longer than four months; if 
there was a change in legal representative; if a party sought to have a 
decision reviewed; if a claim was to be re-opened; or if there was an 
identified potential for a negotiated settlement.

Claimants could also receive a copy of the transcript of their own 
evidence for memorialization purposes. 

At the end of the hearing, attendees could be invited to make closing 
comments to the claimant thanking them for their participation and/
or offering an apology. The adjudicator and the parties would then 
discuss the evidence collected to that point and whether the claim 
was ready for final submissions.

Normally, Standard Track hearings would be concluded within  
one day, while Complex Track hearings would require two days  
to complete.87

A

Claimants could make an 
oath on a Bible or eagle 
feather at their hearing.

CHAPTER 4
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Post-Hearing Processes:

Short Form Decisions:

f, at the end of the hearing, all of the evidence had been 
collected and parties agreed how the claim should be 

resolved, the adjudicator could consider issuing a Short Form 
Decision (SFD). Following approval by the Oversight Committee 
and the National Administration Committee in 2009, the SFD was 
implemented to reduce delays and expedite the decision-making 
and compensation stages of the IAP. Rather than a regular decision 
that would provide a detailed recounting of the testimony presented 
at the hearing, the SFD presented – in tabular form – a summary of 
the compensation categories and levels of compensation awarded 
by the adjudicator following the hearing. SFDs were available only 
in specific circumstances, in which: the claimant was represented 
by legal counsel; the claim was in the Standard Track; all research, 
document production, and testimony was complete; a future care 
plan (if any) and final submissions had been provided by the end of 
the hearing; and the claimant requested – and all parties consented 
– that the adjudicator render a Short Form Decision.

Even if a claim qualified on the above grounds for a Short Form 
Decision, a claimant could request a full narrative decision for 
memorialization or other reasons. 

Expert and Medical Assessments:

In some cases, there were issues that remained to be decided or 
further evidence collected following the hearing. One such issue 
was the need to obtain input from psychological or medical experts. 
While the IAP explicitly sought - as distinct from civil litigation - to 
eliminate the prospect of competing reports from experts on the 
same issue, it did in some circumstances provide for expert witnesses 
when their evidence was determined to be essential. An adjudicator 
could order such an assessment and then only after hearing the 
claim, determining credibility, and deciding that the assessment was 
necessary to assess compensation fairly. As well, as a condition for 
making an award that the injury in question had resulted in serious 
dysfunction at harm level 4 or 5 or consequential loss of opportunity 
at levels 4 or 5 as described in the Settlement Agreement, the 
adjudicator was required to order a psychological assessment unless 
the Government of Canada waived that requirement. 

When a psychological assessment was required, a psychiatrist or 
psychologist, drawn from a roster of professionals approved by the 
Oversight Committee, would meet with the claimant and prepare 
a report. At the request of any party, the Adjudicator could also 
subsequently schedule a conference call in which the parties could 
question the psychological expert. The psychological assessment 
process normally took several months following the conclusion of 
the hearing.

An adjudicator could also order that the claimant undergo a medical 
examination. This could occur when the claimant described a physical 
injury (for example, hearing loss) for which there was no evidence 
contained in their available medical records of the timing, cause, or 
impact of that injury. Medical examination or psychological assessments 
were also required for consequential loss of opportunity above level 3 
and in the Complex Track where a claim was being advanced for actual 
loss of income. 

In these instances, the Adjudication Secretariat would contract with a 
medical professional – either agreed to by the parties or selected through 
an external supplier – who would assess the claimant’s injury and submit 
a report. The medical examiner could then be required to give evidence 
and be questioned by the adjudicator. Similarly, the medical examination 
process normally took several months following the conclusion of the 
hearing.

As mentioned earlier, some mandatory documents could be provided in 
the post-hearing process in claims that had been expedited due to health 
concerns for the claimant or were part of the accelerated hearing process.

Final Submissions:

Final submissions by the claimant or her/his lawyer and the 
representative of the Government of Canada could be presented to the 
adjudicator at the end of a hearing, but often occurred in a teleconference 
following the hearing at a point when the adjudicator had all of the 
evidence required to commence writing the decision. These submissions 
provided an opportunity to summarize the claimant’s testimony and 
for the parties to give recommendations on where the claim should be 
placed within the categories outlined in Schedule D of the Settlement 
Agreement, and on funding of the claimant’s Future Care Plan.

I
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88 As noted in the previous chapter, this was done for ADR claims by means of a top-up payment from the Government of Canada, when the IAP was implemented.
89 Student-on-student (SOS) abuse claims were technically available but rarely awarded under ADR, due to a much more stringent test than what was provided for in the IAP. As mentioned earlier, claims related to abuses by other students  
 and to consequential loss of opportunity that had been settled in the ADR could be re-opened in the IAP in certain circumstances. In all, there were 514 SOS re-openers resulting in $12.9 million in awards; and 562 “loss of opportunity”  
 re-openers resulting in more than $1 million in awards.

Alleged Perpetrator Hearings:

he Settlement Agreement provided those individuals 
named by a claimant as an alleged perpetrator the right 

to be informed of the allegations against them and to provide 
their own statement to the adjudicator. The Government of 
Canada, as defendant, had the responsibility of attempting 
to locate alleged perpetrators. Where an alleged perpetrator 
wished to participate in the claim, they were provided with 
extracts from the claimant’s application related to the allegations 
against them, with all information related to the address of 
the claimant or other potential witnesses deleted. Alleged 
perpetrators did not have the right to attend the claimant’s 
hearing but could request his/her own hearing - not at the same 
time or place as the claimant - accompanied by counsel and a 
support person. In practice, the alleged perpetrator’s hearing 
occurred after the claimant’s hearing. Alleged perpetrators were 
considered to be witnesses in a claim and not parties to the 
process. As such, they had the right to be informed of the results 
of the hearing regarding any allegations made against them, 
but not the amount of any compensation awarded. 

Decisions and Compensation:

The Decision:

Adjudicators would prepare their decisions following the receipt 
of final submissions. The alleged acts cited in the claim and 
consequential harms and consequential loss of opportunity 
were proven on a “balance of probabilities” standard: the same 
standard used by the Courts in civil matters. In the standard 
track, the consequential harms and consequential loss of 
opportunity were then proven to be “plausibly linked” to those 
proven acts: the “plausible link” standard being less onerous 
than the court “causation” standards.

The adjudicator’s decision would generally contain background 
information on the claimant, a summary of the allegations in 

the claim and the claimant’s testimony, and the adjudicator’s 
findings on the abuse acts and the harms that those acts had 
caused the claimant. The adjudicator would also discuss whether 
the claimant had suffered from a loss of opportunity due to 
her/his residential school experience. The decision would also 
discuss any Future Care Plan put forward by the claimant and 
the amount of funding that was awarded for that that Plan.

Based on the adjudicator’s analysis of these elements, the 
decision would then set the points awarded for the claim and 
the dollar amount of compensation awarded. The IAP Model 
provided for compensation to be determined according to a 
point system defined in the Compensation Rules contained 
in Schedule D of the IRSSA. It directed adjudicators to award 
compensation based not only on the acts of abuse proven by 
a claimant, but also on the consequential harms, aggravating 
factors and, where proven, the loss of opportunity experienced 
by claimants as a result of the abuse. Discretion was given to 
adjudicators to adjust compensation within the range of points 
that were generated by the Model.

The IAP did away with the Alternative Dispute Resolution’s 
two-tier regional grid, eliminated the concept of “standards of 
the day” in determining liability, and rectified the circumstance 
that claimants who had attended Catholic schools only received 
70 per cent of their ADR award due to that Church’s refusal to 
provide compensation.88 Relative to the ADR, the IAP increased 
the maximum amount of compensation that could be awarded 
for opportunity loss; included compensation for actual loss 
of income; and expanded access to compensation for “other 
wrongful acts” that caused psychological harms and for abuses 
committed by other students.89

The decision would be sent to the claimant or the claimant’s 
legal counsel and to Canada. Both parties would have 30 days 
to consider whether they would accept the decision or request a 
review. If the parties accepted the decision, the process to issue 
the compensation set out in the award would commence.

T
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90 In both Standard and Complex Track claims, either party could request a review if the IAP Model had not been properly applied. Only claimants could request a review of a Standard Track decision to determine if it contained a palpable and  
 overriding error. The Defendant could request a review to determine if a decision contained a palpable and overriding error in a Complex Track claim only. 
91 The rules and parameters for seeking judicial recourse of an IAP decision were set out in several decisions including those by the Ontario Court of Appeal (Fontaine v. Duboff Edwards Haight & Schachter, 2012 ONCA 471 (CanLII), 111 O.R.  
 (3d) 461), the Ontario Superior Court (Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2016 ONSC 4328 (CanLII), and the Supreme Court of British Columbia (Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2016 BCSC 2218), and the Supreme Court of  
 Canada (J.W. v. Canada (Attorney General), 2019 SCC 20).
92 Taxes were not payable if all legal work was done on reserve for a Status Indian.
93 In rare cases – associated with substandard performance by claimant legal counsel – adjudicators reduced legal fees to less than Canada’s 15% contribution.

Reviews:

he claimant or the Government of Canada could request a 
review of an adjudicator’s decision to determine if the decision 

had failed to apply the IAP Model to the facts. The claimant could 
also request a review of an adjudicator’s decision if it contained a 
“palpable and overriding error”.90 After the other party had responded 
in writing to this request, the Chief Adjudicator would assign another 
adjudicator to review the claim. No new evidence could be provided 
during the review process. Rather, the new adjudicator would review 
all of the documents on the file and the transcript of the hearing. 
The review adjudicator would then write a decision that would 
either uphold the original decision, change the original decision, or 
order a new hearing. If the review adjudicator changed the original 
decision, either party could request that the claim be re-reviewed. 
In those instances, the Chief Adjudicator would assign a Re-Review 
Adjudicator to the claim; the re-review would, like the first stage of 
review, be conducted on the basis of a review of the written material 
on file and would not consider new evidence. A re-review decision 
would constitute the final decision on an IAP claim; there was no right 
of appeal of an IAP decision to the Courts.

In rare and very exceptional circumstances, there could be a “limited 
right of judicial recourse” to the Courts from a final decision of the IAP, 
if that decision reflected a failure to apply the terms of the IAP and 
the compensation rules. In order to seek judicial recourse, claimants 
would also first have to exhaust all review rights within the IAP.91

Compensation Payment:

Once both parties accepted an adjudicator’s decision, the process for 
implementing the award would begin. The Government of Canada 
was responsible for issuing the compensation amount awarded by 
the adjudicator to the claimant, via legal counsel. If the claimant had 
not been represented by a lawyer during the hearing, she/he would 
need to retain one at this stage – paid for by the Government of 
Canada - to provide independent legal advice as to the implications 
of accepting the award. Processing and issuing the compensation 
cheque would normally take four to six weeks.

When the compensation cheque was awarded, the Adjudication 
Secretariat would inform the Church involved. This provided the 
Church with the opportunity to send a letter from the Church Leader, 
along with the Apology of the respective Church.

Legal Fees and Fee Reviews:

In accordance with the IRSSA, Canada would pay an 
additional 15 per cent of the total compensation awarded  
as a contribution to the claimant’s legal fees. These legal 
fees would not be deducted from the compensation 
award but would be paid in addition to the award itself. 
For example, if the adjudicator awarded $60,000 to the 
claimant, plus $10,000 funding for a future care plan, the 
claimant would receive $70,000 and the Government of 
Canada would pay up to an additional $10,500 for legal 
fees. The claimant would be responsible for paying  
GST/PST/HST on legal fees.92

The maximum amount that a lawyer could charge a 
claimant was 30 per cent of the compensation award. 
The claimant would be responsible for paying any 
amount in excess of the Canada’s contribution towards 
legal fees. Lawyers were not permitted to deduct any 
third-party assignments, cash advances, directions to pay, 
disbursements, costs associated with the management 
of the file, or anything else, from the amount payable to 
the claimant.

In all cases, adjudicators reviewed legal fees to ensure 
that they were within the limits set out in the Court 
orders implementing the IRSSA. In addition, if the 
claimant requested, or on the adjudicator’s own initiative, 
the adjudicator could review legal fees to determine if 
they were “fair and reasonable”. If an adjudicator decided 
that the legal fees charged were not fair, he/she had 
the power to reduce those fees.93 Both claimant and 
their counsel could appeal the legal fee ruling if they 
disagreed with its conclusions, in which case the legal 
fee ruling would be reviewed by another adjudicator who 
would make a final determination on the issue.

The IAP Administrative and 
Governance Framework

The IRSSA and the Courts’ Implementation Order set out 
a governance structure that gave a number of bodies 
specific authorities to implement and oversee the IAP. 

T
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94 Baxter	v.	Canada, para. 39. The Approval Orders established a protocol for parties requesting directions or orders from the Supervising Courts related to the implementation of the Settlement Agreement. A copy of the Court Administration  
 Protocol can be seen at: http://www.classactionservices.ca/irs/documents/CourtAdministrationProtocol.pdf
95 The IAP provided that persons with Actual Income Loss (AIL) claims that may exceed the $250,000.00 maximum available under IAP could apply to the Chief Adjudicator for access to the courts. As well, if there was enough evidence that the  
 harms experienced were so complex, extensive, and catastrophic (such as a permanent significantly disabling physical injury) and that the compensation available through the courts may have been more than the maximum IAP  
 compensation allowed, a request could be made to the Chief Adjudicator to allow a claim to be brought to the courts. In five instances, claimants sought leave from the Chief Adjudicator to access the courts to address AIL claims; three of  
 these requests were granted. AIL claims in excess of the $250,000 maximum could also be addressed through the Negotiated Settlement Process.
96 Fontaine v. Canada (2007), paras. 1, 2, 4, 12, and 13. 
97 A National Certification Committee, composed of members from each party to the Settlement Agreement, was established to work with the Courts to secure approval of the Agreement and was dissolved on the Settlement Agreement  
 implementation date.
98 IRSSA, Schedule D, Section III (r) (iii)

The Courts:

he Courts retained jurisdiction to supervise the 
implementation of the IRSSA, pursuant to the terms 

of the approval and implementation orders, legislation 
governing class actions, and the Courts’ inherent jurisdiction. 
This authority was reiterated in the Baxter decision, in which 
then Ontario Regional Senior Justice Warren Winkler stated 
that: “The administration of the settlement will be under the 
direction of the Courts and they will be the final authority.”94 
As noted above, however, ultimately the Courts would grant 
access to judicial recourse related to a final decision on an 
IAP claim only in exceptional circumstances. Throughout the 
course of the IAP, there were only six instances in which judicial 
recourse resulted in an adjudicator’s decision being reversed.95

The Implementation Order of the Settlement Agreement 
appointed a Court Counsel “to assist the Courts in their 
supervision over the implementation and administration of 
the Agreement”, with such specific duties as determined by the 
Courts.96 The Court Counsel regularly attended meetings of the 
National Administration Committee and the Oversight Committee.

Court Monitor:

The Implementation Order put in place a Court Monitor (Crawford 
Class Action Services) to monitor the implementation of the 
Settlement Agreement, particularly regarding the IAP and CEP 
compensation programs. The Court Monitor had authority to 
gather information and, as directed, to report to the Courts on the 
administration of the IAP.

National Administration Committee:

Under the IRSSA, a National Administration Committee (NAC)  
was tasked with ensuring the Settlement Agreement was 
appropriately administered.97 The NAC was composed of one 
representative from each of Canada, the Church organizations, 
the Assembly of First Nations, Inuit representatives, Merchant 
Law Group, and Independent Counsel. All NAC members were 
required to be legal counsel.

Although not a supervisory body, it was tasked with ensuring 
national consistency in the execution of the Agreement and 
overseeing the implementation of the Approval Orders. In 
addition to its primary responsibilities with respect to hearing 
appeals in relation to the Common Experience Payment, the 
NAC had the authority to apply to the Courts for orders to modify 
the processing rates for the IAP as set out in the Agreement or 
to request additional funding for the IAP from Canada, and to 
consider recommendations from the Oversight Committee on 
“changes to the IAP as are necessary to ensure its effectiveness 
over time”.98 Any substantive changes to the IAP had to receive  
the approval of the NAC before a Court order could be prepared. 

The NAC remained in place throughout the life of the  
Settlement Agreement.

Justice Warren K. Winkler

T
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99 Under the ADR, there had existed a “Chief Adjudicator Reference Group” (CARG) that was reconstituted as the Oversight Committee in the IAP. However, unlike CARG – which functioned within the framework of a government-run Dispute  
 Resolution process – the Oversight Committee was a formal part of the IAP governance structure.
100 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2012 BCSC 1671, para. 35.
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Oversight Committee:

ed by an independent chair, the IAP Oversight Committee was 
made up of eight other members, with two representatives from 

each of the following parties: former students (representatives for First 
Nations and Inuit), plaintiffs’ counsel (one representing the National 
Consortium and the other representing Independent Counsel), Church 
entities (one representing the Catholic entities and one representing 
the Protestant Churches), and Canada (see Appendix V for a list of 
Oversight Committee members).99 The IRSSA accorded the Oversight 
Committee several specific duties, including: 

• Recruiting, appointing and, if necessary, terminating the appointment  
 of the Chief Adjudicator

• Recruiting and appointing adjudicators, and approving training  
 for them

• On the advice of the Chief Adjudicator, renewing or terminating the  
 contract of an adjudicator

• Recruiting and appointing experts for psychological assessments

• Considering any proposed instructions from the Chief Adjudicator on  
 the application of the IAP

• Providing advice to the Chief Adjudicator on any issues he/she  
 brought forward

• Making process improvement recommendations to the NAC

• Monitoring the implementation of the IAP

Beyond the specific and exclusive authorities accorded it in Schedule 
D of the Settlement Agreement, the Oversight Committee acted in 
an advisory capacity related to the implementation of the IAP, and as 
a body to which the Chief Adjudicator could bring matters for advice 
or approval, at his discretion. Within the parameters established in 
Schedule D, it considered proposals from the Chief Adjudicator on the 
interpretation and application of the administration of the IAP Model, 
prepared its own instructions on such issues or forwarded proposed 
instructions to the NAC. The Oversight Committee also established 
a Technical Sub-Committee to research and discuss complex issues 
related to the administration of the IAP prior to consideration and 
decisions by the Oversight Committee, and a Bilateral Sub-Committee 
consisting of Canada and claimant counsel to address matters 
specifically related to issues between those parties. Both of these  
Sub-Committees reported back to the Oversight Committee.

L

While the IRSSA did not explicitly impose a general requirement of due 
diligence or a fiduciary obligation on members of the National Administration 
Committee or Oversight Committee, a Supervising Court noted its 
expectation that the Committees’ decisions reflect a broader adherence to the 
integrity of the IAP than to the specific interests of the represented parties.  
The Honourable Madam Justice B.J. Brown observed that:

“The Court is aware that the committees are populated by representatives 
that may be perceived to have a conflict in any debate regarding new 
policies or guidelines.  Indeed, the committees overseeing the settlement 
are structured in a way that superficially might lead one to conclude 
that those conflicts were considered acceptable.  However, the better 
interpretation would be that there was an understanding that the ability 
to have differing, representative viewpoints would lead to a stronger 
administration, dedicated to ensuring integrity and that claimants 
who establish entitlement to compensation receive the entirety of that 
entitlement.  Accordingly, the Court expects that any debate about policies 
or guidelines will be driven by those underlying principles and not the 
personal interests of the appointees to the committees.”100

Chief Adjudicator:

Appointed by the Oversight Committee and confirmed by the supervising 
Courts, the Chief Adjudicator was accountable to the governing committees 
and the Courts for maintaining the integrity of the IAP and for setting policies 
and standards for the Adjudication Secretariat. As set out in the IRSSA, his 
specific accountabilities included: 

• Assisting in the selection of adjudicators; assigning work and  
 providing advice to adjudicators; implementing training programs  
 and administrative measures designed to ensure consistency among  
 adjudicator decisions; addressing performance issues, and renewing  
 or terminating adjudicators

• Preparing instructions regarding the IAP for consideration by the  
 Oversight Committee

• Conducting reviews of adjudicators’ decisions when requested

• Setting policies and standards for the Adjudication Secretariat and  
 directing its operations

• Hearing appeals from claimants whose claims were deemed ineligible  
 for admission to the IAP

• Preparing reports to the Courts and the Oversight Committee
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101 Prior to June 2008, the Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat was part of the Department of Indian Residential Schools Resolution Canada (IRSRC). At that point, with the merger of IRSRC into the Department of Indian Affairs  
 and Northern Development (DIAND), the Adjudication Secretariat became subsumed within that latter Department. DIAND was subsequently renamed Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, then Indigenous and Northern Affairs  
 Canada (INAC). In 2019, INAC was divided into two departments, with the Adjudication Secretariat becoming part of Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada. 
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Dan Shapiro (left, 2013-2021) and Dan Ish (right, 2007-2013) served as Chief Adjudicator in the IAP.  Ted Hughes (middle) was the Chief Adjudicator in the ADR (2003-07). 

lthough not referred to in the IAP Model, Deputy 
Chief Adjudicators were appointed to assist the 

Chief Adjudicator in managing the adjudication function 
of the IAP.

Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat:

The Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat 
was responsible for the operations and administration 
of the IAP. With some 250 staff and 100 independent 
adjudicators at its peak, the Adjudication Secretariat 
provided information on the IAP to claimants, 
stakeholders, and the public; received and assessed the 
eligibility of claims; provided support to self-represented 
claimants; scheduled and made logistical arrangements 
for hearings; managed the Group IAP program; and 
measured and reported on the performance of the IAP.

The Executive Director of the Adjudication Secretariat 
had a dual reporting relationship: to the Chief 
Adjudicator on IAP operational or adjudicative 
matters, and to the Deputy Minister of Indigenous 
and Northern Affairs Canada on financial and resource 
management.101

The Government of Canada:

Not only did the Government of Canada have responsibilities related to its 
role as defendant in IAP claims (such as document collection and attendance 
at hearings), it was also required by the IRSSA to provide sufficient resources 
to enable the IAP to achieve its operational targets. While the Adjudication 
Secretariat reported to the Chief Adjudicator on all operational and adjudicative 
matters, it was also accountable to the Government of Canada in the attainment 
and utilization of those resources. Adjudication Secretariat staff were employees 
of Canada, bound by adherence to Government policies and procedures 
regarding human resources, procurement, and financial management. They 
were similarly bound by their statutory obligations as Government employees 
in such areas as the exercise of financial authorities, employment equity and 
human rights, official languages, access to information and privacy, health and 
safety, and labour relations. Performance agreements between the responsible 
government department and senior Adjudication Secretariat management set 
objectives for financial and human resources management, the alignment of 
resources and business strategies, and development and support of a work 
culture that reflected Government values and ethics. 

Thus, although the Government of Canada did not have a direct role in the 
governance of the IAP or the adjudicative process, it did have responsibility for 
and exercised oversight of the financial and human resource elements of the 
administration of the IAP.

A
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CHAPTER 5

IMPLEMENTING THE IAP:
CHALLENGES, RESPONSES,  

AND IMPROVEMENTS
Elder	David	Budd	in	Winnipeg

A s described in the previous chapter, the processes for conducting 
hearings and rendering decisions were detailed extensively in 

the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement (IRSSA), and were 
informed by the experiences gained in litigation, in pilot projects, and 
in the Alternative Dispute Resolution process. However, the demands 
of an unprecedented number of claims, unanticipated procedural and 
substantive issues, and the varied circumstances of individual residential 
school survivors posed a number of challenges in implementing the 
IAP. These challenges necessitated ongoing reviews of IAP processes by 
the Oversight Committee, the Chief Adjudicator, and the Adjudication 
Secretariat. This in turn led to the development of processes designed to 
increase operational efficiency and effectiveness, to meet administrative 
demands, and to give best effect to the provisions of the IAP.

In its first year of operation, the Oversight Committee recognized the 
need to establish a Technical Subcommittee to address complexities that 
arose from the outset of the IAP. The Technical Subcommittee undertook 
the extensive work of analyzing issues, designing new and innovative 
approaches, and drafting consensus recommendations for consideration 
by the full Oversight Committee. Many of the improvements described 
in this chapter were developed through detailed research, discussions, 
and work by this Technical Subcommittee. In addition, a Bilateral 
Committee composed of claimant counsel and Government of Canada 
representatives met on occasion to discuss specific issues and processes.  

Over the course of the IAP, 150 procedures and measures were 
developed to flesh out, interpret, administer, and apply the process 

set out in Schedule D of the IRSSA. This chapter will not describe all of 
these procedures; a summary list is provided in Appendix III. Rather, 
what follows is a description of the major challenges that arose in the 
implementation of the IAP and of those procedures that had the most 
significant impact in enabling the IAP to meet its objectives.

The Context: A Claimant-Centred Approach

The IAP was intended to be a process that positioned the claimant at 
its core and provided a safe, supportive, and culturally appropriate 
environment. Efforts to provide a claimant-centred approach ran 
throughout all aspects of the IAP and provided the context for analyzing 
and developing responses to challenges that arose in its delivery. 

Once a claim was initially admitted, the claimant was given a hearing 
logistics form on which she/he could indicate their preferences for the 
hearing: its location; method of travel; whether they wanted support 
services, companions, Elders, a health support worker, and/or a Church 
representative at the hearing; cultural ceremonies at the hearing; the 
gender of adjudicator; and whether they needed an interpreter. 

This information enabled the Adjudication Secretariat to try from the 
outset to ensure that, despite the overall volume of hearings held and 
complexities of logistical arrangements, each hearing was structured 
around the needs and expressed wishes of the individual claimant. For 
example, some claimants preferred that the hearing take place in their 
communities, while others preferred the anonymity of a larger centre 
away from where they lived. In addition, some claimants had requests for 
a specific location due to illness, work or family obligations, or because it 
held personal meaning for them.

Rather than in courtrooms, hearings were held in a variety of settings 
such as hearing centres, hotels, lawyers’ offices, nursing homes, 
hospitals, correctional facilities, or the claimant’s home. Hotels or other 
facilities were required to be accessible and allow traditional ceremonies. 
Correctional facilities and hospital rooms were also used when necessary. 
Hearings in Vancouver or Winnipeg could take place in one of the 
Adjudication Secretariat’s dedicated Hearing Centres. These Centres 
were designed in conjunction with residential school survivors and legal 
counsel to offer a safe, culturally appropriate space for claimants.



2021 FINAL REPORT 39

CHAPTER 5

102 All costs related to the implementation of the IRSSA, including those expended by the Adjudication Secretariat, were paid for by the Government of Canada.

he Adjudication Secretariat developed mechanisms to 
arrange and pay for travel, accommodations, and meals for 

claimants and up to two personal support people to accompany the 
claimant to the hearing. The Adjudication Secretariat also covered 
the costs for the attendance of Elders and interpreters. This relieved 
the claimant of the responsibility and challenges of making 
arrangements and paying for travel.102

Health support workers – provided by Health Canada – were 
available throughout the hearing, if the claimant chose. Many 
health support workers were themselves survivors or affected by 
the intergenerational impacts of residential schools, often spoke 
the claimant’s language, and were aware of cultural traditions and 
available health supports near claimants’ home communities.

IAP hearings incorporated cultural ceremonies of the claimant’s 
choosing, such as an opening prayer, smudge, or song. Claimants 
could also use an Eagle Feather when taking their oath, and could 
bring with them a sacred object that gave them strength, such as a 
stone or photograph. The ability for a claimant to have a traditional 
ceremony, to take an oath on the medium of her/his choosing, to 
be accompanied by an Elder or family or community members, and 
to speak in their own language allowed the claimant some control 
over the cultural context of the hearing. 

In addition to cultural ceremonies and the presence of Elders and 
other support individuals, the physical set-up of the room was 
important in making the hearing as comfortable as possible for the 
claimant to share their experiences. Typically, the claimant sat to 
the side but facing the adjudicator to enable easier conversation. As 
discussed earlier, the adjudicator used an inquisitorial rather than 
an adversarial cross-examination approach to gathering information 
and assessing claims, in recognition of the emotional, physical, and 
spiritual toll that recounting these stories placed on the claimant.

The support services offered to claimants through Health Canada 
before and during the hearing remained available following the 
hearing as well. In addition, Canada funded a 24-hour toll-free crisis 
line operated by trained Indigenous crisis counselors.

Perhaps the overarching challenge of the IAP was less in making 
specific aspects of the IAP claimant-centred, but rather in adopting 
an approach that attempted to look at the entire process from 
the viewpoint of the claimant. This perspective was the prism 
through which the Oversight Committee, Chief Adjudicator, and 
Adjudication Secretariat assessed a range of measures that were 
implemented throughout the IAP, a number of which are described 
in greater detail below.

T

Many claimants smudged 
before their hearings.
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103 Schedule K of the Settlement Agreement outlined Phases I and II of the Notice Plan.
104 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, The	Indian	Residential	Schools	Adjudication	Secretariat’s	Independent	Assessment	Process	(IAP)	Outreach	Activity	Report:	Raising	Awareness	about	the	IAP	and	the	IAP	Application	 
 Deadline, (Ottawa: IRSAS, 2012), p. 4.; also Hilsoft Notifications, “Affidavit of Cameron R. Azario, Esq. on Completion of Phase IV of Notice Programme,” submitted to the Ontario Superior Court of Justice (2012).

Providing Information About the IAP

he first challenge for the IAP was to ensure that Indigenous 
people knew about the Settlement Agreement and, in particular, 

that residential school survivors were aware that they could apply for 
compensation for the abuse suffered at the schools. It was important that 
claimants had a good understanding of the various stages of the IAP, 
such as completing an application, preparing for a hearing, the support 
services available to them, and what would happen during and after the 
hearing. 

From 2006 through to 2012, there were four major court-ordered notice 
programs designed to ensure that those who attended residential schools 
were aware of the IRSSA.103 These notice programs included:

• A “Hearing Notice” phase, launched in June, 2006, to provide notice of  
 the Settlement Agreement to affected people residing on reserve,  
 within other Indigenous communities or settlements, or in urban areas. 

• An “Opt Out/Claims Notice” that commenced in March 2007 to ensure  
 former students were notified prior to the deadline for individual class  
 members to opt out of the Settlement Agreement.

• A “Common Experience Payment (CEP) Application Deadline Notice”  
 that focused on the 2011 CEP application deadline. 

• The “IAP Application Deadline Notice”, started in March 2012, to  
 ensure that former students were aware of the September 19, 2012,  
 IAP application deadline. 

All Notice Programs were conducted by Hilsoft Notifications, an 
experienced class action notice company, utilizing radio and television 
advertisements; direct mailings to Band Offices, Tribal Council Offices, 
and Friendship Centres; and a website and toll-free information line. 
Communications were produced in multiple languages appropriate to 
each medium, including English, French, Inuktitut, Innuinaqtun, Siglit, 
Oji-Cree, Déné (various dialects, such as Gwich’in and Dogrib), Ojibway, 
Innu, and Atikamekw. Together, the four phases of the Notice Program 
reached 98% of the target population an average of 14 times.104

In addition to the court-mandated notice programs, the Adjudication 
Secretariat developed its own outreach strategy, visiting communities 
to provide information on the IAP and to raise awareness of available 

support services, of the application deadline, and of the Group IAP 
program.

Outreach by the Adjudication Secretariat focused on communities where 
there was a significant gap between the number of CEP recipients 
and IAP applicants, indicating that there might be larger numbers of 
individuals who may have been eligible for the IAP but had not yet 
applied. Prior to their arrival in each community, outreach representatives 
arranged for the availability of support services, such as interpreter/
translators, Elders, cultural support workers, and health support workers.

In support of its information activities, the Adjudication Secretariat 
developed a number of products that were approved by Oversight 
Committee, including a web site, pamphlets, fact sheets, a video 
providing information on what to expect at a hearing, and specific guides 
for claimants and stakeholders. The Adjudication Secretariat conducted 
more than 400 community information sessions: in Indigenous 
communities, with stakeholders, and also at in-care facilities such as 
federal and provincial correctional facilities, friendship centres, elder 
centres, and homeless shelters.

T

A print and electronic advertising campaign was 
launched	when	the	Settlement	Agreement	was	finalized.
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105 As per Appendix III, Schedule D of the IRSSA, adjudicators who had been working under the ADR Model were subject to a new selection process in order to become IAP adjudicators.
106 In this context, it should also be noted that there was a change in Government in the period between the signing of the Settlement Agreement and its implementation. In the same week that the federal Cabinet had approved the  
 Settlement Agreement, the Liberal Government fell, requiring the Agreement and the policy framework for it to be revisited with and re-examined and approved by the new Conservative Government prior to implementation.

The Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat hosted information booths 
at	National	Events	of	the	Truth	and	Reconciliation	Commission.

T he Adjudication Secretariat also maintained a presence at 
conferences, Truth and Reconciliation Commission national 

events, workshops, meetings, general assemblies, pow-wows, and 
educational institutions to reach out to residential school survivors and 
their families in as many settings as possible. Through these venues, 
more than 10,600 IAP information kits were distributed.

In addition to the activities undertaken by the Adjudication Secretariat, 
a number of stakeholder and partner organizations contributed to the 
distribution of information about the IAP.  The Court Monitor - Crawford 
Class Action Services - maintained a toll-free telephone information 
line to respond to inquiries about the IAP. The Government of Canada 
also sponsored the Advocacy and Public Information Program 
aimed at providing information on, and raising awareness of, the 
Settlement Agreement. Health support workers from Health Canada 
provided information and support at the grassroots community level 
to survivors of residential schools. And many lawyers played a vital 
role in providing information on the IAP and assisting claimants in 
completing applications and in the hearing process, often travelling to 
remote communities to meet with residential school survivors.

Volume and Capacity

One of the initial challenges in implementing the IAP was to put in 
place the organization required to support the Chief Adjudicator in the 

administration of the process. This included creating the capacity to:

• build business processes and technological systems;

• receive, review, and admit applications;

• manage cases as they moved through the process;

• schedule, notify participants of, and arrange travel to hearings;

• arrange for the provision of health support and interpretation  
 services, when required, at hearings;

• provide support to self-represented claimants;

• adjudicate the claims and issue decisions;

• arrange for the provision of expert assessments when required;

• conduct legal fee reviews;

• provide information on the IAP – including the application  
 deadline – to potential claimants and the general public; and

• manage resource expenditures and maintain financial records  
 and controls

To accomplish this required concerted and simultaneous activity 
on a number of fronts, including the selection and retention of 
adjudicators,105 hiring staff, constructing a technological infrastructure, 
and securing office space to house a considerably expanded Secretariat.

The Settlement Agreement contemplated a six-month “start-up 
period” during which the Adjudication Secretariat and the IAP would 
be operational but not yet at full capacity. In addition, there was a 
sixteen-month gap between the date on which the parties signed the 
Settlement Agreement (in May 2006) and its implementation date (in 
September 2007), as the parties and the Courts undertook the approval 
process for the settlement. However, as there were delays in hiring 
staff, appointing a Chief Adjudicator, and allocating and expending 
resources, this proved to be insufficient time to build the organizational 
capacity necessary to adequately meet the significant operational 
demands.106 The impact was that, at the outset, processes were relatively 
inefficient, the progress of existing ADR claims was delayed, and the 
Department (IRSRC) and the Adjudication Secretariat were unable to 
meet deadlines and service standards.

CHAPTER 5
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107 The AFN maintained in advance of the Settlement Agreement that the number of abuse victims would be at least 25,000 and that infrastructure planning for the IAP should be based on that expectation: see Mahoney, “The Settlement  
 Process”, p. 513.
108 As described earlier, other applications were admitted pursuant to Court orders after the application deadline, bringing the total number of IAP applications to 38, 276.
109 Approximately 90 per cent of IAP cases were resolved through hearings. The remainder were resolved through a Negotiated Settlement Process, discussed below.

eyond the initial challenges of building the organization, 
capacity issues posed challenges on a number of fronts. 

These were exacerbated by the volume of applications and hearings 
in the IAP. Although disputed at the time by the AFN, Canada’s 
initial estimates were that there would be in the region of 12,500 
applications filed over the five years prior to the September 2012 
deadline.107 In fact, the 12,500-application mark was surpassed by 
the end of 2009, and by the application deadline more than 37,800 
applications had been received.108

Similarly, the IRSSA contemplated that resources would be required 
to enable 2,500 hearings to occur each year, and to ensure that a 
hearing date for each claim would be within nine months of it being 
admitted to the IAP “or within a reasonable period of time thereafter” 
and that all cases would be processed by September 2013. In fact, 
13,577 cases had already been resolved by 2012 (a year-and-a-half 
earlier than expected), and in that year the number of hearings 
held per year surpassed 4,100. In appreciating the magnitude of 
this volume, it must be remembered that all IAP hearings involved 
in-person gatherings of a number of individuals; this was in contrast 
to many other quasi-judicial settings in which adjudicators resolved 

cases following a review of the documentary evidence and written 
pleadings on a file.109 It is also worth noting that, by comparison, 
targets under the ADR process were to hold 1,000 hearings per year: a 
level that was never achieved. While the Government of Canada paid 
all costs associated with the IAP, this level of performance required 
efforts by all parties not only to increase other resources allocated to 
the IAP, but also continuously to amend and enhance processes to 
more efficiently give effect to the provisions of the IAP.

For example, within the Adjudication Secretariat, initial staff levels 
of fewer than 50 were clearly inadequate to handle the increasing 
volume of claims. Within two years, staff levels had grown to 
approximately 200 and eventually to more than 270 located in four 
cities. However, throughout this period there were also vacancy rates 
at or in excess of twenty percent; occasionally, vacancy rates in key 
operational areas reached 50 per cent. While management attempted 
to mitigate this by cross-training, shifting internal resources to meet 
operational exigencies, utilizing agency personnel, and the retention 
of Crawford Class Action Services to assist in the admissions process, 
the chronic shortage of staff had an inexorable impact on the ability of 
the organization to meet stringent operational requirements.

B

The IAP retained the services of 100 independent adjudicators at its peak. 
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110 IAP claimants could request that a male or female adjudicator be assigned to their cases; linguistic ability also needed to be considered. To attempt to expand Indigenous Adjudicator capacity, the Oversight Committee utilized the  
 Request for Proposals mechanism that allowed contracts to be “set-aside” for Aboriginal suppliers, and advertised Adjudicator opportunities through the Indigenous Bar Association. Notwithstanding these efforts, the number of Indigenous  
 Adjudicators did not exceed 25% of the total.
111 Information on the costs of the IAP is provided in the following chapter.

djudicator capacity was also a recurring challenge, 
and was affected by the need and desirability to have 

female Adjudicators, francophone Adjudicators, and Indigenous 
Adjudicators.110 At its peak, the IAP retained more than 100 
Adjudicators, 8 Deputy Chief Adjudicators, and a Chief Adjudicator on 
a contractual basis. However, the initial recruitment of Adjudicators 
did not attract sufficient numbers of applicants, and the Oversight 
Committee was required to conduct four selection rounds (known as 
Requests for Proposals) over a four-year period.

Capacity issues posed a challenge not only for the Adjudication 
Secretariat, but for all other participants in the IAP. For the Government, 
the availability of staff to represent Canada at IAP hearings was 
occasionally a limiting factor in the number of hearings that could be 
scheduled in any given week or month. Similarly, other government 
Departments such as Health Canada (who provided health support 
workers) lacked sufficient human and/or systems resources to handle 
the initial demands. As a result, the Government of Canada augmented 
the human and financial resources dedicated to the IAP on several 
occasions over the following years in response to these volume and 
capacity challenges.111

While those claimants who wanted to have legal representation were 
generally able to retain a lawyer, those in remote communities faced 
greater challenges in the identification and selection of legal counsel.  
Some claimant counsel also faced challenges in their capacity to 
manage caseloads and their availability to attend hearings, resulting 
on occasion in senior Adjudication Secretariat staff conducting law firm 
visits to review and advise on business plans. Among the Churches as 
well, the scale of the IAP posed potential challenges to their capacity 
to participate fully in the process. At the outset, some Catholic Church 
entities did not propose to attend IAP hearings. Other Churches 
expressed an ongoing desire to attend hearings where claimants were 
amenable to their presence, and provided extensive training to those 
who would attend hearings on their behalf; however, their presence at 
hearings was limited by the right of claimants to request that Church 
representatives not attend. 

Resolving Claims

A central objective and obligation of the IAP was to resolve all of the 
claims that were submitted. In order to accomplish this, a wide range 
of challenges needed to be addressed, and measures developed and 
adapted.

Mandatory Document Collection:

Schedule D of the Settlement Agreement set out requirements 
for documents that were necessary to allow claimants to proceed 
through the IAP and for a hearing to be scheduled. These “mandatory 
documents” included records related to medical treatment, workers’ 
compensation, correctional services, income tax, Employment 
Insurance, Canada Pension Plan, and non-residential secondary 
and post-secondary school attendance. The number and types of 
mandatory documents required for each claim varied according to 
the levels of Harm and Loss of Opportunity claimed, as well as the 
complexity of the claim.

The collection of mandatory documents had a direct and significant 
impact on the ability of the IAP to resolve claims in accordance with the 
volumes and timeframes specified in the Settlement Agreement. The 
fact that document collection was not within the Oversight Committee’s 
or the Adjudication Secretariat’s sphere of control therefore posed 
particular challenges. Early experience under the IAP demonstrated 
that those institutions responsible for providing mandatory documents 
– such as local, provincial, or federal government bodies - did not have 
the personnel to meet those requests in a timely manner. For example, 
by the autumn of 2013, Correctional Service Canada had received 
some 9,000 requests for information, creating a two-year backlog. In 
the first years of the IAP, some 80 per cent of the document packages 
received by the Adjudication Secretariat in support of claims were 
incomplete and required significant and time-consuming follow-up to 
get the file hearing-ready.

Those responsible for administering the IAP undertook several 
process changes to address this issue. These included a series of tools 
aimed at strengthening communications with claimants’ counsel to 
improve information about and maintain momentum in the document 
collection phase of the claim. In 2013 and 2014, the Adjudication 
Secretariat signed Memoranda of Agreements with provincial 
correctional facilities departments in Alberta and Saskatchewan 
that outlined priorities and measures to address backlogs, and held 
discussions with Correctional Service Canada to improve the provision 
of documents to counsel. The Adjudication Secretariat also worked 
with federal Government departments to develop an IAP-specific 
information request form to allow greater efficiencies in the processing 
of Canada Pension Plan documents. Internally, the Adjudication 
Secretariat established a dedicated team to work directly with self-
represented claimants to obtain mandatory documents on their behalf.

A
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Inactive Claims:

n addition to delays engendered by the document collection 
process, another challenge in the IAP – and not uncommon in 

other quasi-judicial processes – was that some claims would become 
inactive and would not progress towards a hearing. This not only 
had an immediate detrimental effect on the claimants, it also raised 
concerns about the IAP’s ultimate ability to resolve all of the claims 
that had been submitted.

In response, the Adjudication Secretariat introduced an “Intensive 
Case Management Project” to review all files that were on hold, 
incomplete, and older than two years; communicate with claimants’ 
counsel to identify reasons why the claim was not progressing in 
the usual manner; address any outstanding issues where possible; 
and move the claim toward resolution or identify it for closing if the 
claim was withdrawn or the claimant was deceased. Intensive Case 
Management helped to indicate which documents were difficult to 
obtain, what institutions took a long time to respond to requests, 
what the status of the claims were with individual law firms, and what 
the Adjudication Secretariat could do to remove blockages. More 
generally, it helped to establish communications with claimants’ 
counsel. Overall, in its first year of operation this process achieved a 
90% response rate from claimants’ counsel.

The information generated through Intensive Case Management in 
turn provided the foundation for other improvements such as the 
Incomplete File Resolution Process and the Lost Claimant Protocol 
(discussed below) to assist in the resolution and completion of IAP 
claims.

Incomplete Files:

Even with a case-specific and intensive approach to case 
management, some claims remained at a stage where they were 
not ready for a hearing to be scheduled. The IRSSA did not provide 
guidance or tools to allow a claim that had been admitted into the IAP 
to be closed unless it had been heard, settled, withdrawn or found to 
be outside of the jurisdiction of the IAP. Adjudicators did not have the 
authority to dismiss claims short of a hearing, even in circumstances 
where counsel had lost all contact with a claimant, where mandatory 
document collection was not possible, or where a claimant had 
passed away prior to providing sworn testimony. Moreover, due to 
the vulnerabilities of many residential school survivors – including 
incarceration, homelessness, and mental or physical health issues that 
could explain the lack of movement of claims – neither the Oversight 
Committee nor the Chief Adjudicator supported an approach that 
would see claims dismissed for “want of prosecution”: the model used 
in the courts where a claim can be dismissed when it is inactive for a 
specified period of time. In an analysis of admitted claims conducted 
in 2011, the Adjudication Secretariat estimated that this would leave 
1,000 to 1,500 claims unresolved at the completion of the IAP.

As a result, commencing in 2012 the Adjudication Secretariat, the 
Technical Subcommittee, the Oversight Committee, and the National 
Administration Committee (NAC) undertook a detailed examination 
and discussion of strategies, processes, and tools necessary to ensure 
that all IAP claims would be resolved and the IAP itself brought to 
completion. These new procedures were approved by the Oversight 
Committee and the NAC by the end of 2013, and submitted for 
Court approval. In June 2014, the Honourable Justice Perell of the 
Ontario Superior Court of Justice signed a consent order approving 
the Incomplete File Resolution Procedure (IFRP) as a component of 
the IAP “Completion Strategy Report”, with the other supervising 
courts following suit.

The IFRP implemented a two-step approach to resolving claims that 
would otherwise have no prospect of proceeding. The first phase of 
the procedure essentially incorporated Intensive Case Management 
processes to a claim. If case management approaches were 
unsuccessful, the claim could then be referred – by the Adjudicator 
or by any party to the claim - to a File Management Adjudicator who 
could convene teleconferences with the parties, establish procedural 
timelines, and take other steps to progress the claim.

If that first phase of IFRP failed to move the claim forward, a “Special 
Resolution Adjudicator” was then appointed with the authority to 
receive submissions from the parties, decide about documents, 
set the claim for hearing with or without documents, and make a 
“Resolution Direction” that could, in some circumstances, involve 
dismissing the claim. This process included rights of review and a 
possibility for reconsideration by the Chief Adjudicator.

As of December 2018, of 1,233 claims referred to the IFRP, 706 - or 
nearly 60 per cent - were subsequently able to be returned to the 
normal hearing stream or other targeted approaches. Some 527 cases 
were the subject of a Resolution Direction. There were 26 requests to 
the Chief Adjudicator for reconsideration of IFRP Directions that had 
dismissed claims. Of these, 19 were granted, two were withdrawn, 
one was abandoned, and four were dismissed.

Lost Claimants:

Another key aspect of the Completion Strategy Report submitted to 
the Courts in 2014 was the introduction of a Lost Claimants Protocol. 
At that time, through information gathered in the Intensive Case 
Management Process, it had been determined that contact had been 
lost with approximately 300 claimants. This could have occurred for 
a number of reasons: a claimant may have passed away; may have 
been in a hospital or nursing home; may have become homeless 
or have changed address without informing their counsel or the 
Adjudication Secretariat. In its report to the National Administration 
Committee in June 2012, the Oversight Committee flagged this 
issue as one that needed to be addressed to ensure the ultimate 
completion of IAP. 
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112 In some cases, claimants were located and subsequently lost contact once again, leading to a second referral of the file to the Lost Claimant Protocol.
113 In the IAP Model, there was no requirement to prove staff knowledge in cases of SL4/5 abuse that was predatory or exploitative.
114 IRSSA, Schedule D, Appendix VIII.
115 The Government of Canada made more than 4,500 admissions after relevant evidence or findings of adjudicators became available.

nder the Lost Claimants Protocol, the Adjudication Secretariat 
would attempt to locate claimants with whom their counsel 

had lost contact using a progressively intrusive methodology, while 
at the same time protecting and respecting claimants’ privacy. In 
the first instance, internet searches and a review of the information 
on file would be explored. Following that, if necessary, information 
would be sought from Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 
(e.g. Common Experience Payment, Indian Registry, Estates); Service 
Canada (e.g. Canada Pension Plan, Old Age Security, Guaranteed 
Income Supplement); Health Canada (e.g. health benefits, crisis 
intervention, medical transportation); Correctional Service Canada; 
Provincial and Territorial Motor Vehicle Registries; and Departments 
of Vital Statistics. Ultimately, information on a claimant’s whereabouts 
could be sought from support persons identified in the claimant’s 
file, Resolution Health Support Workers, police detachments, or other 
sources such as Veterans Affairs. To enable this, the Courts ordered that 
all public and private entities, institutions, and agencies operating 
in Canada must, if requested by the Adjudication Secretariat, provide 
contact information regarding the whereabouts of IAP claimants.

If a Lost Claimant was found, her/his file was returned to the regular 
IAP file flow. If a claimant could not be located, was non-responsive 
or unwilling to participate in the IAP, her/his file was moved into the 
Incomplete File Resolution Procedure (IFRP).

As of January 2019, the Lost Claimant Protocol had been used in 841 
files, representing 771 unique claimants.112 Of these, 546 claimants 
were located and their claims returned to the regular file stream or 
assigned to another targeted case management approach. Searches 
were exhausted on 225 referrals. The remaining unlocated claims 
were subsequently referred to the IFRP or were non-admitted.

Both the Incomplete File Resolution Process and the Lost Claimant 
Protocol constituted efforts unique among decision-making entities 
to locate and support its claimants, and provide a tangible and 
concrete illustration of the claimant-centred approach adopted in the 
implementation of the IAP. 

Claims with Student-on-Student Allegations:

The IAP allowed for compensation to former students of Indian 
Residential Schools who had suffered abuse by fellow students. 
However, compensation in some of those claims required proof that 

staff knew of ought to have known about the abuse.113 As this could 
be difficult for individual claimants to establish, Schedule D of the 
IRSSA stipulated that: 

“With respect to student-on-student abuse allegations, the 
government will work with the parties to develop admissions from 
completed examinations for discovery, witness or alleged perpetrator 
interviews, or previous DR or IAP decisions relevant to the Claimant’s 
allegations.”114

The process for the management of claims with student-on-
student allegations was the subject of discussion by the Technical 
Subcommittee and the Oversight Committee from the outset of the 
IAP. Initially, Canada did not disclose its list of all admissions for all 
residential schools; rather, it provided possible relevant admissions 
on a case-by-case basis for each claim.115 Claimants’ counsel 
maintained that once the onus had been met by the claimant that 
Canada and/or the Church knew or ought to have known about the 
abuse, Canada was obliged to share this information more broadly, 
rather than on a case-by-case basis.

In the summer of 2010, Canada proposed that it would share a Master 
List of all admissions with the Chief Adjudicator which would be made 
available to the adjudicators, but would not be shared with other 
parties. Canada also maintained that admissions that post-dated a 
claimant’s attendance were not relevant to that claim. Subsequently, 
the Chief Adjudicator issued a Directive that gave adjudicators the 
authority to release potentially relevant admissions from the Master 
List to claimants’ counsel. It also stipulated that the Chief Adjudicator 
had the authority to decide whether, and if so, on what terms the 
Master List should be made accessible to Claimant Counsel. 

In June 2011, the Chief Adjudicator issued an Update in which he 
recommended against adjourning student-on-student hearings to 
await possible relevant admissions in the future.

In March 2013, the Chief Adjudicator issued another Directive that 
unless it was apparent at the time that a claim involving student-on-
student allegations would be successful, adjudicators should in fact 
be receptive to requests to adjourn hearings, pending possible receipt 
of future admissions. The claim would be then adjourned for the sole 
purpose of keeping it alive until supplementary submissions arising 
from any new admissions were generated.

U
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Many decisions about the IAP were made in British Columbia’s  Supreme Court.

I n May 2013, the Chief Adjudicator released a decision that 
the Master List of admissions would be made available to 

all IAP claimant counsel. The Master List became available to counsel  
the following September.

However, each student-on-student claim still took into account 
admissions arising only from cases that had already been decided. It was 
recognized, though, that there might, in the future, be other claims that 
could generate admissions of assistance to preceding claims. This posed 
a challenge in that, once a decision was made on a claim, there was 
no avenue for a claimant to benefit from subsequent new admissions. 
Therefore, in December 2013, Canada proposed and the Oversight 
Committee approved a revised strategy and process designed to enable 
claims deemed likely to yield such admissions (based on information 
in the claim) to be heard prior to claims which might potentially benefit 
from them. Under this “Student-on-Student Admissions Project” strategy, 
Canada provided a list of almost 2,200 claims in the pre-hearing stage, of 
which 647 were identified as having the best potential to generate new 
admissions. A conference call would then be held to determine whether 
specific cases could be heard in advance of document completion. 

The process for managing claims with allegations of student-on-student 
abuse was subject to further revision when, in September 2017, Canada 
submitted a Request for Direction (RFD) to the Courts in which it argued 
the Chief Adjudicator and his designates utilized “procedural fairness” 
as grounds for review or re-review of several of these claims that had 
been dismissed based on lack of proof of staff knowledge of student-on-
student abuse. The Chief Adjudicator and adjudicators had decided that 

in some circumstances, adjudicators could consider post-decision 
admissions that, had they been available at the time of the initial 
adjudicator’s decision, could have resulted in an award in favour of 
the claimant. Canada maintained that it was inappropriate to import 
the concept of procedural fairness into the IAP Model and to utilize 
it as grounds for the review of decisions. 

The British Columbia Supreme Court agreed with Canada’s position 
in its decision, concluding that the IAP was a “complete code” that 
did not contain the administrative or public law term of procedural 
fairness. The Court also ruled that the IAP contemplated “progressive 
disclosure” by requiring Canada to make admissions as the IAP 
unfolded; newly discovered information did not justify the re-
opening of a decided IAP claim. Furthermore, only the Supervisory 
Courts of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement 
possessed the jurisdiction to re-open an IAP claim.116

Notwithstanding the Court’s decision, on March 12, 2018, Canada 
announced that it would revisit student-on-student claims dismissed 
for lack of proof of staff knowledge, where post-decision admissions 
by Canada of staff knowledge might have assisted the claimant had 
they been available at the time of the decision. Canada stated that 
where it determined that cases were appropriate for settlement on 
this basis, such claims would be settled outside of the IAP.

Hearings

Infirm and/or Elderly Claimants:

Schedule D of the IRSSA specified that:

“In considering applications to the IAP … priority will be given,  
in order, to:

 a) Applications from persons who submit a doctor’s certificate  
 indicating that they are in failing health such that further delay  
 would impair their ability to participate in a hearing;

 b) Applications from persons 70 years of age and over;

 c) Applications from persons 60 years of age and over …”

116 Appeals of this B.C. Supreme Court decision brought by the Assembly of First Nations and Independent Counsel were subsequently dismissed by the British Columbia Court of Appeal.
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117 The only exception to this requirement in the Settlement Agreement was where medical evidence demonstrated that the claim needed to be heard immediately due to the health of the claimant. Appendix IV, section iv of the IRSSA stated  
 that: “No [hearing] date shall be set until the IAP Secretariat is satisfied that exchange of documents, including treatment notes and clinical records is as complete as reasonably necessary, unless a Claimant provides medical evidence that  
 any delay in hearing their testimony involves a significant risk that they may die or lose the capacity to provide testimony. In such circumstances, the Secretariat may schedule a hearing for the limited purpose of taking such testimony, after  
 which the hearing shall be adjourned to allow for the preparation of the case as otherwise provided for in this IAP.”

CHAPTER 5

n practice, however, this posed several operational 
challenges. The first related to the determination of those 

claimants for whom a delay in a hearing could impair their ability to 
participate. In this regard, several issues arose, including:

• Some claimants’ counsel requested expedited hearings for all of  
 their clients, presumably in some instances as a means of getting  
 ahead in the hearing queue. This created challenges for the  
 Adjudication Secretariat in attempting to satisfy these requests.

• Some claimant counsel were utilizing form letters to identify  
 medical circumstances that did not conform to the criteria as  
 described in the Settlement Agreement. 

• In remote communities, it could be difficult to obtain a doctor’s  
 certificate. 

• A faster hearing did not necessarily mean faster resolution of  
 the claims, as the collection of mandatory documents and expert/ 
 medical assessments still required the same amount of time.

• A significant proportion of all IAP claimants were over the age  
 of 60, with some identified as being at significant risk due to  
 diminishing capacity.

To address this problem, in 2010 the Adjudication Secretariat 
implemented a form to ensure that claimants who legitimately 
required an expedited hearing had access to one. Based on 
operational experience, the form was amended in 2011 and again 
in 2012. In its final format, the “Request for Expedited Hearing or 
High Priority Hearing Due to Failing Health” placed responsibility 
for assessing the claimant’s medical needs in the hands of their 
attending physician, rather than their lawyer or the Adjudication 
Secretariat.  The form removed the need for the doctor to explain the 
medical condition, merely to attest to it. The form also introduced 
a distinction between “expedited” and “high priority” hearings, 
with expedited indicating that a delayed hearing would result in a 
significant risk that the claimant may die or otherwise lose capacity 
to provide testimony, and “high priority” indicating that failing 
health could impair the claimant’s ability to provide testimony.

For claimants in remote areas where doctors were not readily 
available, the Adjudication Secretariat could agree to proceed on an 
expedited basis, based on information from claimants’ counsel and 
subject to the production of a medical certificate shortly after the 
hearing.

In addition, despite the priority accorded them in the IRSSA, some 
elderly claimants were having to wait a considerable time – up to 
or even in excess of two years – for a hearing to be scheduled. In 
large measure, this was due to the fact that although the Settlement 
Agreement gave elderly claimants priority for hearing dates, a claim 
still needed to be “hearing ready” (i.e., all required documents had 
to be gathered and submitted by the claimant and the Government 
of Canada) before it could be scheduled.117 As a result, elderly 
claimants whose health was not failing and whose claims had not 
reached the hearing-ready stage could have their claims remain 
stagnant in the document collection stage.

To address this challenge, in 2012 the Oversight Committee 
approved an “Over-65 Pilot Project” to develop ways of processing 
claims more quickly for those claimants 65 years of age or older, 
including alternative scheduling approaches and more intensive 
case management by adjudicators. One key element of the Pilot 
Project entailed adjudicator-led pre-hearing teleconferences in which 
the parties could address issues regarding document collection and 
identify claims for which a hearing date could be scheduled, or that 
could be suitable for resolution through the Negotiated Settlement 
Process. The Pilot Project also involved block-scheduling of groups 
of hearings to take place over consecutive days in a single location 
in order to make the best use of resources. During a six-month 
period, more than 140 hearings were conducted through the Pilot 
Project. Based on those results, it was determined that the approach 
had merit, but that additional process improvements could help in 
accelerating hearings for elderly claimants.

As a result, the Oversight Committee approved an Accelerated 
Hearing Process (AHP) in June 2013. Based on the experience 
of the Pilot Project, this new process was aimed at realizing the 
requirement of the IRSSA to accord priority in scheduling and 
hearing claims of elderly claimants.
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118 Guidance Paper “GP-7: Failure of Hearings to Proceed”, issued by the Chief Adjudicator on November 22, 2011. Following continued monitoring by and discussion at the Oversight Committee, in 2015 the Chief Adjudicator enacted a  
 number of modifications to the hearing postponement policy (“Guidance Paper 7r1: Failure of Hearings to Proceed”) and new Guidance Papers to address postponements of assessments (“Guidance Paper 9: Regarding the Postponement  
 of Assessments”) and conference calls (“Guidance Paper 10: Attendance at Teleconferences”). 

IAP Hearing

nder the AHP, the Adjudication Secretariat identified files for 
potential inclusion in the process, giving particular priority to 

elderly claimants, claimants in failing health, or those with claims that 
had been awaiting a hearing for a longer time. Claimants’ counsel (or 
self-represented claimants) would then consider whether to proceed 
with those files under the AHP. If so, an adjudicator would conduct 
a pre-hearing teleconference to identify issues with document 
production or that were otherwise delaying the process. Claimants’ 
counsel or self-represented claimants would then be given a period 
of time in which to get the file hearing-ready, with the claim set down 
for hearing within a block schedule of hearings. AHP claims were 
scheduled into 5-day blocks of hearings held in the same location. In 
order to preserve those hearing dates, an AHP hearing could proceed 
as scheduled even if it was not yet hearing-ready if the parties agreed, 
subject to final submissions after adjournment.

In the final years of the IAP, in order to ensure the completion of the 
IAP, AHP became the default process for getting cases to hearing; 
claims were scheduled for hearing with or without the consent of the 
parties and whether or not the file was "hearing-ready" in terms of 
document collection. 

Hearing Postponements, Cancellations, and Substitutions:

Based on a study in 2011, it was found that 20% of hearings did not 
proceed as scheduled and 40% of postponements and cancellations 
were avoidable. Given the volume of hearings that needed to be 
held and the tight timeframes for scheduling those hearings, this 
constituted a major obstacle to being able to realize the goals and 
objectives of the IAP. This challenge was exacerbated by the fact that 
the notice given for postponements and cancellations was often 
too short to allow for substitution with another claim due to the 
complexity of hearing logistics and diversity of geographical locations.

Following discussions by the Oversight Committee, new 
procedures were adopted and guidance provided to the parties 
aimed at reducing hearing postponements and cancellations 
and at ensuring that more hearings would proceed as 
scheduled.118 These new processes included a requirement 
that all postponements requested within 10 weeks of the 
hearing date be approved by the presiding adjudicator. 
The adjudicator would work with the parties to attempt to 
prevent postponement, and could impose consequences if a 
participant failed to attend a hearing without proper cause. 

In 2013, the Oversight Committee approved a policy that 
specifically addressed hearing cancellations related to claims 
that had entered the Negotiated Settlement Process (NSP) 
stream. Previously, hearing dates had been scheduled for 
claims that were in the NSP stream, and those dates were 
maintained until the claim actually settled. However, as is 
not uncommon in judicial or quasi-judicial processes, those 
settlements were most often reached close to the hearing. 
Approximately 50 per cent of NSP settlements occurred within 
six weeks – and 35 per cent within one month - of the hearing. 
Following direction of the Oversight Committee, the process 
for maintaining hearing dates was altered; once a claim 
entered the NSP stream, its hearing date was cancelled. In the 
rare instance that a claim did not settle in the NSP, it would 
be scheduled for hearing on an expedited basis. Any request 
for cancellation due to a claim entering into the NSP process 
that was made within six weeks of the hearing date would be 
subject to review and determination by an adjudicator.

As well, the Oversight Committee in 2013 approved changes 
that would facilitate the substitution of claims using previously 
scheduled hearing dates. In cases where an adjudicator had 
approved the postponement of a hearing, the same claimant 
counsel could propose utilizing that hearing date for another 
claimant whose file was hearing-ready, could be heard in the 
same location and who met other criteria in the policy. This 
approach was adopted to help preserve claimants’ testimony, 
reduce the number of lost hearing dates, and reduce the 
likelihood of an adjudicator directing claimant counsel to pay 
costs associated with a postponement or cancellation.

Following the introduction of the hearing cancellation policy, 
the percentage of hearings that were cancelled or postponed 
declined from a peak of 20.5 per cent in 2010/11 to a rate of 
16.8 per cent from 2011/12 to 2018/19.
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Adjudication and Claim Resolution

Time Required to Issue Decisions:

n the IRSSA, Schedule D, Appendix XII to the IAP Model set 
out the format for decisions, indicating that a typical decision 

would be six to ten pages. Given the volume of claims anticipated 
in the IAP, the length of time taken on average to write a decision 
following a hearing, and the time required for decisions to be 
reviewed by the Chief Adjudicator and/or Deputy Chiefs, it soon 
became apparent to the Oversight Committee that a full decision in 
each case would take considerable time and resources, and could 
delay the receipt of the decision and compensation for claimants.

With this in mind, in 2009 the Technical Subcommittee (TSC) 
undertook to examine how, in some circumstances, the format for 
decisions and the length of time required to issue them might be 
reduced. 

Based on experience with both the ADR process and the IAP, the 
Technical Subcommittee recognized that for some claimants, 
receiving a full decision that included a detailed narrative of evidence 
and the rationale supporting the decision was very important for 
memorialization and for personal healing. Other claimants, however, 
would appreciate receiving a decision as soon as possible following 
the hearing, both for marking an end to the process and for the receipt 
of any compensation that may be awarded. The TSC also determined 
that, at the conclusion of some hearings, there could be circumstances 
in which the adjudicator and the parties were in agreement as to how 
the claim should be resolved. A shorter form of decision could then be 
generated and signed by the parties at that time.

Given that the decision format had been prescribed by the Settlement 
Agreement, any change in format required consultations with the 
parties, discussions at the Oversight Committee and approval by the 
National Administration Committee. Following that, in November 
2009, the Oversight Committee approved a process for Short Form 
Decisions, which was implemented in January 2010.

Short Form Decisions (SFDs) were available when certain 
requirements were met:

• the claim was in the standard track;

• all research, and mandatory document production was complete  
 and submitted before the hearing, all testimony heard, and  
 submissions taken place at the end of the hearing;

• the future care plan (if any) was submitted by the end of  
 the hearing;

• the claimant requested in writing the use of an SFD; and

• the representatives of the parties attending the hearing  
 consented in writing to the rendering of a SFD.119 

A SFD was not available if the claimant was self-represented, an 
alleged perpetrator testified and disputed responsibility, or where 
a material issue remained with respect to credibility, liability, or 
compensation. All parties retained their rights to have the decision 
reviewed by another adjudicator.

Negotiated Settlements:

In addition to claims being decided by adjudicators at hearings, 
Schedule D of the Settlement Agreement provided that the 
Government of Canada and the claimant could resolve a claim without 
a hearing. This procedure – known as the Negotiated Settlement 
Process (NSP) - allowed the claimant’s counsel and the Government of 
Canada to agree on an award within the compensation rules.

The circumstances in which an NSP could be used were not specifically 
described in the Settlement Agreement and were left to the parties 
to determine and agree. To this end, the Government of Canada 
established a Working Group in 2007 to develop the process, and 
settlements were reached beginning in 2008. Typically, settlement 
was reached based on evidence obtained through an interview 
conducted by a representative of Canada where: 

• the claimant was represented by counsel; and

• the case was straightforward, such as in the standard track;

Negotiated settlements were a voluntary process within the purview 
of the parties. As such, the Chief Adjudicator and the Adjudication 
Secretariat were not directly involved in NSPs. However, adjudicators 
were required to approve legal fees in all NSPs.

I

119 When a Church did not send a representative to the hearing, Canada could consent to an SFD on their behalf.
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120 IRSSA, Schedule D, sec. III m (i) and (ii)

n 2011, Canada undertook a review of the Negotiated 
Settlement Process and implemented a number of 

improvements. As well, the Adjudication Secretariat began distributing 
evidentiary packages as new documents were received, rather than 
the original process where evidentiary packages were held until all 
documents were in place, in order to provide the parties with more 
time to determine if the claim could be settled. Overall, these changes 
resulted in more efficient and expeditious resolution of claims. The 
number of NSPs rose from 572 in 2011 to 742 in the following year. 

Overall, negotiated settlements accounted for 4,415 file resolutions, 
or approximately 13 per cent of all admitted IAP claims. Careful 
selection by the parties of claims for this process resulted in more than 
99 per cent of claims accepted into the NSP being resolved through 
negotiation.

Ensuring Consistency in Decisions: 

While the IAP did not operate on a system of binding precedent, it was 
of course necessary to take measures to ensure consistency in decision-
making among the more than 100 adjudicators across the country. 
Schedule D of the Settlement Agreement specified that: “Adjudicators 
… will attempt to conduct consistent sessions and produce decisions 
in a consistent fashion … The Chief Adjudicator shall implement 
training programs and administrative measures designed to ensure 
consistency among the decisions of adjudicators in the interpretation 
and application of the IAP.”120

Accordingly, the Chief Adjudicator and his deputies conducted formal 
and informal training sessions and meetings of adjudicators to help 
them share experiences and best practices. While these meetings did 
not address the specifics of any individual claim, they were an essential 
means of promoting collegiality and consistency across the system.

As well, the IAP allowed either party to request a review if the 
adjudicator had not properly applied the IAP Model to the facts as 
found by the adjudicator. Claimants could also request a review if 
there had been an overriding and palpable error; this option was only 
available to Canada in complex track files. 

In order to strengthen consistency of decision-making in the IAP, the 
Chief Adjudicator and his deputies also worked with the Oversight 
Committee and its Technical Subcommittee to develop directives and 
guidance papers on certain aspects of the process. These directives 
were made available to adjudicators and all parties through posting 
on the IAP web site. Over the course of the IAP, 11 Chief Adjudicator 
Directives provided instruction to adjudicators and parties on 
specific policies and procedures related to claims; 10 Guidance 

Papers suggested procedures to adjudicators and parties for dealing 
with issues regarding the administration of the IAP; and 2 Practice 
Directions provided guidance to practitioners on various issues 
including instructions to adjudicators regarding Short Form Decisions.

In addition, at the outset of the IAP, a database of decisions was 
available to adjudicators to enable them to refer to issued decisions by 
types of claims. Since IAP decisions did not have precedential value, 
the database was intended for research purposes only. However, the 
lack of a database that was also accessible by claimant counsel and 
the Government of Canada created an imbalance between the parties. 
Claimant counsel only had access to those decisions in which they 
were involved as counsel, while Canada - given that they were a party 
to all claims - had access within their own records to all IAP decisions. 
Therefore, in 2009, the Oversight Committee decided to seek to 
implement a secure, searchable, online database of IAP decisions for 
use by adjudicators, claimant counsel, Canada’s representatives and 
Church entities to ensure equal access by all parties. 

In 2010, the Supervising Court issued an order directing that the 
Adjudication Secretariat, with the assistance of Crawford Class Action 
Services, develop a database of important IAP decisions. As per the 
approval of the database by Oversight Committee, one key aspect was 
that extensive redaction of the included decision was required in order 
to protect the privacy of claimants, alleged perpetrators (living and 
deceased,) and other witnesses. This included redaction of: 

• All proper names of individuals (other than adjudicators, party  
 representatives, and names of schools)

• Any reference to a family relationship that would make any  
 individual identifiable

• All staff positions

• Date of birth of the claimant or any individual

• The location of the residence or origins of the claimant

• The education of the claimant or any individual

• Any reference describing the employment of the claimant or  
 any individual

Lists of important decisions were posted to the IAP Decisions Database 
at regular intervals. Decisions themselves were posted in the language 
in which they were written, but were translated on request by any of 
the parties subject to approval by the Chief Adjudicator.

I
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Administrative 
and Process 
Management

Sharing Documents:

ue to the volume 
of anticipated 

claims and of the number 
of documents associated 
with each claim, it was of 
paramount importance 
to develop an electronic 
means for sharing 
and transferring those 
documents among all 
parties, adjudicators, and 

the Adjudication Secretariat. At the same time, while an electronic 
system would eliminate the risk associated with the physical transfer 
of documents, it was crucial that the system be secure so as to protect 
the privacy and confidentiality of IAP records. This was particularly 
important in that any such system would of necessity be managed 
by an independent body outside of the Adjudication Secretariat and 
would be accessible to a range of users. 

Following Oversight Committee approval, a Court Order to establish 
an Electronic Document Interchange was issued in 2010. Crawford 
Class Action Services – the Court Monitor for the IAP – was tasked with 
providing a secure file transfer protocol that would enable the parties 
to electronically transfer protected documents housed on a secure 
website with secure links between all users. Crawford also was to 
provide training and technical support, measure and ensure quality 
control, and regularly destroy documents posted on the website 
according to timelines provided by the Chief Adjudicator.

The EDI system was rolled out in stages commencing in September 
2010. Although some law firms with smaller IAP caseloads did not 
utilize EDI, the system was widely adopted and within three years 
the number of document packages transferred via EDI had exceeded 
250,000. This represented not only considerable reductions in time 
but also in resources, with the savings of hundreds of thousands of 
dollars in courier costs.  However, two gaps in its utility remained: EDI 
could not be used by claimants’ counsel for submitting mandatory 
documents to the Adjudication Secretariat, and it was not available 
to self-represented claimants. In both of these circumstances, the 
Adjudication Secretariat determined that the submission process 
already in place was adequate.

File Management:

As noted earlier, one of the most significant ongoing operational 

challenges in the IAP was the slow rate of mandatory document 
production. Most claimants needed to submit medical, education, 
and income records to prove higher levels of harm and opportunity 
loss in the IAP, and could not have a hearing scheduled until those 
documents were produced. Many claimants’ counsel experienced 
difficulty obtaining these documents or lacked appropriate 
information systems to track document production across a large 
number of claims. 

In order to address both concerns, in 2011 a Court Order was issued 
for the implementation of an Interactive File Management System 
(IFMS). This secure web-based tool allowed authorized claimants’ 
counsel and their office staff to view the status of their clients’ claims in 
real time, and provided updated information directly into the system. 
This eliminated time-consuming rounds of correspondence and gave 
the Adjudication Secretariat valuable information on causes of delay 
that in turn could lead to targeted attempts to remove blockages.

In 2013, IFMS was expanded to provide additional tools that enabled 
users to view files in the scheduling stage; access an interactive 
calendar of hearings; electronically submit logistical requirements; 
view the status of post-hearing files; and obtain information on the 
progress of decisions, fee rulings, and reviews.

Ultimately, while a large number of law firms did utilize IFMS, those 
that already had a file tracking system in place did not embrace its 
use. Claimant counsel that adopted IFMS did indicate that the system 
greatly facilitated their understanding of the status of their files. 
As well, adjudicators and the Adjudication Secretariat found that it 
provided an efficient and effective file management tool.

Providing Information on IAP Processes to Claimants’  
Legal Counsel:

In 2011, the Adjudication Secretariat published a comprehensive 
“Desk Guide for Legal Counsel Practising in the IAP”, providing specific 
and detailed information on all aspects of the IAP. The Desk Guide was 
in excess of 50 pages and intended as a tool to assist claimants’ legal 
counsel by providing information on IAP procedures and processes, 
common issues, best practices, key resources, and technical assistance 
with claims at each stage of the IAP. 

The Desk Guide was published on the IAP website in both HTML and 
PDF format, and modified as policies and procedures changed or new 
issues arose. Over the course of the IAP, the document was updated 
seven times.

While the Guide was developed primarily to benefit lawyers who were 
new to the process, it was also meant to provide a useful reference 
for any lawyer requiring information on matters of process. There are, 
however, no data that tracked the usage of the Guide by claimant 
counsel or others.

Claimants’ legal counsel could consult a guide 
with detailed information on procedures and 
practices in the IAP.
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121 IRSSA, Section 4.08 (4) and Schedule D, Section III (p)
122 The Application Form was 21 pages long. To assist claimants in completing their IAP application, the Adjudication Secretariat developed a “Guide to the Application”. However, at 44 pages, it was itself a lengthy and complex document.
123 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, “Do I need a lawyer for my IAP claim?”
124 IRSSA, Sections 4.08 (2) and 4.11 (12) (n)
125 Canadian Bar Association, Resolution 00-04-A, August 19-20, 2000. In October 2000, the Oversight Committee adopted the CBA Guidelines in respect of a direction that counsel who committed to those principles would be invited to  
 participate in the Adjudication Secretariat’s outreach program. (The issue of the lack of formal engagement of legal counsel in that outreach program is discussed in Chapter 8).

Misconduct of Some Claimants’  
Legal Counsel

ver the course of the IAP, there were numerous lawyers that 
served as legal counsel on behalf of claimants. Many of these 

had extensive previous engagement in Indigenous issues; some 
were themselves residential school survivors; and most were diligent, 
engaged, and ethical in their practice. However, the issue of lawyer 
misconduct by a minority of legal counsel was a significant challenge 
with far-reaching consequences that resulted in the ongoing 
attention and involvement of the Oversight Committee, the Chief 
Adjudicator, Bar Associations, Law Societies, and the Courts.

From the outset, it was recognized that IAP claimants would be best 
served by having legal representation. Although the Settlement 
Agreement explicitly provided for self-represented claimants,121 
IAP applicants were encouraged to hire a lawyer.122 In information 
provided to former students, the Adjudication Secretariat noted that 
while the decision to hire a lawyer rested with each claimant, “every 
party who signed the Settlement Agreement encourages you to hire a 
lawyer to help with your IAP claim”. The Adjudication Secretariat went 
on to advise: “If you do hire a lawyer, find someone you can trust.”123

That in itself posed a considerable challenge, particularly for former 
students living in remote communities and for those who did not 
have experience in engaging legal counsel to represent them in 
civil actions. The Settlement Agreement stipulated that the National 
Administration Committee would compile a list of those lawyers 
who, at the time, had active claims related to Indian Residential 
Schools, and who agreed to be bound by the terms of the Settlement 
Agreement.124 Inclusion on that list did not, however, require lawyers 
to adhere to a particular code of conduct relative to the specific nature 
of the claims or the claimants, nor did it advise former students as to 
what they should reasonably expect from their legal counsel.

In 2000, in recognition of the fact that “survivors of Aboriginal 
residential schools are often vulnerable and in need of healing as 

well as legal assistance”, the Canadian Bar Association adopted a 
resolution pertaining to lawyers acting for survivors of residential 
schools.125 The resolution urged Law Societies to adopt guidelines for 
the conduct of such lawyers stipulating that: 

(a) Lawyers should not initiate communications with individual  
 survivors of Aboriginal residential schools to solicit them as clients  
 or inquire as to whether they were sexually assaulted;

(b) Lawyers should not accept retainers until they have met in person  
 with the client, whenever reasonably possible;

(c) Lawyers should recognize that survivors had control taken from  
 their lives when they were children and therefore, as clients, 
 should be given as much control as possible over the direction of  
 their case;

(d) Lawyers should recognize that survivors may be seriously  
 damaged from their experience, which may be aggravated by  
 having to relive their childhood abuse, and that healing may be a  
 necessary component of any real settlement for these survivors.  
 Lawyers should therefore be aware of available counselling  
 resources for these clients to ensure that they have opportunities  
 for healing prior to testifying;

(e) Lawyers should recognize that damage to the survivors of  
 Aboriginal residential schools may well include cultural damages  
 from being cut off from their own society, and should endeavor to  
 understand their clients’ cultural roots;

(f) Lawyers should recognize that survivors are often at risk of suicide  
 or violence towards others and should ensure appropriate  
 instruction and training for their own employees, including  
 available referrals in time of crisis

Over the next few years, Law Societies in Ontario, Manitoba, the 
Northwest Territories, and the Yukon adopted guidelines that 
generally incorporated or built upon these concepts.

O
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126 Information on Blott & Company’s operations is taken from the Supreme Court of British Columbia’s Reasons for Judgment in Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2012 BCSC 839.
127 Claimants signed a retainer with Honour Walk stating that if they did not hire Blott & Company, they would ultimately be responsible for the payment of Honour Walk’s fees of $4,000. The retainer with Blott & Company further stipulated  
 that if the client changed lawyers for any reason, he/she would be required to pay Blott & Company $8,000 plus disbursements.
128 Supreme Court of British Columbia. Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2012 BCSC 839.
129 Following the Chief Adjudicator’s complaint, the Law Society reported that all the money owed had been repaid to the IAP claimants.
130 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2014 MBQB 113.

n this context, the most public and significant example of the 
challenges created by lawyer misconduct was evidenced by 

the circumstances involving David Blott and his Calgary-based firm 
Blott & Company.126 Blott & Company represented more than 5,600 
claimants, by far the largest caseload of any law firm involved in 
the IAP. Most of these clients had been referred to Blott & Company 
by Honour Walk, an organization associated with Mr. Blott that 
recruited claimants and assisted them in filling out their application 
forms.127 In 2009, Mr. Blott was the subject of a complaint to the Law 
Society of Alberta regarding the way in which he solicited clients 
and his relationship with Honour Walk. The Law Society’s review 
of the complaint concluded that Mr. Blott had “taken appropriate 
steps to deal with these matters”, and it did not proceed further with 
the complaint. In 2010, another Law Society complaint was filed 
by a client.  IAP adjudicators also went on record with observations 
about the inaccuracy of some Blott & Company IAP application forms 
and discrepancies between the information contained on those 
forms and that provided by the claimants during their hearings. 
In 2010, the Chief Adjudicator initiated an internal investigation 
into Mr. Blott’s practices. This investigation was still in progress 
when, in 2011, the Court Monitor raised its concerns over Blott 
& Company with the Supervising Courts, and was ordered by the 
Court to commence its own investigation. Based on the allegations 
contained in an interim report by the Court Monitor, the Law Society 
launched yet another investigation of Mr. Blott. Ultimately, the 
Supreme Court of British Columbia convened a hearing in June 
2012 on the final report and recommendations made by the Court 
Monitor. Following that hearing, the Court ordered the removal of 
Mr. Blott and Blott & Company from the representation of claimants 
in the IAP or any other aspect of the Settlement Agreement.128

While the case of Blott & Company constituted the largest example – in 
terms of scale and impact on IAP claimants – of misconduct by lawyers or 
their agents, it was not an isolated instance. On several other occasions, 
the Chief Adjudicator reported concerns about claimant counsel to their 
respective Law Societies. Two of those complaints led to the disbarment of the 
lawyers concerned, including one who was alleged to have misappropriated 
nearly $1 million in fees from IAP clients.129 Another Saskatchewan lawyer 
was convicted of professional misconduct and fined by the Law Society for 
his refusal to provide an adjudicator with a copy of the contingency fee 
agreement as required by Court orders. In February 2013, following a Request 
for Direction filed by the Court Monitor related to allegations of possible 
extortion of funds from IAP claimants and the falsification of applications, the 
Supreme Court of British Columbia ordered that an individual be removed 
from all participation in the IAP. The Court also ordered the Court Monitor to 
conduct a review of the law firm alleged to be involved.

The Chief Adjudicator also raised with the Courts concerns related to the 
practices of some firms that were assisting claimants with completing IAP 
applications and the allegedly improper fees levied by them on IAP claimants. 
In 2014, the Manitoba Court of Queen’s Bench ruled that any service contracts 
requiring claimants to pay contingency fees to form fillers were null and void, 
as were contracts requiring claimants to pay non-lawyers for legal services.130

When the Court ordered the removal of Blott & Company from all IAP matters, 
it appointed a retired judge of the Supreme Court of British Columbia to 
oversee the transition of clients from that firm to other legal counsel. In 
order to ensure that these claimants would receive an appropriate level of 
representation from their new lawyers, this transition co-ordinator required 
that any lawyer accepting a case in this transition process first undertake to 
adhere to expectations set out by the Chief Adjudicator.

I

The	British	Columbia	Supreme	Court	removed	lawyer	David	Blott	and	his	law	firm	 
from representing claimants in the IAP following a hearing in 2012.

Manitoba Court of Queen’s Bench in Winnipeg
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ccordingly, in August 2012, the Chief Adjudicator published 
a document entitled Expectations	of	Legal	Practice	in	the	IAP, 

that was posted on the IAP web site, provided to all legal counsel 
representing claimants in the IAP, and provided to current and potential 
claimants at outreach sessions. The document addressed such issues as 
contacting and working with claimants, preparing them for hearings, 
not participating in loan arrangements or assigning claimants’ 
compensation, and respecting their client’s right to change counsel. It 
stipulated that: “Lawyers must restrict their IAP practice to the number 
of cases they can competently and responsibly take on at any one time”. 
In 2013, these “Expectations” were amended and strengthened with 
the introduction of “Special Direction” clauses in legal fee rulings that 
made it explicit that no deductions could be made from awards except 
as approved by adjudicators, and requiring successor counsel to protect 
claimants from fee claims by predecessor counsel.

Another element of the Court’s intervention in the Blott & Company 
matter was the Court’s explicit confirmation of the Chief Adjudicator’s 
authority to implement policies and guidelines for the IAP and 
provide specific penalties or disciplinary measures where these were 
not complied with. The court also found that it was appropriate for 
adjudicators to ask claimants about the broad parameters of their 
relationship with their lawyer, such as the frequency of meetings and 
scope of services provided, where circumstances warranted. In tandem, 
these measures provided a new level of guidance and oversight for the 
quality of legal representation in the IAP and the conduct of counsel.

In addition, following discussions including the Chief Adjudicator, the 
Court Monitor, and Court Counsel, the Oversight Committee developed 
an “IAP Integrity Protocol” to serve as a model and mechanism through 
which complaints against legal counsel, or others purporting to act on 
behalf of claimants in the IAP, could be investigated and potentially 
resolved. In 2014, following unanimous consent of the National 
Administration Committee, the British Columbia Supreme Court 
granted an Order approving the Integrity Protocol and appointed an 
Independent Special Advisor to the Court Monitor. Over the remainder 
of the IAP, the Independent Special Advisor reviewed complaints on 
such issues as usurious loan arrangements and improper legal fees.

Disposition of IAP Records and Documents

Claim Records:

Schedule D of the IRSSA emphasized the confidential nature of IAP 

claim records and processes. It specified that:

“Hearings are closed to the public. Parties, an alleged perpetrator and 
other witnesses are required to sign agreements to keep information 
disclosed at a hearing confidential, except their own evidence, or as 
required within this process or otherwise by law.”131

Schedule D also contained provisions regarding the confidential 
treatment of the IAP application form, required that applicants sign a 
declaration that committed the applicant to the private nature of the 
hearing, and stipulated that “all copies [of the application] other than 
those held by the Government will be destroyed on the conclusion of 
the matter, unless the Claimant asks that others retain a copy, or unless 
counsel for a party is required to retain such copy to comply with his or 
her professional obligations.”132

At the same time, the Settlement Agreement provided that claimants 
would receive a copy of the decision in their case, redacted to remove 
identifying information about any alleged perpetrators. Claimants 
could also request a copy of their own evidence at the hearing, and had 
“the option of having the transcript deposited in an archive developed 
for the purpose.”133

As well, Schedule N of the Settlement Agreement – that set out the 
mandate for the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) – accorded 
the TRC responsibility for establishing a research centre within five 
years and ensuring the preservation of its archives.

Over the course of several years, the Adjudication Secretariat, Oversight 
Committee, and the TRC discussed how best to ensure that IAP 
claimants could be provided information to enable them to grant 
informed consent about providing their IAP evidence to a centre for 
archival purposes. This proved particularly challenging as the terms of 
reference for such a centre had not yet been framed, making “informed 
consent” difficult to be articulated. In addition, as time passed, many 
thousands of hearings had already occurred in which participants had 
been accorded promises of confidentiality and in which permission for 
archiving testimony had not been sought or obtained. 

In 2012, the TRC concluded that it would seek that all IAP documents 
should be deposited in the archive with or without claimants’ consent, 
pursuant to Section 11 of Schedule N, which stated that “…Canada and 
the churches will provide all relevant documents in their possession or 
control for the use of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission…”.

A

131 IRSSA, Schedule D, sec. III 0 (i).
132 IRSSA,	Schedule	D,	Appendix	II	(iv)
133 IRSSA, Schedule D, sec. III o (ii)
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135 Fontaine v. Canada (Attorney General), 2016 ONCA 241 (CanLII).
136 Canada (Attorney General) v. Fontaine, 2017 SCC 47 (CanLII), [2017] 2 SCR 205.
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 only if the NCTR removed personal information. Personal information would be made available to the NCTR and researchers, but only under strict confidentiality conditions. Open access meant that the NCTR could use records and personal  
 information (except addresses, phone numbers, band or disc numbers) in the way it deemed appropriate including by sharing with others. 

Supreme Court of Canada

s a result, the TRC and the Chief Adjudicator each brought 
Requests for Direction to the Supervising Court, seeking to clarify 

how IAP records should be treated at the conclusion of the IAP, and 
whether IAP documents and personal information could be shared and/
or archived without the consent of the claimant. In its 2014 decision, 
the Ontario Superior Court of Justice ruled that specific categories of IAP 
claim records (identified as “IAP Retained Documents”, and described 
below) were to be held by the Chief Adjudicator for a 15-year retention 
period during which individual IAP claimants could elect to have the 
records in their own file preserved. Following the retention period, IAP 
Retained Documents held by the Chief Adjudicator would be destroyed; 
all other documents were to be destroyed upon completion of the IAP 
claim.134 This decision was substantially upheld by the Ontario Court of 
Appeal135, but was then appealed to the Supreme Court of Canada by the 
Attorney General of Canada.

In 2017, the Supreme Court of Canada dismissed that appeal, and 
upheld the previous ruling of the Ontario Court.136 The Supreme Court 
recognized the tension between commemoration and memorialization, 
on the one hand, and on the other hand the privacy that IAP 
claimants had been promised; or, as the Court described it, charting 
“an appropriate course between the Scylla of potentially unwanted 
destruction and the Charybdis of potentially injurious preservation”. 
In the end, the Court upheld the supervising judge’s finding that “the 
negotiators of the IRSSA intended the IAP to be a confidential and 
private process, that claimants and alleged perpetrators relied on the 
confidentiality assurances and that, without such assurances, the IAP 
could not have functioned.” The Supreme Court went on to observe that:

A

The MyRecordsMyChoice.ca website was set up to provide information to IAP and ADR 
claimants on the choices they had regarding the disposition of their claims records. 

“The high premium placed on confidentiality by the participants in 
the IAP becomes readily apparent when one considers the nature of 
the information disclosed during this process. As was made plain by 
the submissions of the Inuit Representatives before this Court, that 
information is — to put it mildly — of the most sensitive and private 
nature.” 

The Supreme Court ruled that residential school survivors were and 
should be “in control of their own stories”, and that: “The position 
taken by the TRC, and later by the NCTR [National Centre for Truth and 
Reconciliation],137 that these documents should be transferred to the 
National Archives and eventually shared with the NCTR, would defeat 
the principle of voluntariness underlying the IAP.” To that end, the Court 
confirmed that all ADR and IAP documents held by the Adjudication 
Secretariat would be destroyed with the exception of:

• application forms

• printed transcripts of claimants’ testimony

• voice recordings of claimants’ testimony, and

• decisions on IAP claims

These “IAP Retained Documents” would be held for 15 years (specifically 
to September 19, 2027), during which time a claimant could voluntarily 
request a copy of her/his documents to preserve or share as they wished, 
and/or request that their documents be preserved for history, public 
education, and research at the NCTR.138 Following that retention period, 
if a claimant did not request a copy of their documents or that they be 
transferred to the NCTR, those documents would then be destroyed.
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he Courts also directed that the Chief Adjudicator administer a 
notice program to inform IAP claimants of their right to choose 

what would happen with their IAP Retained Documents. Following a 
series of discussions at the Oversight Committee and consultations with 
representatives of the Assembly of First Nations, Inuit, the Government 
of Canada, lawyers representing former students, and the National 
Centre for Truth and Reconciliation, this notice program was developed 
by the Chief Adjudicator and Oversight Committee and its terms set out 
in a 2018 decision and Order by the Ontario Superior Court of Justice.139 
It comprised a multi-media information campaign of public service 
announcements on radio and television; print publication and online 
notices; videos, mail-outs of information packages; and engagement 
with community radio stations, local newsletters, and websites. The 
Court also ordered that Canada fund the participation of the Assembly 
of First Nations, Inuit Representatives, the NCTR, and Indigenous 
Services Canada Resolution Health Support Program Services in the 
implementation of the Notice Program. Crawford & Company (Canada) 
was appointed by the Court as Records Agent to assume responsibility 
for the safe care of IAP Retained Documents following the wind-up of the 
Adjudication Secretariat to the end of the Retention Period.

Non-claim Records:

Following the Supreme Court of Canada decision dealing with IAP claims 
records and “Retained Documents”, questions remained as to how, 
at the conclusion of the IAP, to dispose of those records not related to 
specific IAP claims. In 2019, the Chief Adjudicator submitted a Request 
for Direction (RFD) to the Supervising Courts outlining a proposal for 
handling documents related to the establishment, governance, and 
operations of the IAP. These documents included Chief Adjudicator 
Reports to the Courts, Oversight Committee records, statistical reports, 
records of complaints, adjudicator personal records, information related 

to solicitor-client or litigation privilege, and the Adjudication Secretariat’s 
administrative records dealing with financial and human resource 
management, communications, technology, and procurement processes. 

In a decision issued in January 2020, the Ontario Superior Court of Justice 
ruled that the disposition of all IAP records – whether claim or non-claim 
in nature – was a matter of administering the Indian Residential Schools 
Settlement Agreement, but dismissed the proposal contained in the Chief 
Adjudicator’s RFD. Rather, the Court directed Canada to develop a proposal 
for the Court’s consideration for the archiving of copies of non-claim 
records at the National Centre for Truth and Reconciliation (NCTR). The 
Court further directed that Canada’s proposal be based on the following 
principles regarding inclusion or exclusion of certain documents in the 
NCTR’s Non-Claim Records Collection:

• Existing statistical reports on the IAP (those that were already in the  
 public domain) should be included, but so-called “Static Reports”  
 (i.e. final outcome statistical reports drawn from IAP documents)  
 were not to be included in the Non-Claim Records Collection nor  
 contained in the IAP Final Report

• Copies of publicly-published Oversight Committee minutes should  
 be included but other Oversight Committee documents such as  
 unpublished minutes of in camera meetings, agendas, document  
 packages, emails and correspondence among members, and travel  
 expense vouchers were to be excluded

• Redacted copies of Reports to the Courts were to be included

• Information and documents subject to solicitor-client or litigation  
 privilege were to be excluded

• Complaints records; adjudicator personal, personnel, and performance  
 records; IAP Personal Information; draft or duplicative records were to be  
 excluded

• Claim records would continue to be dealt with in accordance with the  
 previous Court “Claim Records” decisions140

The Court also ruled that, once the prerogatives of the Settlement 
Agreement were addressed according to the above principles and with the 
exception of Chief Adjudicator records subject to solicitor-client privilege, 
the retention and destruction of documents would be governed by the 
Library and Archives Canada Act and Canada’s document retention policies. 

At time of the writing of this IAP Final Report, Canada’s proposal to the 
Courts was still pending, and the NCTR had appealed the decision.

T

The Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat sent out thousands of 
information packages to inform Indigenous communities, stakeholders and IAP 
claimants about the choices they had regarding their IAP or ADR records.

CHAPTER 5
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CHAPTER 6

 THE INDEPENDENT  
ASSESSMENT PROCESS –  

STATISTICAL DATA
I: Applications Received and Resolved by Calendar Year141

From implementation through to October 1, 2020, a total of 38,276 IAP applications were submitted, of 
which 33,861 were admitted. Nearly one-quarter of all applications were received in the six-month period 
prior to the application deadline of September 19, 2012. The number of applications was fairly evenly split 

between men (50.9%) and women (48.9%). As of October 1, 2020, all applications had been resolved.

Calendar
Year 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total

Applications 
Received 3,849 5,418 4,750 5,148 5,494 12,787 372 132 48 98 2 159 7 12 38,276

Applications 
Resolved 404 1,502 2,897 4,348 4,426 5,345 6,251 5,092 3,642 2,439 1,070 706 127 27 38,276

Adjudicator 
Decisions 322 1,081 2,086 3,210 3,377 3,935 3,938 3,739 2,646 1,494 534 284 112 16 26,774

Dismissals142 0 0 0 1 12 20 53 75 54 329 392 243 4 0 1,183

Negotiated 
Settlements 0 39 280 625 572 742 727 622 510 196 48 47 6 1 4,415

Ineligible/ 
Withdrawn 82 382 531 512 465 648 1,533 656 432 420 96 132 5 10 5,904

141 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, 2019	Annual	Report	of	the	Chief	Adjudicator	to	the	Independent	Assessment	Process	Oversight	Committee	(Ottawa:	IRSAS,	2020),	Table 1, p. 14.
142 This includes various types of dismissals including those proceeding from Jurisdictional Decisions, Failure to Appear, Estate Decisions, and Resolution Directions provided under the Incomplete File Resolution process.
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Region Applications Received

British Columbia 6,640

Alberta 8,376

Saskatchewan 8,897

Manitoba 5,492

Ontario 3,368

Quebec 2,200

Yukon Territory 556

Northwest Territories 1,545

Nunavut 529

Atlantic 305

Outside of Canada 368

Total 38,276

CHAPTER 6

143 “Independent Assessment Process (IAP) Statistics from September 19, 2007, to September 30, 2020”, Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, September 30, 2020,  http://www.iap-pei.ca/stats-eng.php 
144 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, 2019 Annual Report of the Chief Adjudicator, Figure 2, p. 15.

II: Applications Received by Region143

III: Applications Processed Per Calendar Year144

As of October 1, 2020, a total of 31,023 IAP applications had been processed. A claim was considered processed 
if a hearing or paper review was held or the parties entered into a Negotiated Settlement. The definition of 

“processed” did not include claims withdrawn, ineligible, or dismissed without a hearing.
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IV: Claim Resolutions by Calendar Year145

Nearly 90% of all claimants whose claims went to a hearing before an IAP adjudicator or into the 
Negotiated Settlement Process received compensation, with an average amount of $91,472.82.

Decisions NSP Dismissals Ineligible or Withdrawn

V: Negotiated Settlements by Calendar Year146

Negotiated Settlements accounted for approximately 12% of all IAP file resolutions.
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145 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, 2019 Annual Report of the Chief Adjudicator, Figure 1, p. 15. 
146 Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, 2019 Annual Report of the Chief Adjudicator, Figure 3 p. 16. “Without Hearing” and “With Hearing” refers to those claims that were referred to the NSP process before or after an IAP  
 hearing had taken place, respectively.
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Grand Total (MM) $139.7 $249.4 $186.5 $403.5 $501.6 $551.7 $580.8 $574.1 $487.6 $306.6 $170.0 $83.4 $51.9 $35.3

CHAPTER 6

VI: Independent Assessment Process Costs147

Over its lifetime, costs of the Independent Assessment Process totaled approximately $4 billion.148 Costs of the Indian 
Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat amounted to $411 million, or approximately 10 per cent of the total IAP 

expenditures by Indian Northern Affairs Canada and its successor departments. About three-quarters of Adjudication Secretariat 
costs were spent directly on IAP hearings, with an additional 5 per cent spent on other support for claimants. 

147 Canada, Standing Committee on Public Accounts. Public	Accounts	of	Canada	2017:	Report	of	the	Standing	Committee	on	Public	Accounts, (Ottawa: House of Commons, 2017).
148 This amount does not include expenditures by Health Canada to provide health support services related to Indian Residential Schools.

06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20

IAP Compensation $36.0 $75.3 $25.2 $288.7 $400.0 $446.1 $465.2 $452.3 $377.3 $221.6 $114.4 $40.9 $22.2 $13.0

ADR Compensation $36.1 $111.2 $93.5 $32.6 $11.7 $1.6 $0.18 $ $ $ $ $ $ $

DoJ Legal Services $16.8 $15.8 $12.9 $13.9 $14.7 $16.4 $19.8 $19.3 $17.7 $13.0 $7.0 $5.9 $3.2 $2.6

Other Legal $2.9 $3.6 $3.6 $1.6 $2.2 $2.8 $2.4 $1.7 $1.9 $1.4 $1.4 $1.5 $1.8 $.61

Delivery Costs $34.9 $23.8 $22.2 $26.5 $27.2 $33.0 $34.1 $40.3 $32.0 $25.1 $20.8 $16.7 $10.6 $10.0

Total (MM) $126.7 $229.7 $157.4 $363.3 $455.8 $499.9 $521.7 $513.6 $428.9 $261.1 $143.6 $65.0 $37.8 $26.2

06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20

IAP Compensation $ $0.008 $0.55 $3.7 $6.2 $6.6 $7.1 $8.9 $8.4 $6.7 $2.7 $0.88 $0.48 $0.2

ADR Compensation $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

DoJ Legal Services $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

Other Legal $ $ $ $0.14 $0.22 $0.22 $0.53 $0.66 $1.0 $0.41 $0.38 $0.36 $0.52 $0.18

Delivery Costs $13.0 $19.8 $27.6 $36.4 $39.4 $44.9 $51.5 $50.9 $49.3 $38.4 $23.3 $17.2 $13.1 $8.7

Total (MM) $13.0 $19.8 $28.2 $40.2 $45.8 $51.8 $59.1 $60.5 $58.7 $45.5 $26.4 $18.4 $14.1 $9.1

Government of Canada - CIRNAC (in millions of dollars)

IRSAS (in millions of dollars)

Notes
IAP Compensation – Canada
• Reported amounts include all payments made out of the  
 Settlement Allotment funds
• Payments include, but are not limited to, amounts paid to  
 claimants as compensation, legal fees and disbursements  
 paid to counsel representing claimants

IAP Compensation – IRSAS
• Direct IAP hearing costs.  Excludes costs for continuing ADR  
 claims that the Adjudication Secretariat managed until the  
 claims were resolved

DoJ Legal Fees
• Reported amounts are transfers to the Department of Justice  
 to represent Canada at hearings to provide legal advice

Other Legal Fees - Canada
• Payments include, but are not limited to, departmental litigation management and legal  
 services for alleged perpetrators

Other Legal Fees – IRSAS
• Payments include, but are not limited to, independent legal services

Delivery costs
• Amount includes overall costs for delivery of the IRSSA. Information is not available to  
 separate these costs out

General comments
• Reported delivery costs do not include expenditures by Health Canada to provide  
 health support services related to Indian Residential Schools nor do they include  
 expenditures incurred by any other Government department
• All amounts shown above have been used in the preparation of the Public Accounts of Canada
• Excluded from this report: CEP payments, Internal Services costs, Employee Benefit Plan costs
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THE IAP EXPERIENCE –  
PERSPECTIVES OF CLAIMANTS, 

STAKEHOLDERS & PARTICIPANTS

149 Canada’s representatives were generally invited to an in-person or telephone interview, which was often shorter in duration.

A t the core of the IAP are the views of the IAP claimants 
themselves, and of individuals who were directly involved in the 

development and delivery of this element of the Settlement Agreement.  
This Report does not endeavour comprehensively to capture and reflect 
the perspectives of residential school survivors or even all IAP claimants; 
such an undertaking is beyond the scope of this Report and would 
arguably best be led by those who have been explicitly mandated to 
represent residential school survivors. Nonetheless, the perspectives of 
IAP claimants, stakeholders, adjudicators, and other participants in the 
IAP are important in understanding the IAP experience and the lessons 
to be drawn from it.

In order to reach out to and hear directly from people involved in the IAP, 
the Adjudication Secretariat conducted a two-phase process spanning 
several years and covering all regions of Canada. In the first phase, in late 
2013 and early 2014 the Adjudication Secretariat conducted 23 focus 
groups with more than 125 participants nationwide. These consultations 
were aimed at determining their views on what, in retrospect, were the 
key objectives of the IAP and how to measure the success with which 
those objectives were met.  The results of these discussions provided the 

framework for an extended second phase of meetings, interviews,  
and questionnaires.

In that second phase, a total of 37 focus groups were held with 
claimants, Indigenous organizations, community service providers 
(including health support workers, cultural support workers, and 
interpreters), Church representatives, Government of Canada 
representatives, adjudicators, and Adjudication Secretariat staff. 
Personal interviews were also conducted with 254 survivors, and with 
72 individuals drawn from stakeholder groups and those responsible 
for implementing the IAP. As well, the Adjudication Secretariat sent out 
questionnaires to those claimant counsel who had each represented at 
least 100 IAP claimants; a total of 24 claimant counsel completed the 
questionnaires. (Appendix IV provides a list of many of the respondents 
who participated in focus groups, interviews, or questionnaires.)

The interview and focus group sessions were organized by the 
Adjudication Secretariat working with Indigenous community 
organizations, primarily those who provided health support services 
to survivors. Most participants were able to provide information in any 
way they felt comfortable: an in-person interview, telephone interview, 
participation in a focus group, or by providing written input. Those who 
participated in the interviews were given as much time as they wanted 
to answer questions; on average, each lasted about 1½ hours.149 
Claimants and stakeholders were asked to share their views on the 
challenges and successes of the IAP in:  

• raising awareness and providing information about the IAP

• providing an efficient and effective approach to settling litigation

• offering a claimant-centred approach

• providing acknowledgement and validation for harms done to  
 former residential school students 

• contributing to healing and reconciliation

Former	Executive	Director	Shelley	Trevethan	conducts	the	first	interview	for	the	
IAP Final Report with claimant Zepheria Joseph in Vancouver.
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150 Hilsoft Notifications, “Affidavit of Cameron R. Azario, Esq. on Completion of Phase IV of Notice Programme,” submitted to the Ontario Superior Court of Justice (2012).
151 Multiple responses could be provided to this question; hence, totals add to more than 100%.

he data contained in this chapter are drawn exclusively 
from those interviews and questionnaires. As participation 

in interviews, focus groups and questionnaires was voluntary, it is 
important to remember that the results reported in this chapter reflect 
the views of those who chose to take part in this process. They may not 
be representative of all survivors and stakeholders. Nonetheless, they 
provided an opportunity for interested claimants, stakeholders, and 
other participants, in their own voices, to reflect and comment on the 
IAP experience. 

Unless otherwise indicated, quotes included in this chapter are taken 
from these interviews, focus groups, or questionnaires.

Obtaining Information about the IAP

As described earlier, there were a number of initiatives aimed at 
ensuring that all potential IAP claimants were aware of the IAP and 
of how to apply for it. These included four court-ordered Notice 
Programs, the Adjudication Secretariat’s National Outreach Strategy, 
a toll-free telephone information line and web site, distribution of 
information products, and the efforts of claimant counsel, Health 
Canada support workers, Band Councils, the Assembly of First Nations, 
and Inuit organizations. In total, the Notice Programs alone were 
estimated to have reached more than 98% of residential school 
survivors, an average of 14 times.150

Of those claimants who were interviewed by the Adjudication 
Secretariat, almost one-half (45%) indicated that they first heard about 
the IAP through some of the notification efforts. Others became aware 

through more informal routes, such as family members (34%), friends 
(26%) or Indigenous organizations/band offices (26%). A further 11% 
said they heard about the IAP from a lawyer.151

Among those who attended information sessions offered by the 
Adjudication Secretariat as part of its National Outreach Strategy, 
about three-quarters said that they were satisfied with the sessions: 
that they were thorough, useful, easy to understand, and culturally-
sensitive. Similarly, 81% of those who received information on the IAP 
said it helped them move forward with their claim. Specifically, the 
Adjudication Secretariat’s video “Telling Your Story” was appreciated for 
providing good information and increasing their comfort about what to 
expect at a hearing.

However, many stakeholders believed that there needed to be greater 
outreach in the North. As one Government of Canada representative 
noted:

“[In the North] there were not a lot of outreach programs… [and] not 
a lot of counsel getting into these communities.”

As well, some 80% of claimants interviewed said that they knew 
someone who was aware of the IAP and met the criteria but chose 
not to submit a claim. It is difficult to determine why people did not 
participate in the IAP: a choice that could be affected by a wide range of 
personal reasons. But some claimants felt that the application deadline 
of five years was one limiting factor. As one community leader noted:

“There shouldn’t have been a timeline, after seven generations of 
residential schools, some people - it takes them a while before they 
feel safe enough, secure enough, to talk about this. I know from 
talking with a few of the elderly people from the North, they say they 
still had a fear of talking about it. They felt they’d be punished. So the 
timeline shouldn’t have been that short.”

In more general terms, stakeholders agreed that there remained 
confusion about the Settlement Agreement overall, contributed to 
in part by the many different sources of information. One claimant 
counsel observed:

“There was some confusion among claimants about who exactly 
all the parties were. I don't know how coordinated the efforts were 
amongst the different groups tasked by the Federal Government with 
communicating about the Settlement Agreement.”

T

An IRSAS staff member interviews Resolution 
Health Support Workers in London, ON. 
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Applying for the IAP

Almost all claimants (94%) said they thought it was important to 
have help completing the forms because they were complicated 

and raised difficult memories. 

“Everything was hard, hard to understand; [the] forms [were] not plain 
English; [I had] flashbacks, sensitive memories. [It was] hard to talk 
about it.”

“[I] did my own [claim] but [it] would have been good to have had 
help. I didn’t want to share information [because as I was filling it out, 
I] burst out crying; it was hard to write down. [I] needed someone [like 
a] counsellor. [I] was lucky that my husband helped me feel at ease.”

Three-quarters (74%) of claimants reported that they had help 
completing their application form, mostly from legal counsel. 
Claimants who were not represented by a lawyer were positive about 
the information they received from the Adjudication Secretariat’s 
Claimant Support Officers (CSOs); all of those interviewed expressed 
that they were satisfied with the service. Respondents said that 
Claimant Support Officers provided good communication, explained 
the process well, and were supportive. As noted by one claimant:

“[My] CSO made sure all relevant information was collected and 
included. He talked to me; he would always let me know things were 
confidential. [He] touched base and always asked how I was.”

Some claimant counsel raised the concern that Claimant Support 
Officers sometimes went further than their role required, potentially 
providing advice to claimants rather than solely helping them to 
progress their claim to a hearing. 

The IAP Hearing

As described earlier, one of the key aspects of the IAP was to provide 
a more positive hearing experience for claimants than would be 
the case in litigation. To help ensure that the process did not further 
traumatize claimants, the IAP gave them control over the location of 
their hearing; the ability to indicate a preference in the gender of the 
adjudicator; the use of cultural traditions; the availability of support 
services; and a less-adversarial and less-formal hearing.

Hearing Location:

In general, most claimants (78%) said they were satisfied with the 
physical location of their hearing. Of those who were not, the main 
issues were that the physical space should have been more positive 
or brighter. As one person noted, “The worst hearings were the ones 
that were done in the basement of a hotel.”  Support workers and 
stakeholders also expressed concerns about some hearing locations. 
Given that many claimants were elderly, it was problematic when it 
was difficult to get to the hearing room or back and forth to breakout 
rooms. Stakeholders mentioned that some rooms did not have 
enough privacy due to a lack of soundproofing. 

The Adjudicator:

Claimants were given the option to indicate a preference for a female 
or male adjudicator, and the Adjudication Secretariat endeavoured 
to accommodate these requests. However, many claimants stated 
that they were not aware that they had this option, and eighty-one 
percent of those interviewed said they did not make such a request. 
Of those who did, close to 90% indicated that having this option 
helped them to feel more comfortable with the hearing process. 

A

Claimant	Laurel	Curley,	from	the	Six	Nations	of	the	Grand	River	FN,	participated	in	an	
interview for the Final Report in Brantford, ON.

IAP Adjudicator Kathleen Keating
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side from the issue of gender preference, large percentages 
of claimants expressed satisfaction with the adjudicator:

• 86% said the adjudicator was prepared and the hearing was  
 well organized

• 76% said the adjudicator ensured that they understood their rights

• 75% said the questions the adjudicator asked were fair, reasonable  
 and asked in a respectful manner

• 71% said they were satisfied with the role of the adjudicator at  
 the hearing

Cultural Traditions:

More than three-quarters (78%) of claimants said that they were 
satisfied with the cultural aspects of the hearing. As one claimant 
expressed: 

“The ceremonies and cultures helped a lot. I didn’t know anything; 
I was surprised there’s so much in our culture. I was surprised I was 
missing so much.”

In general, stakeholders tended to agree that the IAP 
incorporated important cultural aspects into the hearing. 
However, some stakeholders, including cultural support 
workers and Elders, maintained that there should have been 
mandatory cultural awareness training for all participants in 
the hearings. As one suggested:

“All hearing participants need to be educated on IRS and 
Aboriginal communities.”

Support Services:

Elders and Personal Supporters:

For many claimants, the hearing was not just a place to 
make a claim; it was an opportunity to share their personal 
histories, often for the first time. Claimants had the option 
of bringing support individuals, such as family members, 
friends, or Elders to their hearing. About one-third (30%) of 
the claimants interviewed had an Elder attend their hearing, 
and almost all of those (90%) said they were satisfied with the 
role the Elder played. 

Slightly more than half of the claimants interviewed said they 
brought personal supporters with them. Among those that 
did not, some indicated that they felt more comfortable going 
through the hearing alone or did not want family members to 
have to hear about the abuse. As a claimant said, “sometimes 
you don’t want other people to know what you went through”.

Almost all claimants who did bring support people said 
that this made them feel more comfortable; 93% were 
very satisfied with their personal supporters. One claimant 
noted, "I did things on my own with ADR, [it was a] big 
difference having someone with me, I didn't feel alone. [I] 
had my own people with me." Another spoke of the positives 
and downsides of bringing support people, saying “[I] felt 
supported [but it] was a mistake to bring her. She had to hear 
the abuse I suffered.”  One claimant counsel observed:

“People appreciated the idea that they could bring support 
people with them. I certainly know some of my clients  
would not have come to a hearing had they not been  
able to do that. So that was a very important element. The 
health workers… were helpful…. Just being able to bring  
a support person and/or an Elder with them… that was 
really helpful.”

A

Elder	Evelyn	Finlayson	in	Kenora,	ON
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Resolution Health Support Worker Ray Thunderchild of the Indian 
Residential Schools Survivors Society in British Columbia drums 
during meetings held in Vancouver.

Health Support Workers:

n addition to personal supporters selected by the claimant, 
Resolution Health Support Workers (RHSWs) – provided by Health 

Canada – could also be available throughout the hearing, if the claimant 
chose. Many health support workers were themselves survivors or affected 
by the intergenerational impacts of residential schools. 

The vast majority of claimants (more than 90%) said they were satisfied with 
the services they received, as the health supporters helped them understand 
the process and cope with mental health issues. Further, more than three-
quarters (77%) of claimants said that the services of support workers had an 
impact on their healing because they were helpful, supportive, and available 
to talk to. 

“[The health support worker] was excellent. He helped me through the 
whole process. The fact that he was a survivor helped, he understood what I 
was saying. It made it easier. I believed in the confidentiality with him.”

Stakeholders as well as claimants emphasized the importance of mental 
health support services in the healing process, and agreed that access to 
these services helped claimants prepare for, and benefit from emotional 
support and reassurance during and after the hearing. A Government of 
Canada representative commented:

“I can't speak highly enough of the resolution support workers… their 
ability to bring the claimants to a state of calmness, to reassurance, to feel 
that they always had someone in the room that was completely in support 
of them, and just professionally they were very good at what they did.”

However, stakeholders had more mixed reviews of the role of health support 
workers. Some claimant counsel maintained that a claimant’s first point of 
contact should be a health support worker or a Claimant Support Officer, 
while others felt that “untrained RHSWs [were] giving legal advice” and 
called for more training and higher qualifications for health support workers. 

As well, some of those interviewed commented on inconsistency in their 
experiences with support services. One adjudicator observed:

“[I had a] wide range of experiences [with RHSWs]. It is an important 
role but some counsel tried to keep them out, some areas of the country 
they came late and didn’t participate or support the claimant, some had 
familial relationships with the claimant that weren’t known beforehand 
(confidentiality breach). [I] also had the opposite experience. Many were 
great and very thoughtful about making it an important day, offering 
prayers, support etc. It made a very big difference in how the claimant got 
through their day.”

I

Resolution Health Support Worker Debbie Cielen supported 
hundreds of claimants at IAP hearings.
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ealth support workers themselves commented that they 
sometimes could have benefited from more time with 

the claimant to establish a relationship based on trust and 
support. For example, one health support worker said, “The 
more we as health supports were able to embrace a connection 
and make a connection with the former students, a good three 
to four months at least, really showed an outcome of stability, 
security, and also furthering their healing process.”

Interpreters:

Another form of support that was available in IAP hearings 
were interpreters. While fewer than 10% of claimants said they 
requested the services of an interpreter at their hearing, 80% 
of those indicated they were satisfied with their interpreter and 
88% felt that having the interpreter present helped them to feel 
more comfortable with the process. 

Some participants in the IAP reported that occasionally there 
were incidents where interpreters did not speak the correct 
dialect, had difficulty interpreting the complex language of 
the IAP, knew the claimant, or went beyond the role of an 
interpreter. An adjudicator noted:

“…we have had issues with interpreters where the interpreter 
actually wasn't interpreting what the claimant was actually 
conveying, but was basically saying what she thought would 
help the claimant in her claim.” 

In 2013, extensive work was undertaken by the Adjudication 
Secretariat to improve the interpretation services. An approved 
list of experienced interpreters was developed, training on the 
IAP was provided to interpreters, an interpreter liaison position 
was created who conducted a dialect check prior to the hearing, 
and an interpreter handbook was developed. As a result of 
these changes, claimants were less likely to have the relating of 
their residential school experience interpreted by someone they 
knew, and hearing participants had greater confidence in the 
quality and authenticity of the translations provided.

The Inquisitorial Process:

Most respondents agreed that the inquisitorial model – where 
adjudicators asked questions and claimants were not subject 
to adversarial cross-examination by defendants - was important 
in providing a claimant-centred approach. To achieve this, 
adjudicators needed to balance support and kindness with 
fairness and impartiality. As one adjudicator explained:

“[You needed] to demonstrate ability to be understanding 
and supportive and kind while at the same time upholding 
the model and maintaining impartiality and being effective 
decision makers…. It was a tough balance to maintain.”

Among claimants interviewed, 75% said that the questions 
the adjudicator asked were fair, reasonable and asked in a 
respectful manner, and 76% said that the adjudicator explained 
their rights to them. Almost three-quarters (71%) said that they 
were satisfied with how the adjudicators fulfilled their role 
during the hearings, made them feel comfortable, and listened. 
One claimant commented:

“The adjudicator was quite respectful in asking questions to 
me as a survivor of residential school. I had no problems with 
the way the questions were being asked. I answered them all, 
directly and concise, precise.” 

Stakeholders tended to agree with claimants, noting that in 
general adjudicators were impartial. However, many claimants 
and other stakeholders also said they found the process to be 
too legalistic and litigious, and that the language could be 
complex: 

“Every bit of the language is all legal terminology - a hearing, 
an adjudicator, lawyer for Canada, lawyer for the claimant, 
cross-examination, appeal systems - and you've got people 
who might have anywhere from three days to 18 years in 
residential school who still don't understand those words. So 
definitely [use] plain language please.”  

Generally, the majority of claimants (60%) said they were 
satisfied with the Government of Canada’s representative at  
the hearing. 

Costs, Compensation and Awards
In addition to paying for costs associated with the hearing 
– such as the hearing location, interpreters, health support 
workers, Elders, and cultural ceremonies - the IAP covered the 
costs of travel, accommodation, and meals for claimants and for 
up to two personal support people to accompany each claimant. 
Almost one-half of claimants interviewed stated that they had to 
travel to their hearing. Of these, two-thirds said the Adjudication 
Secretariat paid for their expenses in advance. More than three-
quarters (78%) of those who received payment for travel were 
satisfied with the expense payment process. Those who were 
dissatisfied said that the payment was slow or inadequate.
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egarding the results of the hearing itself, 90% of all 
claims that went to a hearing or a Negotiated Settlement 

Process interview resulted in some level of compensation. As a 
Government of Canada representative noted:

“The vast majority of claims have been found to be compensable 
and the payment has been made. There is no possible way that 
in the span of this last decade we would have accomplished that 
in litigation.” 

The IAP’s method for assessing the compensation for harms 
experienced by claimants was based on a grid set out in the 
Settlement Agreement.  The grid was developed in part to ensure 
consistency in awards. According to a claimant counsel who was 
involved in structuring the Agreement:

“The grid was put together with care. It was put together to 
recognize the factors that actually influenced real outcomes 
in real cases subject to court standards, so that the monetary 
outcome would be predictable and in line with what people 
could expect if they went through a gruesome litigation process 
with a higher causation standard.”

However, some claimants and stakeholders criticized the grid 
method as being too restrictive. As one claimant said:

“It wasn't fair to put points to abuse. It should have never been a 
point system. What about the broken families now? What about 
mental abuse? It took survivors away from their families, broke 
families apart. My family is not whole.” 

It was also argued that “Other Wrongful Acts”, income loss, 
and opportunity loss, were difficult to prove and not well-
compensated. As noted by one claimant counsel:

“The other wrongful acts category could have been more effective…. 
There were people who came out of those schools never having 
been sexually assaulted or physically assaulted to the point 
of needing medical treatment, but who came out with huge 
psychological damage…. And that really was never compensated 
for. And you get a lot of people who just really were shattered by the 
experience, but had no compensable injuries.”

Another criticism about the scope of the IAP – as set out in the 
Settlement Agreement - was that some schools were not included 
and that could mean that claimants who had suffered abuse were not 
compensated due to these exclusions. Abuse between students of 
the school that occurred off-premises was not compensable. As one 
claimant said:

“Even though it happened out of the school [the abuse] should have 
been accepted. It wasn't fair. No compensation because it happened 
away from school. It does not matter where it happened it happened 
to me and I am suffering today.”

There was a difference of opinion among those interviewed as to 
whether the average award of just under $92,000 was comparable to 
what would have been received in court. For example, Frank Iacobucci, 
the Government of Canada’s Chief Negotiator of the Settlement 
Agreement and a former Supreme Court of Canada Justice observed:  

“Monetary awards were very genuinely, and it seems to me, 
seriously arrived at because if you look at the average award, it’s not 
a puny award… I had heard of very serious sexual assaults, and the 
impression I got was these awards that were made were comparable 
to what one would get in a court outcome.”

Others argued that the compensation received was less for some 
types of claims than would have been awarded by a court. One 
claimant asserted:

“We see many cases where abuse suffered were awarded more 
going through court system. The point-system impacted total awards 
and was unfair. The Courts would take longer but would have been 
awarded more.”

At the same time, another claimant counsel noted that although the 
compensation was less than might have been awarded by a court, 
the IAP provided claimants with a speedier process and improved 
experience:

“[They] capped the compensation at a level that was less than 
would have been available in a court. The trade-off for that was 
that it provided a process which was less rigorous for claimants to 
experience, more attuned to their circumstances, and quicker than 
the outcome than they would have faced if they had to get into a 
queue of 36,000 people in the courts across the country.”
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or their part, about 60% of claimants interviewed 
indicated that they were satisfied with the decision and 

the compensation provided in their claim. A similar percentage 
of claimants said that the adjudicator’s reasons for the decision 
were clear to them. About half of claimants (53%) said that 
their review rights were explained to them.

Overall, about one-half (52%) of claimants said that they were 
satisfied with the timeliness of the IAP. The same percentage 
said they were satisfied with the amount of time it took to get 
to a hearing. More than two-thirds (69%) were satisfied with 
the amount of time it took to receive compensation: about 
four months following the decision. 

Following the hearing, adjudicators had the authority to 
review the fees charged by legal counsel for their services to 
IAP claimants. Generally, the issues of legal fees and legal 
fee reviews were contentious among those claimants and 
stakeholders interviewed. 

Many said that they believed the legal fees should have been 
no higher than 15 per cent, so that it would be covered entirely 
by the Government of Canada. As noted by one claimant 
counsel, “I	would	have	to	say	from	my	experience	that	the	case	
in	the	IAP	does	not	exist	where	15%	is	not	a	fair	fee.”	

Some claimant counsel disagreed, instead arguing that 15% 
was not reasonable because it did not cover the large number 
of non-compensable claims that claimant counsel dealt with.

“Maybe there are some lawyers who made a lot of money. 
It certainly wasn't me. But you have to appreciate that no 
matter what you do, probably three out of seven cases we 
advanced didn't go anyplace. I went to a hearing yesterday… 
it was 12 hours I will never see again. And we did that time 
after time, and place after place. So quite frankly, the 15%, 
which is basically the rate that most of the adjudicators were 
giving at the end of the day, was absolutely insulting.”

Some also argued that the fee structure and fee review was 

a disincentive for lawyers to spend time with clients, and led 
to lawyers trying to maximize the number of cases that they 
handled. One claimant counsel noted that “with the review of 
all the fees and lawyers not getting what had been agreed to in 
the retainers, there was a real disincentive for some people to 
spend any more time than they felt they really had to with their 
clients.”

Others felt that the legal fee review process went beyond what 
was intended in the Settlement Agreement. Some claimant 
counsel said that, rather than conducting legal fee reviews 
on most claims, as was the practice, adjudicators should have 
exercised discretion about doing fee reviews only when they 
appeared warranted. 

“Instead of the fee review, the Chief Adjudicator could have 
set up criteria for the adjudicators…  If you have a claimant 
who is clearly illiterate, if the person does not appear to have 
had any discussion with the lawyer, you should do a legal fee 
review.” 

Others suggested that legal fees should have been set at a 
specific rate and paid by the Government of Canada, so that 
claimants would not have to incur any legal costs out of their 
compensation and adjudicators would not need to do fee 
reviews that put lawyers in conflict with their clients. One 
stakeholder said:

“I like very much the structure that saw the 15% preliminary 
compensation come out of a pot, separate and apart from the 
award to the claimant.... The exception that allows counsel… 
feeling that they have been undercompensated… to then 
make the claim from the pool of award that the client has 
received puts the claimant… at odds in interest with their 
legal counsel. I would like to see that structure not repeated 
in a similar type of initiative.” 

While there was a wide variance of views among stakeholders 
as to the effectiveness of the legal fee review process, the 
majority of claimants (74%) expressed satisfaction with it.
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Focus Group with Resolution Health Support Workers in Kenora, ON

Healing and Reconciliation

he IAP hearing presented important opportunities for 
healing and reconciliation: it provided claimants the 

opportunity to talk about their experiences; provided defendants 
and other participants the opportunity to hear and acknowledge 
those personal histories; and provided claimants an opportunity to 
have an impartial adjudicator validate those experiences through a 
written decision and compensation. As one claimant commented, 
“Many survivors said ‘all I needed to hear was that I was believed’.” 

As noted earlier, almost 90% of claimants who attended a hearing 
or a Negotiated Settlement Process interview received some 
compensation. Most said, though, that the most important aspect 
of going through the IAP was not about the compensation, but was 
being able to talk about their experiences and be believed. As one 
claimant said:

“My priority was to tell a story about the loss of culture, loss of 
language, loss of Inuit shamanism, loss of parenting skills, and 
about the time that I was sexually abused by a Grey Nun. So that 
was the story I wanted to get out. So not for the money.” 

Similarly, a Support Worker observed:

“Compensation was really secondary in the minds of most 
people... for most, their well-being, the need to be heard, 
far outweighed the money. To be free of those chains, those 
memories, was compensation in itself…. For most, it was 
the first time they spoke about these things. It was really a 
grand unveiling, a grand statement about their truths. To 
witness this – that these people are no longer a victim – it 
gave me courage, it was very inspiring.”

Almost three-quarters (73%) of all claimants interviewed said 
that those involved in the hearing listened respectfully and 
that the claimant’s voice was heard. For some, the hearing 
was the first time someone showed that they cared about 
their experiences.

“I think the hearing process was really essential. It was 
probably the most important part of the IAP, it was the 
chance for people to… sit and tell their stories and have 
them validated…. That I think was worth more than the 
money that was paid out.”

“I think a lot of people benefited from the hearings in a way 
that I didn’t anticipate. There were any number of hearings 
I was at where, at the end of the hearing, the person would 
hug the adjudicator, they would hug the representative for 
the government, they would hug everyone, it was just sort 
of like somebody was completing a marathon and wanting 
to hug everybody there. There was a sense of achievement, 
there was a sense of vindication that you wouldn’t have 
gotten from a system where there was no hearing.” 

Many stakeholders described how the hearing could enable 
claimants to realize that they had the strength to talk to 
others about what happened to them in residential schools.

“I think one of the things that comes out as being the most 
important is just having the opportunity to tell somebody 
other than people in your community. That’s where a lot of 
it was hidden away. It's like nobody in the community wants 
to say anything because you're related to so-and-so or your 
friends with so-and-so, and what you say is going to get out.”
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According to a Government of Canada representative:

t’s a very important step in the hearing process… to have 
someone who is there on behalf of the government to tell 

them, ‘I believe you’re credible. I believe these things happened 
to you.’ Just those words, you could hear and see the emotion on 
their face. For many years they didn’t feel that [anyone] would 
believe them… you could tell they were very appreciative and it 
was almost like a relief that someone believed them and it was 
important for that to be said in the hearing.” 

Adjudicators agreed that the opportunity for claimants to talk about 
harms such as loss of family and love was important, even if some 
of those harms were not covered by or compensated in the IAP.  
As one adjudicator said, “[the hearing is] a day to tell their story 
to somebody, a person of authority but in a setting where they 
are truly listened to. I think that is enormous.” The adjudicator’s 
decision was a key element of validation for claimants. However, 
some stakeholders noted that the positive effect of this dissipated 
if the claimant had to wait for many months for the decision to 
be received. The short-form decision, which was received at the 
hearing, was the most effective in this regard. As one claimant 
commented, “It would have been nice to know right away. It 
creates more trauma waiting for decision; I was in limbo.”

Almost two-thirds (63%) of claimants said that they were offered 
acknowledgement of the harm and impact of residential schools. 

One claimant said: 

“I felt that the Canada person listened to what I was saying, they 
were respectful – they offered an apology for my experiences and 
abuse suffered.”

Almost all respondents indicated that apologies from the Churches 
and the Government of Canada were important, especially when 
it was in person. As a Government of Canada representative noted 
“someone	representing	the	Crown	and/or	the	Church	sitting	across	
from	you	and	apologizing	may	in	fact	be	more	powerful	than	any	
kind of money.” 

Government of Canada representatives attended all hearings, 
and almost half of the claimants (45%) said that they received an 
apology from that representative. Only 12% of claimants surveyed 
said that a Church representative attended their hearing. One 
claimant counsel observed that “I had very few hearings in which 
there was a Church representative present, [but] it was always 
positive.” 

In addition to an apology at the hearing, claimants could also 
receive letters of apology from the Government of Canada and 
the Church. When they received a written apology, many said that 
it was important to them. However, as with written decisions, the 
timing of the written apology was also important; the sooner it was 
received, the more meaning it held.152

"I

William	Herney,	of	the	Eskasoni	First	Nation	
participated in claimant interviews in Nova Scotia.  

152 In this regard, it should be noted that there was often a considerable delay in the Church being notified of the culmination of a hearing, resulting in a concomitant delay in the Church’s provision of a written apology.

CHAPTER 7
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LESSONS LEARNED

Claimants	could	get	help	filling	out	their	IAP	Application	form.

rawing from the experiences of the Independent Assessment 
Process described throughout this Report, this chapter aims 

to identify those lessons that can be learned from the efforts to fulfill 
the objectives of that component of the Settlement Agreement. Those 
objectives included providing residential school survivors compensation 
for any sexual and/or serious physical abuse that they suffered at the 
schools; offering an alternative means of resolving claims to traditional 
civil litigation; and providing IAP claimants with an experience that could 
aid in individual healing and broader reconciliation. 

This chapter is not intended to be a comprehensive list of lessons to be 
learned from the residential school experience itself. These have been 
eloquently articulated by residential school survivors in a number of 
public first-hand accounts and in reports from the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission, Aboriginal Healing Foundation, historians, and others. 
Rather, the following observations are specific to the IAP and are drawn 
from the experience of the Oversight Committee; from others responsible 
for the implementation and delivery of the IAP; and from IAP claimants 
themselves.

Offering a Claimant-Centred Process

Perhaps the overarching challenge in the IAP was adopting an approach 
that attempted to look at the entire process from the viewpoint of 
the claimant, while balancing it with the needs of the other parties 
and stakeholders. This perspective recognized that implementing a 
claimant-centred process was not the responsibility of one individual or 
organization but required the participation and input of health support 
workers, Indigenous organizations, Elders, legal counsel, adjudicators, 
Government and Church representatives, Adjudication Secretariat staff 
and, most importantly, claimants. This led to the implementation of a 
range of measures that, while they did not meet all of the challenges, 
strove to make the experience focused on the needs of the claimant.

Support for Claimants:

• Confronting past abuse can be traumatic for survivors, their families,  
 former staff, or anyone who engages in a process such as the IAP. A  
 positive aspect of the IAP was the support that it offered, both emotional  
 and technical. Support workers helped to minimize the risk of re- 
 traumatization of residential school survivors, enabled them to  
 participate in the IAP, and helped to protect the survivors’ health and  
 well-being.

• Support workers drawn from the claimant’s community could be familiar  
 with appropriate cultural and traditional practices and with local support  
 services. However, having a local support worker could pose issues of 

D  privacy and confidentiality. This was compounded as health support  
 workers did not know the identity of the claimant – and vice versa –  
 prior to the hearing.

• Support needed to be provided in a variety of forms: from trained health- 
 care professionals, crisis call-lines, Elders, family members, interpreters,  
 and in some instances the adjudicators themselves.

• Support needed to be available at all steps of the process: before,  
 throughout, and after the hearing itself. Many claimants required  
 assistance in completing application forms, preparing for and  
 participating in hearings, receiving and understanding the adjudicator’s  
 decision and future care plan, or in continuing their healing process. It  
 was important – but not universally the case – that Claimants were aware  
 of their right to request support.

• At the hearing in particular, an important aspect of helping the claimant  
 through a challenging process was having not only interpreters and  
 professional health support workers but also personal supporters – such  
 as family members – and Elders, available at no cost to the claimant. 

• Specific and targeted efforts could have been further improved to ensure  
 that supports – including trained legal counsel - were available early on  
 in the process to those living in more remote locations, to those who  
 were homeless, and to those who were in institutional settings.

• In the IAP, no-cost assistance was available for completing application  
 forms: either through legal counsel or through the Adjudication  
 Secretariat for those who were not represented by a lawyer. Nonetheless,  
 a number of private-sector enterprises charged claimants for filling out  
 their applications. While this practice violated the terms of the  
 Settlement Agreement, the fact that some claimants used these services  
 meant that there was at least a perceived need for them, indicating that  
 more information and support specifically related to the application  
 process could have been helpful.
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153 In 2013, Oversight Committee also initiated a project whereby they maintained a list of approved counsel willing to accept a referral from a self-represented claimant; this list was utilized by the Adjudication Secretariat in assisting self- 
 represented claimants who wished to contact a lawyer.

Raising Awareness and Providing information About the IAP:

strategic and extensive approach to outreach and  
information sharing was a vital element in such a  

 large-scale program as the IAP. Claimants needed to receive  
 as much information as possible in a manner that was clear  
 and understandable. The IAP utilized a variety of methods  
 over a number of years to ensure that all potential IAP  
 claimants were aware of the Settlement Agreement, the IAP,  
 and the application process. These efforts were largely,  
 although not universally, successful. Given the complexity of  
 the process, even more information could have been  
 provided to ensure survivors understood their rights and  
 choices, the application process, and what to expect at and  
 after a hearing.

• The video presentation of a simulated hearing (“Telling Your  
 Story”) helped claimants see and understand what to expect  
 at a hearing and helped them feel more comfortable with  
 the process. 

• Ensuring that all residential school survivors and potential  
 IAP applicants were aware of the application process and  
 deadlines required a range of efforts, using a variety of  
 media and outreach mechanisms (such as radio, television,  
 print media, pamphlets and posters, videos, and community  
 sessions). Information material needed to be available in  
 Indigenous languages and written in plain language.

• To be effective and successful, outreach activities depended  
 on first engaging and building relationships with community  
 leaders.

• Specific and targeted efforts were required to ensure that  
 information was available to those living in more remote  
 locations, to those who were homeless, and to those who  

 were in institutional settings.

• From the standpoint of potential claimants, information  
 activities could have been more effective if they had been  
 more coordinated. While the involvement of a number of  
 parties and stakeholders was helpful in raising awareness  
 about the IAP, a lack of co-ordination and consistency may  
 have contributed to incomplete information or, at worst,  
 to misinformation, leaving potential claimants unclear as  
 to how the process worked and what to expect from the IAP  
 experience.

• Efforts could have been made to make it easier for potential  
 claimants in remote communities to obtain legal advice  
 and the assistance of counsel: for example, by more actively  
 encouraging and facilitating the participation of legal  
 counsel in Adjudication Secretariat outreach activities. 
 There were occasions, in complicated cases, where  
 adjudicators adjourned hearings and assisted a claimant  
 in finding counsel.

Support for Self-Represented Claimants:

• While all stakeholders recommended that claimants retain  
 legal counsel, the Settlement Agreement did not require  
 this, and included specific provisions for self-represented  
 claimants. Nonetheless, given the complexity of the process  
 and the requirement for mandatory documents, many self- 
 represented claimants required assistance in preparing their  
 claims for a hearing. The Adjudication Secretariat provided  
 dedicated resources to assist claimants in this process, while  
 not providing them with legal advice or representation at  
 hearings. It was an important aspect of a claimant-centred  
 process to recognize that self-represented claimants would  
 still require support and assistance, and to have the  
 necessary resources in place to provide this.153
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154 On approval of the Settlement Agreement, but before its implementation, the Indian Residential Schools Survivors’ Society in British Columbia organized a series of public workshops involving health support workers, financial advisors,  
 legal counsel, RCMP, and others to prepare individuals and communities to deal with the expected influx of funds. In addition, information circulars were included with CEP payments to caution against abusive behavior and to urge that  
 complaints be lodged with the RCMP or police in abusive situations.

Selection of Hearing Location and Gender of the Adjudicator:

roviding claimants the opportunity to choose the location  
 of the hearing provided them with an important element  
 of control and power, and the ability to select a place that was  
 safe and appropriate to their individual circumstances.  
 Accordingly, this was included in the IAP application form.  
 However, it was not universally the case that the claimant  
 selected the hearing location, as some legal counsel located  
 hearings for their own convenience.

• Similarly, providing claimants the right to indicate their  
 preference of the gender of the adjudicator in their hearing  
 also provided them with an element of control in the process  
 and respect for what would make the claimant most comfortable  
 in sharing their history. This option was also included on the IAP  
 application form signed by each claimant. It was also important  
 to try to ensure that there was a sufficient roster of Anglophone  
 and Francophone male and female adjudicators to  
 accommodate claimants’ preferences.

• The IAP had two designated Hearing Centres in Winnipeg and  
 Vancouver, intended to provide a safe private location designed  
 for the specific purpose of conducting an IAP, and an  
 improvement on public courtrooms or meeting rooms in hotels,  
 However, the location of the Vancouver facility, co-located with  
 Government of Canada offices, distant from the lodging and  
 meal sources for the claimant, and difficult to access by public  
 transit, limited its value to claimants.

Claimant-Centred Case Management:

• Case management needed not only to address the efficiency  
 and timeliness of the process, but also to maintain the focus  
 on the claimant. As described above, such initiatives as the  
 Lost Claimant Protocol and Expedited Hearings were  
 examples of case management approaches that met the  
 objectives of the process while at the same time addressing  
 specific needs of the most vulnerable individual claimants.

Claimant Feedback Throughout the Process:

• The high volume of cases posed significant challenges not  
 only to operational procedures, but also to the capacity of the  
 process to offer claimant-focused attention to each claim. This  
 required continual oversight by those responsible for  
 administering the IAP, and benefitted from feedback from  
 those directly involved in claims and hearings. In this regard,  
 the presence and input of claimant representatives and  
 counsel on such bodies as the Oversight Committee and the  
 National Administration Committee – along with the ongoing  
 outreach and community dialogue efforts by the Adjudication  
 Secretariat – provided essential information and perspectives  
 required to maintain and give best effect to the claimant- 
 centred approach of the IAP.

Information About Compensation Awards:

• The IAP, combined with the Common Experience Payment,  
 awarded large sums of money to claimants but did not  
 provide information about or access to financial management  
 services. This was a contentious issue for many. On the one  
 hand, it was important for claimants not to feel as though  
 they were being told in any way what to do with their money.  
 On the other hand, while some legal counsel took on this  
 role, it could also have been useful to assist claimants in a  
 more consistent manner– perhaps through Aboriginal  
 financial institutions - in being aware of the options and  
 resources available to them for managing this money  
 according to their own wishes. Measures to provide claimants  
 with information that could help their own financial literacy  
 may have been beneficial in protecting them from financial  
 abuse and in ensuring that their compensation awards were  
 used as they intended.154

P

Vancouver Hearing Room
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155 This also featured in the ADR process.
156 For a broader discussion on inquisitorial processes, see Laverne Jacobs and Sacha Bagley, eds., The	Nature	of	Inquisitorial	Processes	in	Administrative	Regimes:	Global	Perspectives, (London: Routledge, 2016).

Incorporating Traditional Elements and Cultural Practices:

he incorporation of traditional elements and cultural practices 
was seen by many claimants as a key aspect of the IAP and one 

that helped them meet the challenges of the hearing and of sharing 
their histories.155 One of the important lessons of the IAP was the 
extent to which judicial and quasi-judicial processes should be aware 
of and sensitive to the use of traditional practices to make the process 
more relevant, familiar, and helpful. This also illustrated the need for 
even more frequent consultation and engagement with claimants, 
residential school survivors, and their community representatives.  

Providing an Alternative Approach to 
Adjudicating Compensation Claims

Inquisitorial Approach:

• The inquisitorial approach to hearings provided an effective and  
 more sensitive means for adjudicating claims than would otherwise  
 be handled through traditional civil litigation, particularly when  
 dealing with victimized and injured persons. IAP hearings were  
 completely private and offered a less formal, safer, and more  
 respectful experience than the traditional adversarial approach.

• Parties to the IAP generally agreed that the process demonstrated  
 that the truth could usually be ascertained by means other than  
 cross-examination, competing evidence, and arguments. Overall,  
 an inquisitorial hearing allowed adjudicators to test the credibility  
 of a claim while minimizing the traumatization of the claimant  
 that is inherent in any credibility-testing process.156

• Even in an inquisitorial model, claimants’ needs could be overtaken  
 by legal processes, attitudes, and requirements: particularly in a  
 process such as the IAP which was based on modified litigation.  
 Maintaining a non-adversarial approach required the engagement  
 and commitment of all parties to the process and to ensuring that  
 hearings were conducted with civility, respect, and a minimum of  
 legal technicalities. This could have been further aided by including  
 specific training for all hearing participants.

• Decision-makers are key to the success of any adjudicative process  
 and of an inquisitorial approach in particular. The IAP vested  
 considerable authority in the hands of individual adjudicators.  
 As well, the parties to the Settlement Agreement were accorded  
 the mandate of choosing the adjudicators who would work in  
 the IAP, by unanimous vote. It was therefore essential that the  

 selection criteria for adjudicators be extensive; in dealing with the  
 particular sensitivities of abuse, human qualities were as important  
 to find and nurture in decision-makers as were technical skills and  
 expertise. As well, it required support and training. In this regard,  
 ongoing training for adjudicators in conducting an inquisitorial  
 hearing and in questioning skills could have been beneficial in  
 ensuring greater consistency in the application of this approach  
 across all hearings.

Validating Claims:

• Ensuring that decisions and the outcomes of each claim were valid  
 and appropriate was essential to the integrity of the adjudicative  
 process and was in the interest of all parties. Absent the ability to  
 subpoena documents and witnesses, there needed to be other  
 means of assessing the validity of claims. In the inquisitorial model,  
 testing the credibility of claims required balancing documentary and  
 assessment requirements with the objectives of claimant- 
 centredness and timeliness. As discussed below, processes that  
 supported this aspect of the IAP might have been more streamlined,  
 while still maintaining the robustness of its credibility-testing.

Document Collection/Mandatory documents:

• Providing “mandatory documents” in advance of a hearing assisted  
 all parties in an inquisitorial hearing. It helped claimants, in some  
 instances, in recalling the incidents and extent of harms that they  
 suffered; defendants in understanding the validity of claims; and  
 adjudicators in decision-making.

• At the same time, not all pre-determined mandatory documents  
 may have been required for all claims. The ability to tailor further  
 the requirement for mandatory documents to meet the  
 circumstances of a claim may have streamlined and expedited the  
 adjudicative process. 

• The volume of demand for document production overwhelmed the  
 organizations and individuals – ranging from single medical  
 practitioners to large correctional institutions and government  
 departments– thus considerably slowing down the adjudicative  
 process. As described in Chapter 5, the Adjudication Secretariat  
 adopted several initiatives to address this; however, it would have  
 been helpful to have had strategies and resources available to these  
 document-providing bodies from the outset, to ensure that  
 document production did not create a significant bottleneck  
 and backlog.

T
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Medical and Psychological Assessments:

aving a single expert assessor was substantially more streamlined, 
less adversarial, and an easier experience for the claimant than the  

 standard litigation model of having the claimant and defendant present  
 opposing medical or psychological opinions. 

• Nonetheless, claims that required an expert assessment could still take  
 considerably longer in the adjudicative process than those that did not.  
 (A claimant or counsel may have decided that it was preferable to receive  
 an earlier albeit reduced award than to wait several more months for an  
 expert assessment and potentially receive more compensation.) 

• While Oversight Committee maintained a pre-approved list of  
 psychological assessors from the outset, a process to streamline the  
 selection of medical examiners was not developed until 2014. It could  
 have been helpful in reducing delays to have implemented such a list  
 (including experts’ availability) from the outset.

Hearing Location and Setting:

• As distinct from the Courts and most quasi-judicial processes, IAP hearings  
 were held in many locations selected by claimants, including remote First  
 Nations and Inuit communities, personal homes, hospitals, and prisons.  
 Some were held outside of Canada. This demonstrated that, despite the  
 obvious logistical challenges and given the necessary resources, the  
 adjudicative process could be conducted in remote settings - in locations  
 that were convenient to the claimant rather than the Adjudication  
 Secretariat - within a reasonable timeframe.

• Providing travel costs for claimants and their personal supporters  
 helped ensure equal access to the process, ensured that the choice  
 of hearing location was not determined solely on a cost basis, and  
 removed a potential source of stress for hearing participants. This  
 also contributed to a more effective hearing and a healing  
 experience.

The IAP Model:

• In the IAP, the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement  
 established an elaborate post-settlement adjudicative process.  
 Despite a very large caseload, the IAP Model of a hearing-based,  
 adjudicative approach to the settlement of abuse claims was able  
 to resolve tens of thousands of cases as well as provide reviews  
 and re-reviews of decisions as required. However, elements of the  
 Model as set out in the Settlement Agreement also contributed to  
 challenges in processing many claims expeditiously and in meeting  
 time commitments. 

• As the Settlement Agreement emanated at least in part from class  
 action lawsuits, it was modeled on a civil litigation base. The IAP  
 Model was very detailed and particularized, with a detailed 
 framework of categories for wrongs and harms and the calculation  
 of levels of compensation. As a result, the Model was complex and  
 complicated to apply and interpret, and generated considerable  
 demand for experts to guide the process and advance claims. The  
 complexity of the Model also required regular engagement by the  
 Oversight Committee, adjudicators, and all participants in the IAP to  
 make the process work in as effective a manner as possible.

H
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Addressing Challenges Raised by Certain Types of Claims

Claims Alleging Abuse by Other Students:

laims alleging abuse by other students raised distinct 
challenges and difficulties. In the IAP Model, compensation in  

 many of these claims required evidence that staff at the school in  
 question had knowledge or should have had knowledge of that type of  
 abuse at the time that it occurred. This requirement for evidence of  
 knowledge could be satisfied by an admission of that knowledge. The  
 Government of Canada made admissions of such knowledge after  
 relevant evidence or findings of adjudicators became available.157  
 In these circumstances, alternative mechanisms for addressing abuse  
 by other students may have provided for a more equal process for all  
 such claims, regardless of when the claim had been filed or heard. 

• In that context, special consideration needed to be given and  
 procedures applied to these types of claims. As described in Chapter 5,  
 the Oversight Committee’s “Student on Student Admissions Project”  
 and resulting instructions from the Chief Adjudicator were successful  
 in prioritizing claims with the greatest likelihood of producing  
 decisions resulting in admissions of staff knowledge, that in turn could  
 benefit those claimants whose claims had not been decided. However,  
 this was not implemented until 2013 and did not address potential  
 concerns arising from such cases resolved before that date. Ultimately,  
 temporal fairness concerns arising in those earlier cases were  
 addressed by the Government of Canada, outside of the IAP. 

• Some claims alleging abuse by other students involved people known  
 to each other and living in the same communities. This created  
 particular challenges for healing and reconciliation between  
 individuals or within communities. This was exacerbated by the  
 requirement to notify alleged perpetrators of any claims implicating  
 them, which could create a risk to communities even given the IAP’s  
 promises of confidentiality. Special attention needed to be paid to  
 protect the identity of claimants and alleged perpetrators, and to  
 provide support to residential school survivors while at the same time  
 minimizing potential trauma at inter-personal or community levels.

Estate claims:

• With an ageing population of residential school survivors, the danger  
 of claimants passing away or becoming too incapacitated to participate  
 in a hearing meant that some would be unable to relate their personal  
 histories of the abuse that they suffered at the schools. It was thus vital  
 – through such mechanisms as the Over-65 Pilot Project and  
 Accelerated Hearing Process described in Chapter 5 - to ensure that  

 claims of the infirm or elderly were expedited to ensure that the  
 claimant’s testimony could be obtained as quickly as possible.

• Even with an expedited hearing process in place, some IAP claimants  
 passed away before their hearing took place. There were occasions in  
 which the Government of Canada, in addition to being the defendant,  
 was also required to be the administrator of the estate and the claim,  
 creating delays until it was able to appoint an independent  
 administrator.

Efficiency and Effectiveness: Ensuring Fair and Timely Progress of 
Claims to Hearings and Resolution

• The IAP demonstrated that establishing a targeted adjudicative  
 process, as an alternative to the courts, to address particular types of  
 claims could provide for timelier resolution of claims than the standard  
 civil litigation model. In addition to being more efficient, such a  
 process was more effective than traditional civil litigation in providing  
 an opportunity to address not only the specific tort, but also healing.  
 It encouraged and permitted the development of processes that were  
 more holistic and reflected the needs of its participants.

• Consistency in the treatment of claimants and in decisions was an  
 essential goal and required specific focus and strategies. The  
 effectiveness of the adjudicative process required not only that it  
 provided resolutions to claims, but also that it process and resolve  
 those claims in a fair and consistent manner. This was a particular  
 challenge in a process that handled a large volume of cases over  
 several years.

• Specific strategies, checks, and balances were needed to provide  
 consistency while at the same time maintaining the independence  
 of adjudicators and ensuring that each case was resolved on its own  
 merits. In the case of the IAP, this was achieved in part by  
 mechanisms in the Settlement Agreement to allow the parties to  
 request reviews of decisions. It was further provided through the  
 Chief Adjudicator’s issuance of a number of Practice Directions and  
 Guidance Papers on various topics to ensure that all adjudicators,  
 claimant counsel, and Government of Canada representatives were  
 operating with the same knowledge and understanding. In addition,  
 the Oversight Committee and its Technical Subcommittee met on a  
 regular basis to address and provide direction consistent with the IAP  
 on several more complex procedural and interpretive issues as they  
 arose. It was also important that ongoing opportunities were provided  
 for adjudicators to receive training throughout the process, and to be  
 able to discuss among themselves broad matters of policy and  
 interpretation. Actions on all of these fronts and levels were required  
 to support consistency and fairness throughout the process.158

C

157 More than 4,500 admissions were made by Canada over the course of the IAP.
158 Schedule D of the IRSSA specifically addressed measures to provide consistency in hearings and decisions in Section III (m), p. 14.
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 ne item that was included in the Settlement Agreement’s 
recital was that the Agreement would provide finality to all  

 claims other than for those individuals that specifically opted out of it.  
 This element of finality was essential not only to the timely resolution  
 of claims but also to enabling the parties to move beyond litigation to  
 other aspects of healing and reconciliation.159 

• One element of the Settlement Agreement that created a challenge to  
 finality – not of individual claims but of the process as a whole – was  
 the ability to request, under Article 12, that an additional school be  
 added to the Settlement Agreement. The IAP contemplated that  
 further research would be conducted and provided a mechanism to  
 consider the addition of schools. Although Article 12 included criteria  
 for adding a school, it did not provide specific deadlines for making  
 such a request or for when the Courts would need to render a  
 decision. As a result, some residential school survivors were only able  
 to file an IAP claim many years into the process. While it was  
 important that all former students who should have been included in  
 the Settlement Agreement were accorded the right to benefit from it,  
 this not only delayed the ultimate finality of the resolution of all  
 claims but also increased the likelihood that some survivors may have  
 become too infirm to apply or attend a hearing. To ensure finality,  
 specified timelines for actions that extended the process could have  
 been helpful.160

• It is unlikely if not impossible that any model or procedural code  
 would have anticipated all issues related to the effective and efficient  
 processing of all claims. In the case of the IAP Model, governance  
 bodies responsible for interpreting and implementing the model had  
 powers and perspectives to enable them to adapt case management  
 and other processes to meet unanticipated challenges. 

Case Management:

• Case management was, not unexpectedly, labour-intensive.  
 Determining the best ways to facilitate the progression of a  
 file required hands-on, in-depth analysis of the case and strong  
 communication with representatives of all parties. The timely  
 completion of a process of the scale and complexity of the IAP could  
 only be achieved with a significant focus on case management and  
 with dedicated human and financial resources.

• Over the course of the IAP, literally dozens of new procedures and  
 approaches to case management were implemented to respond  

 to unforeseen challenges, to changing circumstances, or to address  
 concerns that emerged. In order to ensure that a large volume of  
 claims could be addressed in a fair and timely manner, a skilled and  
 adaptive approach to case management was required. Mechanisms  
 were put in place to promote continuous review and improvements in  
 operational processes, and allowed the administrators to adjust  
 quickly and creatively.

Expedited & Accelerated Hearings:

• The IAP adopted a process of expediting hearings for claimants  
 with health issues that threatened their ability to attend a hearing.  
 During the course of the IAP, the Adjudication Secretariat extended  
 the expedited hearing process to those over the age of 65 to  
 minimize the potential that claimants’ testimonies might be lost  
 due to ill health or death. Subsequently, as described in Chapter 5,  
 the Oversight Committee developed an Accelerated Hearing Process  
 giving particular priority to elderly claimants in failing health or  
 with claims that had been awaiting a hearing for a longer time. This  
 again demonstrated the need and effectiveness of claim-by-claim  
 case management to ensure that these most vulnerable claimants  
 could proceed as quickly as possible to a hearing.

“Lost” Claimants:

• The Lost Claimant Protocol was a unique initiative aimed at ensuring  
 that every IAP claimant was provided the opportunity to have their  
 claim resolved. The number of claimants that were located and  
 whose claims were allowed to progress as a result of this initiative  
 again demonstrated the importance of particularized and innovative  
 case management, and for maintaining a focus on claimants and their  
 individual needs.

Short-Form Decisions:

• Similarly, in a process that spanned several years and addressed a  
 large volume of cases, there needed to be continuous exploration  
 of methods to ensure that the decision-making process was as timely  
 and fair as possible. The implementation of short-form decisions in  
 cases where the parties agreed on how the claim should be resolved  
 significantly reduced the amount of time claimants had to wait for  
 their compensation and provided a measure of closure for claimants  
 on the day of the hearing.

O

159 However, as a court-supervised process, judicial recourse was available in the event of a failure to apply the terms of the Settlement Agreement.
160 On July 27, 2015, the Hon. Madame Justice B.J. Brown of the B.C. Supreme Court barred any further proceedings to add an institution under Article 12 of the Settlement Agreement. The final school to be included pursuant to an Article 12  
 application was Kivalliq Hall in February 2017. Former students of Kivalliq Hall were given until January 25, 2020, to file an IAP application.
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Elder	Gertie	Pierre	worked	with	the	Indian	Residential	Schools	
Survivors Society to help IAP claimants.

Negotiated Settlements:

he Negotiated Settlement Process (NSP) provided an alternative 
means of resolving claims in those cases where the claimant and  

 the defendant agreed to enter into that process. While not applicable to  
 all instances, and while it did not provide the parties with an  
 adjudicator’s decision, it often resulted in a more rapid resolution  
 to appropriate claims and reduced administrative costs. Short Form  
 Decisions and NSPs demonstrated that in certain circumstances  
 alternative approaches to dispute resolution saved time and money.

Ensuring that All Claims were Resolved:

• It was to be expected that in the processing and resolution of a large  
 volume of claims, there would be those claims that – due to their  
 complexity; to legal or technical issues; to their inter-relationship  
 with other claims; or to other process issues such as the availability of a  
 claimant, of an expert, of an estate administrator, or of documentation  
 – would not be addressed within the normal timelines and would  
 remain unresolved approaching the end of the process.

• In order to ensure that all claims were ultimately resolved, and that  
 the last claim would receive the same attention and sensitivity as the  
 first, it was necessary to develop a targeted strategy identifying specific  
 challenges to the completion of all claims and methods for addressing  
 those challenges. As this involved prioritizing certain claims or  
 revising operational procedures, this strategy had to be transparent and  
 developed in conjunction with all parties and governance bodies.

T

Governance and Oversight  

Oversight Committee

• The Oversight Committee – composed of representatives of the  
 parties to the Settlement Agreement – was a governance body  
 that was neither a board of governors nor board of directors,  
 but rather more akin to a board of stakeholders. Given its  
 representative nature, it could provide checks and balances in  
 implementing the IAP. To be successful in that role, it required  
 its members to bring disparate perspectives to bear while  
 ultimately coming together as a collective protector of the IAP  
 as codified in the Settlement Agreement. 

• While many different constituencies were represented on the  
 Oversight Committee – and their representatives changed over  
 time - the consensus model of decision-making worked well in  
 most cases. That Oversight Committee debates and discussion  
 did not descend into factionalism was a testament to the  
 commitment of those representatives to the overarching  
 objectives of the IAP and to supporting and guiding its  
 resolution. It also required an Independent Chair – not  
 representative of any particular party – with strong skills,  
 sensitivity, and a facility in consensus building.

• Given the large number of claims and the complexity of the  
 IAP Model, it was incumbent upon those responsible for the  
 governance of the IAP – notably the Oversight Committee and  
 Chief Adjudicator – to address a number of challenging  
 situations as they occurred. To a large extent, this was  
 accomplished successfully through such means as Directives  
 and Guidance papers from the Chief Adjudicator and decisions  
 by the Oversight Committee that permitted the adoption of  
 dozens of new procedures and process improvements. 

The Courts

• As noted earlier, it was highly unlikely that any Agreement  
 would have been able to anticipate and address all issues that  
 may have arisen in its implementation. Given the complexity  
 of the IAP, it was essential, that governance bodies retained  
 authorities to respond to matters as they arose. In the IAP,  
 some authorities in this regard were accorded to the Oversight  
 Committee, while the Supervising Courts retained residual  
 authority over the Agreement. In practice, the residual authority  
 of the Courts was called upon - and the Courts were actively  
 involved in the interpretation and administration of the IAP -  
 more than had originally been anticipated, as evidenced by the  
 large and increasing number of Requests for Direction that were  
 put before the Courts. These Requests for Direction were  
 required to help clarify the structure and authorities of the IAP. 

CHAPTER 8
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161 The legal fee review process was not contained in the Settlement Agreement reached by the parties but was introduced by the Courts in their approval of the Agreement.

 t the same time, it should also be noted that some challenges  
 - such as “Administrative Splits” and the re-examination of  
 some “student-on-student” abuse allegations - were resolved, at  
 least in part, by the Government of Canada creating a process to  
 revisit these claims outside of the formal IAP process and without  
 recourse to the courts. This demonstrated the need for continued,  
 creative dialogue among the parties, and a shared commitment to  
 the fair resolution of all claims.

• In the absence of an Ombudsperson or designated individual with  
 the authority to receive and address internal complaints, the Courts  
 effectively remained the first point of access for claimants to pursue  
 certain issues.

Roles and Relationships of Various Governance Bodies 

• In addition to the Oversight Committee and the Supervising Courts,  
 there were a number of other bodies that played an important role  
 in the governance of the IAP, including the National Administration  
 Committee, Court Monitor, and Chief Adjudicator. While some of  
 these had specific authorities set out in the Settlement Agreement  
 and Implementation Order, there was no specific mechanism for  
 providing co-ordination of governance and oversight other than the  
 Supervising Courts themselves, who retained final authority in the  
 administration of the Settlement Agreement. While there remained  
 strong and neutral governance of the IAP, some advantages of  
 potential synergies between these various bodies were perhaps  
 missed. In addition, while the National Administration Committee  
 was intended to have a superordinate governance role, it was also  
 tasked with the responsibility of addressing some 4,600 Common  
 Experience Payments; this activity, of necessity, consumed much of  
 the NAC’s focus and attention. As a result, the Courts were called  
 upon with increasing frequency to resolve a number of governance  
 issues, such as how IAP records would be handled at the close of the  
 process.

• The large volume of post-Settlement matters that were raised before  
 the Supervising Courts created an extensive commitment of judicial  
 resources. In this context, the creation of the role of Court Counsel  
 assisted in the co-ordination of these legal actions and in some  
 instances provided an opportunity for the mediated resolution of  
 issues either without or in conjunction with Court hearings. Having  
 Court Counsel as part of the governance structure to assist the parties  
 and the Courts helped to address these matters in a more timely and  
 coordinated manner.

A Actual and Perceived Independence 

• Actual and perceived independence are crucial to the integrity of a  
 neutral adjudicative process. In the context of the IAP, there were a  
 number of safeguards in place to protect the independence of the  
 adjudicative process. Adjudicators were recruited and appointed by an  
 Oversight Committee composed of the parties to the Settlement  
 Agreement and their performance was monitored by a Chief  
 Adjudicator who had the exclusive authority to renew or recommend  
 the termination of adjudicators’ contracts and who was himself  
 appointed by the Oversight Committee. 

• The Government of Canada was not only a defendant in the process but  
 also had administrative responsibility for the Adjudication Secretariat  
 and for providing financial and human resources in support of the IAP.  
 At the start of the IAP, it was difficult to envisage a body other than the  
 Government of Canada that had the scope, infrastructure, and resources  
 to undertake this responsibility. However, this led not only to some  
 operational challenges where the needs of the IAP did not fit squarely  
 within the administrative procedures of the Government, but also to the  
 possibility of perceptions that the IAP did not enjoy independence from  
 the Government of Canada.

• Given the Government of Canada’s role in administering aspects of the  
 Settlement Agreement the maintenance of actual and perceived  
 independence required continued attention and vigilance, and an  
 appreciation at all levels of Government of the importance of this  
 independence.

Claimant Counsel Oversight

Claimant Counsel Legal Fees and Legal Fee Reviews:

• In the IAP, the legal fee structure for compensating claimant counsel was  
 largely shaped by the civil litigation/class action model. Rather than  
 charging a specific fee per case or an hourly rate, lawyers received fees  
 that were calculated as a percentage of a successful claimant’s award. An  
 additional legal fee review process allowed adjudicators to review and, if  
 they so decided, reduce the fees claimed by claimant counsel.161 This  
 model offered several advantages. It was rooted in existing practice in the  
 legal profession; the percentage of an award that would be paid in legal  
 fees was capped and was lower than some class action norms; it provided  
 for a review process; and it made the Government of Canada – as  
 defendant – responsible for paying some or all of the legal fees for each  
 compensated claim.
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owever, the IAP’s legal fee structure and fee review process 
were criticized on a number of levels. The fees themselves were  

 considered by some to be, on average, overly generous given the  
 lower level of financial risk and effort required to represent an IAP  
 claim in an inquisitorial process compared to standard civil litigation.  
 As such, potential legal fees were seen to have attracted some lawyers  
 into the IAP process who did not have experience in or commitment to  
 Indigenous issues in general or residential school litigation in  
 particular.

• Allowing lawyers to charge more than the Government of Canada’s  
 contribution to fees (15% on top of the amount of the award) meant  
 that for some claimants a portion of the legal fees was deducted from  
 their award, leaving them with less than the amount actually awarded  
 in the adjudicator’s decision. In addition, claimants were required to  
 pay taxes on legal fees.

• The legal fee review process was seen to be time consuming both  
 for adjudicators and claimant counsel, and delayed finality in a claim’s  
 resolution. It also placed neutral adjudicators in a position of ruling on  
 a conflict between the claimant and his or her lawyer, and put the  
 claimant in a position of being in conflict with her/his lawyer without  
 the benefit or support of legal counsel.

• Overall, the structure of legal fees in the IAP raised several questions.  
 First, would it have been better for the process and fairer for claimants  
 if fees were more in line with the actual risk and uncertainty about  
 compensation faced by legal counsel in a process such as the IAP,  
 which was governed by a specific model and award matrix (in other  
 words, should fees have been capped at less than 30%)? Second,  
 should legal fees have been limited to the amount that the defendant  
 was obliged to pay (15% on top of the amount of the award) so that  
 they did not in effect reduce the award that the claimant received?

Lawyer Conduct:

• While the vast majority of the more than 600 law firms involved in the  
 IAP provided skilled, supportive, and sensitive service, the ethical  
 conduct of some claimants’ legal counsel created serious  
 unanticipated challenges for the IAP and for claimants. This caused  
 considerable hardship for some claimants, and time-consuming work  
 for the Courts, Oversight Committee, and the Chief Adjudicator in  
 addressing and rectifying claimant lawyer misconduct. 

• Selection and retention of a legal representative often posed the first  
 challenge for a claimant. For those unfamiliar with the legal process –  
 and particularly for those in remote locations where the pool of lawyers  
 was small - it could be difficult to identify a lawyer with the ability,  
 experience, cultural awareness, and commitment to represent a  

 claimant on matters of such sensitivity and importance. Partway  
 through the IAP process, the Oversight Committee developed an  
 approved list of lawyers and guidelines for claimants in selecting a  
 lawyer, but this was not available from the very beginning. As well,  
 approved counsel were not included in the Adjudication Secretariat’s  
 community-based outreach and information-providing activities.

• At various stages, several provincial Law Societies developed codes  
 of conduct or guidelines for lawyers working on residential school  
 issues, or offered professional development programs on such topics  
 as cultural competency training. However, these were not mandatory  
 for lawyers to be able to work in the IAP. As a result, not all legal  
 counsel were required to commit to a specific code of conduct and  
 practice guidelines, and to have an appropriate level of experience,  
 professional development and/or training.  Arguably, Chief Adjudicator  
 and/or Oversight Committee-approved training for legal counsel could  
 have been made a condition of representing claimants in the IAP. As  
 the Truth and Reconciliation Commission observed: “The lack of  
 sensitivity that lawyers often demonstrated in dealing with residential  
 school Survivors resulted, in some cases, in the Survivors not receiving  
 appropriate legal service. These experiences prove the need for lawyers  
 to develop a greater understanding of Aboriginal history and culture  
 as well as the multi-faceted legacy of residential schools.” 

• Alternatively, other methods of providing legal representation may  
 have made it easier for claimants to identify and retain counsel that  
 were trained in and committed to appropriate approaches to working  
 with residential school survivors. These may have included having  
 an approved group of lawyers - trained in the Settlement Agreement,  
 the hearing process, cultural traditions, and the compensation model  
 - retained on contract by the Administrator of the process and made  
 available to claimants. Alternatively, a system of staff lawyers, with the  
 appropriate knowledge and experience, could have provided free legal  
 services for claimants. Another option might have been to provide the  
 necessary resources to maintain a roster of trained and experienced  
 “duty counsel” – either through Legal Aid Clinics or otherwise – to  
 represent claimants. However, such methods of providing legal  
 representation might have been perceived as depriving claimants  
 of their freedom to choose in a process that attempted to be claimant- 
 centred and respectful of claimants’ choices, where possible.

• In the IAP, residential school survivors were able to submit a claim  
 and attend a hearing without a lawyer; in those cases, the Adjudication  
 Secretariat provided dedicated staff to assist them in submitting and  
 supporting their claim. These staff, however, did not attend hearings  
 and were not able to provide legal advice.  Nonetheless, this was an  
 important option for those who, for whatever reason, did not want or  
 were not able to have legal representation.

H
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There were more than 20 Indigenous Adjudicators and 3 Indigenous DCAs in the IAP

inally, the IAP experience highlighted the need for more 
available and effective oversight of legal counsel to address  

 instances of misconduct. For their part, claimants did not have an  
 accessible place or process to raise concerns. It did not prove  
 reasonable to expect individual claimants, largely unfamiliar with  
 the legal process, to be able to approach a relevant Law Society with  
 a complaint. As a result, the Chief Adjudicator became directly involved  
 in issues related to the conduct of legal counsel: an engagement that  
 he considered necessary in the circumstances but not ideal in terms  
 of maintaining adjudicative neutrality. When made aware of problems,  
 some Law Societies did initiate investigations but these did not prove  
 sufficient to address issues of misconduct. In 2014, the Courts  
 appointed an Independent Special Advisor to address lawyer  
 misconduct, but this was several years into the process and followed  
 instances of egregious behaviour on the part of some lawyers.

Administration
Building Operational Capacity:

• The IAP experienced many challenges related to capacity: challenges  
 that were heightened by the large volume of claims. Initially, there  
 was very little “ramp-up” time during which the Adjudication  
 Secretariat needed to become operational, implementation processes  
 and procedures developed, and adjudicators selected. This situation  
 was exacerbated by the existing capacity with the Government  

 of Canada to be able to build the organization at the pace that was  
 required. Human Resources professionals could not meet the  
 demands of a rapid-growth organization that was seeking to staff  
 positions in locations across the country. These capacity challenges  
 were further compounded by the Government of Canada’s  
 administrative procedures and rules that did not provide the flexibility  
 and response times required.

• Capacity issues not only affected the Secretariat, but all other  
 participants in the process. Some claimant counsel with very large  
 numbers of clients lacked the capacity to process claims in a timely  
 manner, or to provide each residential school survivor the attention  
 they required as individuals who had suffered traumatic personal  
 experiences. As the IAP deadline approached, many claimant  
 counsel of necessity turned their attention to ensuring that potential  
 claimants had the opportunity to submit applications, which reduced  
 those firms’ capacity to attend hearings on behalf of other claimants.  
 The Government of Canada had challenges in retaining and making  
 Canada’s representatives available to attend IAP hearings in a timely  
 manner. Other government departments such as Health Canada (who  
 provided health support workers) lacked sufficient human and/or  
 system resources to handle initial demands. And, over the course of  
 the IAP, it took several different selection processes to retain sufficient  
 numbers of adjudicators to meet the demand. As well, despite focused  
 efforts to expand Indigenous Adjudicator capacity, the number of  
 Indigenous Adjudicators working in the IAP remained relatively low.

F
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aken together, these capacity challenges affected the timeliness  
 with which IAP claims could be processed, heard, and decided.  
 Although at its peak, the IAP was conducting more than 4,000 hearings  
 per year, capacity shortages anywhere in the system created bottlenecks  
 that affected the entire process and could have had a negative effect on  
 claimants awaiting resolution of their IAP claims. This was further  
 exacerbated when thousands of claims were submitted just prior to the  
 September 19, 2012, IAP application deadline.

• An undertaking as complex and sensitive as the IAP was only made  
 possible on a daily basis by the dedication of the people who worked  
 in support of it. This level of engagement – combined with the particular  
 nature of its subject matter and its historical significance – in turn  
 exacted a toll on those who dedicated their time and commitment to  
 this issue. In particular, all those engaged in the delivery of the program  
 were potentially subject to vicarious trauma. Thus, support of staff was  
 as vital as support by staff. All organizations involved in the IAP needed  
 to devote effort and resources to provide training, opportunities for staff  
 input, and support for emotional and physical wellness.

• In the IAP, Elders provided considerable assistance in protecting the  
 wellness of staff. Drawing on the skills and experience of Elders not  
 only helped staff maintain a claimant-centred perspective but also  
 allowed them to benefit personally from the wisdom and sensitivity  
 of Indigenous community leaders.

Establishing Processes and Adjusting to Meet  
Unanticipated Challenges:

• Given the complexities of the IAP Model as set out in the Settlement  
 Agreement, a primary challenge for the Chief Adjudicator and  
 Adjudication Secretariat staff was to interpret the Model and develop  
 the processes necessary to make it operational. This required drawing  
 not only on the past experiences of modified litigation and Alternative  
 Dispute Resolution, but also of creating new approaches, operational  
 procedures, and administrative structures.

• As with any process as large-scale, long-term, and complex as the IAP -  
 however well-intentioned and designed - unanticipated circumstances  
 and unintended consequences did arise. As it was not possible to plan  
 for all contingencies and eventualities, it was crucial to build  
 organizational, managerial, and staff capacity to manage change and  
 respond to realities as they evolved. As described earlier, the IAP  
 needed to implement literally dozens of administrative process  
 improvements to meet unanticipated challenges in order to achieve 
 its objectives.

• An important element of this capacity to adapt was a robust framework  
 for the identification, mitigation, and management of risk, including  
 the determination of the levels of risk that were acceptable. Risk  
 assessment and mitigation proved to be a more flexible and efficient  
 management approach in these circumstances than attempting to  

 control risk through rigid pre-approval and reporting requirements.

The Effects of Administrative Rules on Organizational Effectiveness:

• In addition to the issue of perceived independence discussed earlier,  
 the role of the Government of Canada as administrator of the IAP posed  
 operational and administrative challenges. Building and operating a  
 high-volume, operationally-focused, time-sensitive enterprise such as  
 the Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat required  
 organizational nimbleness and flexibility. Having to operate with rigid  
 adherence to a plethora of administrative procedures with lengthy  
 approval processes was inimical to efficient and effective operations.  
 Despite good will and hard work, the rules and regulations designed for  
 administering large-scale, long-term Government programs were not  
 conducive to managing an organization that needed to become  
 operational quickly and respond rapidly to changing circumstances.

Wind-down:

• Despite the pressures of building and adapting a process to resolve tens  
 of thousands of claims, attention also needed to be paid from an early  
 stage as to how the process would be brought to completion. Due to  
 their complexity or the time when some applications were filed, it was  
 inevitable that some claims took longer to resolve and remained active  
 right up to the end of the process. To address this, a comprehensive  
 Completion Strategy was developed by the Chief Adjudicator, in  
 consultation with the Oversight Committee and the National  
 Administration Committee, years before the expected end of the IAP.  
 This Strategy included human resources and financial projections and  
 logistical planning, but most importantly case management approaches  
 on the part of both the Adjudication Secretariat and the Government of  
 Canada to ensure that all claims would be resolved. As with any  
 planning strategy, this needed to be reviewed and revised regularly to  
 monitor its progress, address new issues and challenges, and  
 incorporate changing circumstances.

• Staff considerations within the Adjudication Secretariat and the  
 Government of Canada were central in the wind-down phase: both the  
 need to treat staff fairly and transparently, and also to ensure that  
 sufficient resources remained at the end of the process to resolve all  
 remaining claims. Striking this balance was difficult, as on the one  
 hand staff needed to seek alternative employment as the IAP neared  
 completion and, on the other hand, experienced staff were required  
 right up to the end to address the final claims. As with any human  
 resources issue, this element of the completion strategy required  
 strong and clear communications, engagement of staff and staff  
 unions, and the advice of human resources professionals. In the IAP,  
 a commitment of continued employment was also extended to staff  
 occupying a small number of key positions to aid in their retention, in  
 order to fulfill the IAP’s commitment to claimants and operational   
 objectives.

T
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Indian residential school survivor Geronimo “Fish” Henry shows the spot where he carved his name into the brick at the Mohawk Institute while he was a student at the school in Brantford, ON.  

Contributing to Healing and Reconciliation

Providing an Opportunity for Residential School Survivors to Tell  
their History

or many residential school survivors, the ability to talk about 
their personal experiences to an adjudicator in a safe, fair,  

 impartial, supportive, and culturally appropriate and respectful  
 hearing was a healing opportunity and a step towards reconciliation.  
 For many claimants, this was the first time they had spoken about  
 these things, and it was the beginning of a new journey. This important  
 step would not have been available if the process had been designed  
 only to provide financial compensation through a paper-based claim  
 process.

Validation of the Survivor’s Personal Experience 

• Each compensated IAP claim not only resulted in a monetary award,  
 it also represented the validation of the claimant’s personal history by  
 an independent and neutral third party. For residential school  
 survivors, being able to relate their experiences and have their  
 histories and the harms that they suffered acknowledged, accepted,  
 and validated was an essential step in their personal healing.

• Conversely, as in any individual-based compensation process, there  
 were some claimants whose claims were not compensated, sometimes  
 for jurisdictional or technical reasons. In those instances, some  

 claimants found this difficult to accept, while others found some  
 benefit in the opportunity to talk about their experiences to a person  
 in authority who truly listened.

• Collectively, the acknowledgement of the experiences of tens of  
 thousands of residential school survivors was an essential step in a  
 broader awareness of the history of residential schools in Canada,  
 and toward national-level reconciliation.

Apologies

• The power of apology in the healing and reconciliation process cannot  
 be overstated. It may well be argued that there could not have been  
 restorative justice or reconciliation without expressions of remorse  
 and regret.

• Then-Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s apology to former students of  
 Indian Residential Schools – recognizing the Government’s  
 responsibility for and the consequences of the residential school  
 system - was seen by many as an opportunity to begin the act of  
 healing. IAP hearings provided an opportunity for Government and  
 Church representatives to apologize directly and personally to each  
 claimant. The Government of Canada and the relevant Church also  
 delivered personalized statements of apology to individual claimants  
 in the form of a letter if desired by the claimant. This reinforced the  
 validation of their histories, and was an important element of the IAP’s  
 contribution to individual healing.

F
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owever, the potential positive impact of the apology was 
reduced by the fact that Church representatives rarely were  

 invited to or attended hearings and thus were not able to extend  
 this expression of remorse and responsibility. On the one hand, it  
 was important not to traumatize survivors by having individuals or  
 organizations represented at their hearing with whom the claimant  
 was not comfortable. On the other hand, if handled sensitively  
 and transparently, improved processes - such as ensuring that the  
 relevant Church was notified that a hearing had occurred to enable  
 it to provide a written apology to the claimant in a timelier manner  
 - could have facilitated the positive engagement of the Church.  
 This could not only have contributed to individual healing but could  
 have sent, in a stronger and more consistent way, the message that  
 those entities too were part of the process and wanted to play a  
 constructive role in reconciliation efforts.

Future Care Plans

• Most stakeholders felt that the provision of treatment following  
 the IAP hearing, through the Future Care Plan, was important for  
 claimants’ continued healing. While the pursuit of Future Care was  
 the choice of each individual claimant, it was important to provide  
 and fund an identified post-hearing treatment plan for those who  
 wished it. This recognized that the hearing and award were not the  
 culmination, but just one aspect, of the road to recovery. 

• In practice, though, there were several areas in which this aspect  
 of the IAP could have been improved. At the outset, claimants and/ 
 or their counsel were expected to prepare future care plans without  
 expertise in what treatment was required and how to access it.  
 Some community-based programs became more difficult to find  
 once funding for the Aboriginal Healing Foundation ended. Also,  
 it was sometimes difficult to obtain adjudicator approval for future  
 care plans that focused on traditional healing and could not be  
 shown to be “equivalent” to a western-style treatment. 

• Also, having a single cap for future care plans for all claimants did  
 not take into account that people living in the North or in remote  
 communities would have to spend considerably more to access  
 some treatments than those in southern, urban areas.

• Overall, the importance of the future care dimension of a hearing  
 and compensation program warranted more planning and  
 preparation of these healing plans. It could also have benefited  
 from a more explicit recognition of the value and validity of  
 traditional healing practices by not requiring such care to be the  
 equivalent of a recognized “western” treatment, and by allowance  

 for the differential costs of obtaining treatment depending on the  
 claimant’s location.

Individual vs. Collective Healing

• The IAP was, by intent and design, focused primarily on the  
 individual. It enabled individual residential school survivors to  
 recount their experiences and receive compensation for the harms  
 that were specifically done to them. Other elements of the  
 Settlement Agreement acknowledged that everyone who resided  
 at a residential school was wronged, and that the residential school  
 system itself – and not only those instances in which individual  
 students were abused - was the problem that needed to be  
 acknowledged and rectified. Accordingly, the Common Experience  
 Payment (CEP) - providing compensation to all former residential  
 students in recognition of the common experience and impacts  
 of having resided at a residential school, irrespective of whether  
 they also suffered harms from sexual, physical, or emotional abuse  
 -  and the Truth and Reconciliation Commission - which organized  
 community-based gatherings and documented the full collective  
 history of residential schools - were focused more on the  
 community and the collective of residential school survivors. In  
 terms of individual and collective healing, the IAP must be  
 considered in the context of being only one aspect of the broader  
 Settlement Agreement.

• At the same time, some aspects of the IAP did contribute to  
 collective healing. Notably, the Group IAP program was explicitly  
 intended to bring together community members and to  
 experience healing activities in their language, in ceremonies  
 reflective of their culture, with friends and family members.

• However, Group IAP was relatively under-utilized, in part due to  
 limited awareness of it among claimants, and in part due to  
 administrative burdens in accessing it, particularly in the early  
 years of the IAP.  Better information about this program, especially  
 at the community level, and more streamlined administrative rules,  
 could have contributed to more collective healing opportunities.

• It is also worth noting that the Alternative Dispute Resolution  
 program specifically set aside money for group activities and  
 community-based commemoration. This group engagement  
 provided for shared support and healing, and a lasting legacy.  
 Where they occurred, commemorative community-based activities  
 had a strong resonance and provided opportunities for healing  
 and reconciliation that were not available solely through individual  
 hearings and redress.

H
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Adjudicators	made	a	Statement	of	Reconciliation	at	a	National	Event	of	the	Truth	and	Reconciliation	commission	in	Edmonton.

Intergenerational Healing

he powerful effect of Indian Residential Schools is well 
known to have affected not only those who attended the  

 schools but their family members, children, and grand-children.  
 Therefore, support and healing efforts needed to extend to  
 intergenerational survivors. Some elements of the IAP offered  
 this: the telephone crisis line was available to all who were affected  
 by residential schools, and family members could – if the claimant  
 wanted – attend a hearing where they would have the support of  
 Resolution Health Support Workers and/or Elders. 

• Many claimants expressed that going through the IAP had a  
 positive impact on their families and family relationships, allowing  
 them, often for the first time, to talk with their families about  
 their residential school experiences. This in turn also helped family  
 members understand the impact of the schools on the survivors,  
 and on themselves. Thus, the opportunity to share one’s experiences  
 with family members in a supportive and validating environment  
 could be an important step in intergenerational healing as well.

• Other elements of the Settlement Agreement, such as the  
 work of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) and the  
 Aboriginal Healing Foundation (AHF), focused efforts directly at  
 intergenerational healing. However, there may have been scope to  
 extend more explicitly aspects of the IAP process – such as the post- 
 hearing apology, future care plans, group programs, and health care  
 support – to family members of survivors to aid in their own healing.

Public Information and Education 

• Although they were all parts of the Settlement Agreement, the IAP,  
 TRC, CEP, and AHF operated for the most part as separate entities  
 and programs, and conducted their own outreach and information  
 activities. As a result, there remained some confusion among  
 residential school survivors as to what all these elements were, and  
 what they were intended to offer. Better co-ordination in the  
 provision of information about the Settlement Agreement and all  
 of its components could have assisted residential school survivors  
 in better understanding the Settlement Agreement as a whole, and  
 in taking full advantage of all of its elements. 

T
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162 Preamble H of the IRSSA stated that: “This Agreement is not to be construed as an admission of liability by any of the defendants named in the Class Actions or the Cloud Class Action.”

 n addition, it was important that information  
 about the legacy of residential schools and the  
 Settlement Agreement extended not only to former  
 students and Indigenous communities, but also to the  
 entire general public. Healing and reconciliation required  
 the awareness, acknowledgment, and understanding of  
 all Canadians. In the Settlement Agreement, the Truth and  
 Reconciliation Commission undertook considerable effort  
 in addressing this need for public information and  
 education. Much of this public information and education  
 work of the TRC was transferred to and remains with the  
 National Centre for Truth and Reconciliation. Outreach by  
 the IAP, as a confidential and individual-based process, was  
 focused more on ensuring that residential school survivors  
 were aware of their entitlement to file compensation  
 claims. At the same time, better awareness of the IAP  
 could have assisted the general public in understanding  
 the role of compensation in healing and reconciliation,  
 and the importance of providing survivors the chance to  
 have their histories heard and validated. Unified direction  
 of the Settlement Agreement as a whole and co-ordination  
 in the provision of information about it might have  
 contributed to a fuller understanding of the legacy of  
 residential schools by all Canadians.

The Role of Compensation in Healing and Reconciliation

• One of the most complex issues emanating from the  
 Settlement Agreement and the IAP was understanding  
 the role of financial compensation in healing and  
 reconciliation. Many claimants noted that they did not  
 choose to participate in the IAP for the prospect of a  
 financial award, but rather that they needed to share their  
 personal experiences and the impact of Indian Residential  
 Schools. Personal and community healing could only have  
 occurred when the past was acknowledged in a supportive  
 environment. National reconciliation required not only  
 this acknowledgement but also an understanding of the  
 responsibility for and the impacts of the residential  
 school system.

• At the same time, it is vital to remember that the  
 Settlement Agreement was reached at least in part as a  
 method for resolving a number of class action lawsuits on  
 behalf of residential school survivors. While the  
 Settlement Agreement explicitly stated that it was not to  
 be construed as an admission of liability, it was a  
 resolution of civil litigation and as such would normally  
 include a compensation component.162

• Moreover, given that those class actions and individual  
 lawsuits existed, would it have been reasonable to expect  
 that the Settlement Agreement would not have included a  
 means of resolving them? Could healing and  
 reconciliation have progressed had the “wrongdoers”  
 apologized and established some form of public inquiry or  
 truth and reconciliation process, while at the same time  
 continuing to deny in litigation their legal and financial  
 liability for those wrongs?

• Compensation was a concrete way of demonstrating the  
 validation of and the responsibility for the residential  
 school experience. It was a judicially-styled and recognized  
 measure, and had a significant impact on individual  
 survivors and claimants. 

• At the same time, though, while the IAP was designed  
 to resolve civil litigation, it should also be seen as an  
 essential component of a broader reconciliation process.  
 Receiving compensation of itself could not eliminate  
 past harms. 

• This underlines the importance of those involved in the  
 process – adjudicators, claimant counsel, and defendants’  
 representatives – who had experience and training not  
 solely in law, litigation, and contract interpretation but also  
 in Indigenous issues. Their engagement enabled a more  
 purposive perspective to be brought to bear on the process  
 and on the legal, technical, and administrative issues  
 that arose.

I
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 n a similar vein, it is important to recognize that the purposes 
of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement  

 were varied and complex. These ranged from addressing sweeping  
 historical issues, to achieving social justice, to assisting in individual  
 and collective healing, to providing individual redress, and to  
 resolving litigation claims and quantifying liabilities. Among and  
 within the parties to the Settlement Agreement, there were those  
 who had broad political or social perspectives and goals, and others  
 whose goal was to ensure that the Agreement was technically sound  
 and protected their legal interests. Thus, even after the agreement  
 was achieved, there remained the ongoing challenge of harmonizing  
 those voices and perspectives – both across and within organizations  
 – in order that the overarching objectives of the Settlement  
 Agreement were realized to their fullest. It was important that the  
 more partisan adversarial mindset that preceded the Settlement  
 Agreement needed to be tempered after the settlement was reached  
 to ensure that goodwill was maintained, that the consensus among  
 the parties was protected, that there were a minimum of ongoing  
 legal or technical distractions, and that the objectives of the  
 Agreement were met. 

Preserving the Historical Record

• The Settlement Agreement was based in no small measure on the  
 importance of acknowledging and attempting to redress the impacts  
 of the residential school history and experience. On a societal level,  
 it has been widely acknowledged that without understanding and  
 addressing this collective past, it would not be possible either to  
 understand our current realities or move towards a more positive  
 future. Similarly, on an individual basis, many former students have  
 stated that only through sharing their personal residential school  
 experiences – with family members, elders, support workers, the  
 Truth and Reconciliation Commission, or in an IAP hearing – have  
 they been able to confront and begin to move beyond the impact of  
 those experiences on their lives and the lives of their children. 

• In the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, the  
 mandate for creating and preserving that historical record was given  
 to the Truth and Reconciliation Commission. The TRC not only  
 compiled millions of documents, but also gathered thousands  
 of first-hand accounts from residential school survivors of their  

 experiences at the schools and the effects of the residential schools  
 on their lives and the lives of their families. Much of this historical  
 record of the TRC was transferred to and remains with the National  
 Centre for Truth and Reconciliation.

• The primary focus of the IAP was to determine compensation for  
 those students that suffered abuse at the schools. Claimants  
 were required to share their histories with an adjudicator, and  
 were promised confidentiality in that process. Many claimants in  
 the IAP agreed to tell of their personal experiences only after they  
 were promised that their privacy would be protected. Privacy also was  
 promised to others who were identified in claims, including adults  
 and students who were accused of abuse, witnesses who volunteered  
 to testify, and family and community members whose personal  
 histories may have been discussed. Anyone who was accused of  
 abuse was notified, if they could be identified and found. But many  
 had passed away or were too old or frail, or had their own reasons for  
 not testifying. Many of these people never knew they were  
 mentioned in an IAP claim. 

• The question remained, however, as to what would be done with  
 the records generated in the IAP and which if any would form part  
 of the historical record. This question was only answered in October  
 2017 - years after the vast majority of IAP hearings were held – when  
 the Supreme Court of Canada confirmed that most IAP documents  
 (medical records, and so on) must be destroyed. It also confirmed  
 that four types of records - the IAP application, audio recordings and  
 transcripts of testimony, and the adjudicator's decision - must be  
 kept for 15 years. In that time, claimants could decide if they want  
 their records to be preserved.

• The delay and uncertainty in knowing what would ultimately be done  
 with IAP records and the effect of that on promises of confidentiality  
 as well as on the historical record was an ongoing source of concern  
 for claimants and those involved in the Settlement Agreement.  
 This demonstrated that it would have been preferable to have had  
 a clear approach to the disposition of records in place at the outset  
 of the process, so that all those involved – most notably survivors and  
 claimants – had a clear understanding of what would happen to their  
 personal documents, records, and histories.

I
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public policy and legal initiative as 
large and historic as the Independent 

Assessment Process can be analyzed from 
a myriad of viewpoints and measured 
against a range of objectives. This report has 
endeavored to set out the context for and 
origins of the IAP; to describe its processes, 
challenges, innovations, and results; to share 
some perspectives of those responsible for 
the oversight of the IAP, stakeholders, and 
claimants; and to draw out lessons that can be 
learned from this experience.

As part of the ground-breaking Indian 
Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, 
the IAP was the culmination of years of 
struggle by residential school survivors 
and their representatives and advocates to 
obtain compensation for the wrongs that the 
residential school system had inflicted. As 
such, it was also an essential part of a larger 
continuum of efforts to heal the wounds of the 
past, move towards a broader reconciliation of 
its legacy, and build a more positive future.

The experience of implementing and delivering 
the IAP generated many notable aspects 
that bear reflection and consideration. There 
are, of course, the numbers: 38,276 claims 
filed, 25,707 hearings held, $3.232 billion 
in compensation awarded. The scale of the 
IAP indicated not only the magnitude of 
the residential school experience and the 

A abuse suffered in those schools, but also the 
ongoing impact on contemporary Indigenous 
communities and on Canada as a whole. 
The management of that large volume of claims 
presented challenges to all those involved in 
the process, and required continuous oversight, 
review, and adjustment. It demonstrated the 
need for flexibility, and the vital importance 
of maintaining a shared commitment to 
resolving claims while keeping a firm focus 
on the circumstances and experiences of each 
individual claimant.

There were also many aspects of that process 
itself – such as the inquisitorial approach, the 
approach to expert testimony and document 
production, approaches to negotiated 
settlements, cultural sensitivity, and the 
availability of support for claimants - that 
bear further contemplation. The IAP provided 
a significant alternative to traditional civil 
litigation: one that attempted to provide a path 
to justice that was sympathetic to the claimant’s 
circumstances while respecting defendants’ 
rights. In that way, it demonstrated approaches 
and lessons that may have broader implications 
for the civil justice system.163

However, beyond the numbers, beyond the 
administrative challenges and achievements, 
and beyond the procedural innovations in 
giving effect to the provisions of the IAP Model, 
what the Indian Residential Schools Settlement 

Agreement and the Independent Assessment 
Process was truly about was people: children 
who were assaulted; parents who lost their 
families; survivors who somehow found a core 
of strength; others who were still trying to 
come to terms with their past and overcome 
the harms that were inflicted; leaders of 
Indigenous communities who provided 
support to residential school survivors and, on 
a daily basis, who address its intergenerational 
impacts; Church leaders who were attempting 
to reconcile their belief and their ministry 
with the legacy that they bear; Government 
officials who attended hearings, listened, and 
apologized to former students; adjudicators 
who provided a space for healing while also 
trying to link that with financial compensation; 
those who answered telephone calls twenty-
four hours a day, seven days a week, from 
people in crisis over the residential school 
experience or its memories;  lawyers who 
traveled to remote communities or hospitals 
to provide counsel and help get justice; public 
servants who spent their work days talking 
with survivors about the most intimate and 
troublesome aspects of their lives and helped 
them navigate their way through the system; 
and countless friends, family members, Elders, 
and spiritual leaders, who stood with and 
supported residential school survivors. The 
story of the IAP was above all an amalgam of 
literally tens of thousands of personal stories, 
experiences, and journeys.

163 The Hon. Rosalie Silberman Abella recently observed: “In a speech to the American Bar Association called The Causes of Popular Dissatisfaction with the Administration of Justice, Roscoe Pound criticized the civil justice system’s trials for being  
 overly fixated on procedure, overly adversarial, too expensive, too long and too out of date. The year was 1906.” Rosie Silberman Abella, “Our civil justice system needs to be brought into the 21st Century”, The Globe and Mail, 24 April 2020.

CONCLUSION
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164 Statistics Canada, Population	estimates	on	July	1st,	by	age	and	sex,	Table	17-10-0005-01, April 27 2020,  https://doi.org/10.25318/1710000501-eng.

t might be tempting at this stage, after the 
conclusion of the IAP along with the Common 

Experience Payment and the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission, to consider that the Settlement Agreement 
and all that it contained is now a thing of the past. 
However, it is important to remember that even in 2020, 
nearly three-quarters of Canadians were living while an 
Indian residential school remained in operation.164 To 
Indigenous peoples, the effects of those schools on former 
students, their families, and their communities remain 
well-known and acutely felt. Many non-Indigenous 
Canadians, however, were not even aware of the history 
and legacy of Indian Residential Schools. 

Recognition of the existence and impacts of the 
residential school system took a significant step forward 
when the then Grand Chief of the Assembly of Manitoba 
Chiefs, Phil Fontaine, spoke on national television 
about his personal experience in residential school. It 
progressed even more when the Settlement Agreement 
was announced, and when the then Prime Minister 
apologized on behalf of the Government of Canada in 
the House of Commons. It grew with the development by 
the Aboriginal Healing Foundation of curricula on Indian 
Residential Schools for use in our public schools. It was 
greatly encouraged when the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission held events, provided a forum for people to 
share their histories, and garnered media attention that 
helped commemorate the residential schools experience. 
That commemoration brought knowledge; knowledge 
breeds understanding; and understanding can provide a 
basis for justice, healing, and reconciliation.

The IAP did not share the same level of publicity as some 
of these other landmark events. It was designed as an 
individual compensation system and, indeed, one of its 
main strengths is that it did not subject claimants to the 
public exposure that they would face in a civil litigation 
process. It was intended to be private, supportive, and to 
offer a protected space in which people could talk about 
intimate and damaging experiences in their lives. But, at 
the same time, it was an integral part of the Settlement 
Agreement, which in its entirety undoubtedly changed the 
conversation in Canada about Indian Residential Schools.

The Settlement Agreement – and the IAP – have not 
“fixed” the legacy of the residential schools. Reconciliation 
is not a fait accompli, nor is it a linear process; there is 
progress and there are setbacks. There have, over the 
past few years, been literally thousands of media reports 
related to Indian Residential Schools, not only about the 
wounds of the past but also about present frustrations 
and as-yet-unfulfilled hopes for the future. Perhaps most 
of the work towards reconciliation still lies ahead. But 
the Settlement Agreement and the IAP did represent a 
concerted effort by Indigenous leaders, by Government 
and Church representatives, and by residential school 
survivors who shared their histories and shared of 
themselves, to build the foundation on which healing and 
reconciliation can grow. And that effort is replicated on a 
daily basis in the motivation and commitment of those 
who continue to work on these issues. 

The task is historic, the challenges significant, and the 
rewards immeasurable.

I

There is an emerging and compelling desire to put the events of the past behind 
us so that we can work towards a stronger and healthier future … This is a 

profound commitment to establishing new relationships embedded in mutual 
recognition and respect that will forge a brighter future. The truth of our common 

experiences will help set our spirits free and pave the way to reconciliation.
- Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, Schedule “N”
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St. Paul’s Indian Residential School, in Cardston, AB

LIST OF INDIAN RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS 
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT SCHOOLS165

Alberta

• Assumption (Hay Lakes): Assumption
• Blue Quills (Saddle Lake, Sacred Heart,  
 formerly Lac la Biche): St. Paul
• Crowfoot (St. Joseph's, Ste. Trinité): Cluny
• Desmarais (St. Martin's, Wabasca Roman  
 Catholic): Desmarais-Wabasca
• Edmonton (formerly Red Deer Industrial):  
 St. Albert
• Ermineskin: Hobbema
• Fort Vermilion (St. Henry's): Fort Vermilion
• Grouard (St. Bernard's, Lesser Slave Lake  
 Roman Catholic): Grouard 
• Holy Angels (Fort Chipewyan, École des  
 Saints-Anges): Fort Chipewyan
• Joussard (St. Bruno's): Joussard
• Lac la Biche (Notre Dame des Victoire,  
 predecessor to Blue Quills) (1893 to 1898):  
 Lac la Biche
• Lesser Slave Lake (St. Peter's): Lesser  
 Slave Lake
• Morley (Stony): Morley
• Old Sun: Gleichen
• Sacred Heart: Brocket
• St. Albert (Youville): Youville
• St. Augustine (Smoky River) (1900 to 1907):  
 Smoky River
• St. Cyprian's (Queen Victoria's Jubilee Home):  
 Brocket, Peigan Reserve
• St. John's (Wabasca Anglican/Church of  
 England): Wabasca
• St. Joseph's (Dunbow): High River
• St. Mary's (Blood, Immaculate Conception):  
 Cardston
• St. Paul's (Blood, Anglican/Church of  
 England): Cardston
• Sarcee (St. Barnabas): T'suu Tina
• Sturgeon Lake (St. Francis Xavier): Calais
• Whitefish Lake (St. Andrew's): Whitefish Lake

British Columbia

• Ahousaht: Ahousaht
• Alberni: Port Alberni
• Anahim Lake Dormitory (September 1968  
 to June 1977): Anahim Lake
• Cariboo (St. Joseph's, Williams Lake):  
 Williams Lake
• Christie (Clayoquot, Kakawis),:Tofino
• Coqualeetza (1924 to 1940):  
 Chilliwack / Sardis
• Cranbrook (St. Eugene's, Kootenay):  
 Cranbrook
• Kamloops: Kamloops
• Kitimaat: Kitimaat
• Kuper Island: Kuper Island
• Lejac (Fraser Lake): Fraser Lake
• Lower Post: Lower Post
• Port Simpson (Crosby Home for Girls):  
 Port Simpson
• St. George's (Lytton): Lytton
• St. Mary's (Mission): Mission
• St. Michael's (Alert Bay Girls' Home,  
 Alert Bay Boys' Home): Alert Bay
• St. Paul's (Squamish, North Vancouver):  
 North Vancouver
• Sechelt: Sechelt

Manitoba

• Assiniboia (Winnipeg): Winnipeg
• Birtle: Birtle
• Brandon: Brandon
• Churchill Vocational Centre: Churchill
• Cross Lake (St. Joseph's, Jack River Annex -  
 predecessor to Notre Dame Hostel): Cross Lake
• Dauphin (McKay): The Pas / Dauphin
• Elkhorn (Washakada): Elkhorn
• Fort Alexander (Pine Falls): Fort Alexander

165 Includes schools listed in Schedules E and F of the Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, schools added to the IRSSA through Article 12, and schools added to the IRSSA by the Courts. Source: “List of Indian Residential Schools”,  
 List of Schools, Indian Residential Schools Adjudication Secretariat, n.d.  http://www.iap-pei.ca/schools-eng.php  {Listing format: School Name (alternative schools name/s) (dates if applicable): Location}

The site of the Shubenacadie Indian Residential School in 
Nova Scotia, which closed in 1967, was designated as a 
National Historic Site in 2020.
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• Guy Hill (Clearwater): The Pas, formerly  
 Sturgeon Landing
• Norway House United Church: Norway House
• Notre Dame Hostel (Norway House Roman  
 Catholic, Jack River Hostel, replaced Jack  
 River Annex at Cross Lake): Norway House
• Pine Creek (Camperville): Camperville
• Portage la Prairie: Portage la Prairie
• Sandy Bay: Marius

Northwest Territories

• Akaitcho Hall (Yellowknife): Yellowknife
• All Saints (Aklavik Anglican): Aklavik
• Bompas Hall (Fort Simpson Anglican):  
 Fort Simpson
• Breynat Hall (Fort Smith): Fort Smith
• Federal Hostel at Fort Franklin: Déline
• Fleming Hall (Fort McPherson):  
 Fort McPherson
• Grandin College: Fort Smith
• Grollier Hall (Inuvik Roman Catholic): Inuvik
• Hay River (St. Peter's): Hay River
• Immaculate Conception (Aklavik Roman  
 Catholic): Aklavik
• Lapointe Hall (Fort Simpson Roman Catholic):  
 Fort Simpson
• Sacred Heart (Fort Providence):  
 Fort Providence
• St. Joseph's (Fort Resolution): Fort Resolution
• Stringer Hall (Inuvik Anglican Hostel): Inuvik

Nova Scotia

• Shubenacadie: Shubenacadie

Nunavut

• Chesterfield Inlet (Turquetil Hall):  
 Chesterfield Inlet
• Federal Hostel at Baker Lake, Qamani'tuaq:  
 Qamanittuaq
• Federal Hostel at Belcher Islands: Sanikiluaq
• Federal Hostel at Broughton Island:  
 Qikiqtarjuaq
• Federal Hostel at Cambridge Bay:  
 Cambridge Bay
• Federal Hostel at Cape Dorset: Kinngait
• Federal Hostel at Eskimo Point: Arviat
• Federal Hostel at Frobisher Bay (Ukkivik):  
 Iqaluit
• Federal Hostel at Igloolik: Igloolik/Iglulik

• Federal Hostel at Lake Harbour: Kimmirut
• Federal Hostel at Pangnirtung (Pangnirtang):  
 Pangnirtung / Panniqtuuq
• Federal Hostel at Pond Inlet: Mittimatalik
• Federal Tent Hostel at Coppermine:  
 Coppermine
• Kivalliq Hall: Rankin Inlet

Ontario

• Bishop Horden Hall (Moose Fort,  
 Moose Factory): Moose Island
• Cecilia Jeffrey (Kenora, Shoal Lake): Kenora
• Chapleau (St. John's): Chapleau
• Cristal Lake High School (September 1, 1976  
 to June 30, 1986): Cristal Lake
• Fort Frances (St. Margaret's): Fort Frances
• Fort William (St. Joseph's): Fort William
• McIntosh: McIntosh
• Mohawk Institute: Brantford
• Mount Elgin (Muncey, St. Thomas):  
 Munceytown
• Pelican Lake (Pelican Falls): Sioux Lookout
• Poplar Hill: Poplar Hill
• St. Anne's (Fort Albany): Fort Albany
• St. Mary's (Kenora, St. Anthony's): Kenora
• Shingwauk (Wawanosh Home):  
 Sault Ste. Marie
• Spanish Boys School (Charles Garnier,  
 St. Joseph's, formerly Wikwemikong  
 Industrial): Spanish
• Spanish Girls School (St. Joseph's, St. Peter's,  
 St. Anne's formerly Wikwemikong Industrial):  
 Spanish
• Stirland Lake High School/Wahbon Bay  
 Academy (September 1, 1971 to June 30,  
 1991): Stirland Lake
• Wawanosh Home (January 1, 1879 to  
 August 5, 1892): Sault Ste. Marie

Québec

• Amos (Saint-Marc-de-Figuery): Amos
• Federal Hostel at George River:  
 Kangirsualujjuaq
• Federal Hostel at Great Whale River (Poste-de- 
 la-Baleine): Kuujjuaraapik / Whapmagoostui
• Federal Hostel at Payne Bay (Bellin):  
 Kangirsuk
• Federal Hostel at Port Harrison (Inoucdjouac,  
 Innoucdouac): Inukjuak
• Fort George (St. Philip's): Fort George

• Fort George (St. Joseph's Mission, Résidence  
 Couture, Sainte-Thérèse-de-l'Enfant-Jésus):  
 Fort George
• Fort George Hostels (September 1, 1975  
 to June 30, 1978): Fort George
• La Tuque: La Tuque
• Mistassini Hostels (September 1, 1971 to  
 June 30, 1978): Mistassini
• Pointe Bleue: Pointe Bleue
• Sept-Îles (Notre-Dame, Maliotenam): Sept-Îles

Saskatchewan

• Battleford Industrial School (December 1883  
 to May 1914): Battleford
• Beauval (Lac la Plonge): Beauval
• Cote Improved Federal Day School  
 (September 1928 to June 1940): Kamsack
• Crowstand: Kamsack
• File Hills: Balcarres
• Fort Pelly: Fort Pelly
• Gordon's, Gordon's Reserve: Punnichy
• Lebret (Qu'Appelle, Whitecalf, St. Paul's  
 High School): Lebret
• Marieval (Cowesess, Crooked Lake): Grayson
• Muscowequan (Lestock, Touchwood): Lestock
• Prince Albert (Onion Lake Church of England,  
 St. Alban's, All Saints, St. Barnabas, Lac La  
 Ronge): Prince Albert
• Regina: Regina
• Round Lake: Stockholm
• St. Anthony's (Onion Lake Roman Catholic):  
 Onion Lake
• St. Michael's (Duck Lake): Duck Lake
• St. Philip's: Kamsack
• Sturgeon Landing (Predecessor to Guy  
 Hill, MB): Sturgeon Landing
• Thunderchild (Delmas, St. Henri): Delmas

Yukon

• Coudert Hall (Whitehorse Hostel/Student  
 Residence - Predecessor to Yukon Hall):  
 Whitehorse
• St. Paul's Hostel (September 1920 to June  
 1943): Dawson City
• Shingle Point (Predecessor to All Saints,  
 Aklavik): Shingle Point
• Whitehorse Baptist: Whitehorse
• Yukon Hall (Whitehorse/Protestant Hostel):  
 Whitehorse
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IAP COMPENSATION RULES

ACTS  
PROVEN

COMPENSATION  
POINTS

SL5 • Repeated, persistent incidents of anal or vaginal intercourse.
• Repeated, persistent incidents of anal/vaginal penetration with an object.

45-60

SL4 • One or more incidents of anal or vaginal intercourse.
• Repeated, persistent incidents of oral intercourse.
• One or more incidents of anal/vaginal penetration with an object.

36-44

SL3 • One or more incidents of oral intercourse.
• One or more incidents of digital anal/vaginal penetration.
• One or more incidents of attempted anal/vaginal penetration (excluding attempted digital penetration).
• Repeated, persistent incidents of masturbation.

26-35

PL • One or more physical assaults causing a physical injury that led to or should have led to hospitalization 
 or serious medical treatment by a physician; permanent or demonstrated long-term physical injury,  
 impairment or disfigurement; loss of consciousness; broken bones; or a serious but temporary  
 incapacitation such that bed rest or infirmary care of several days duration was required. Examples  
 include severe beating, whipping and second-degree burning.

11-25

SL2 • One or more incidents of simulated intercourse.
• One or more incidents of masturbation.
• Repeated, persistent fondling under clothing.

11-25

SL1 • One or more incidents of fondling or kissing.
• Nude photographs taken of the Claimant.
• The act of an adult employee or other adult lawfully on the premises exposing themselves.
• Any touching of a student, including touching with an object, by an adult employee or other adult  
 lawfully on the premises which exceeds recognized parental contact and violates the sexual integrity  
 of the student.

5-10

OWA • Being singled out for physical abuse by an adult employee or other adult lawfully on the premises  
 which was grossly excessive in duration and frequency and which caused psychological consequential  
 harms at the H3 level or higher.
• Any other wrongful act committed by an adult employee or other adult lawfully on the premises which  
 is proven to have caused psychological consequential harms at the H4 or H5 level.

5-25
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LEVEL OF 
HARM

CONSEQUENTIAL 
HARM

COMPENSATION  
POINTS

H5 Continued harm resulting in serious dysfunction. 
Evidenced by: psychotic disorganization, loss of ego boundaries, personality disorders, pregnancy 
resulting from a defined sexual assault or the forced termination of such pregnancy or being required 
to place for adoption a child resulting therefrom, self- injury, suicidal tendencies, inability to form or 
maintain personal relationships, chronic post-traumatic state, sexual dysfunction, or eating disorders.

20-25

H4 Harm resulting in some dysfunction. 
Evidenced by: frequent difficulties with interpersonal relationships, development of obsessive-
compulsive and panic states, severe anxiety, occasional suicidal tendencies, permanent significantly 
disabling physical injury, overwhelming guilt, self-blame, lack of trust in others, severe post-traumatic 
stress disorder, some sexual dysfunction, or eating disorders.

16-19

H3 Continued detrimental impact. 
Evidenced by: difficulties with interpersonal relationships, occasional obsessive-compulsive and panic 
states, some post- traumatic stress disorder, occasional sexual dysfunction, addiction to drugs, alcohol 
or substances, a long term significantly disabling physical injury resulting from a defined sexual 
assault, or lasting and significant anxiety, guilt, self-blame, lack of trust in others, nightmares, bed-
wetting, aggression, hyper-vigilance, anger,
retaliatory rage and possibly self-inflicted injury.

11-15

H2 Some detrimental impact. 
Evidenced by: occasional difficulty with personal relationships, some mild post-traumatic stress 
disorder, self-blame, lack of trust in others, and low self-esteem; and/or several occasions and several 
symptoms of: anxiety, guilt, nightmares, bed-wetting, aggression, panic states, hyper-vigilance, 
retaliatory rage, depression, humiliation, loss of self-esteem.

6-10

H1 Modest Detrimental Impact.
Evidenced by: Occasional short-term, one of: anxiety, nightmares, bed-wetting, aggression,  
panic states, hyper-vigilance, retaliatory rage, depression, humiliation, loss of self-esteem.

1-5
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AGGRAVATING FACTORS - ADD 5-15% OF POINTS FOR ACT AND HARM COMBINED
(ROUNDED UP TO THE NEAREST WHOLE NUMBER)

Verbal abuse

Racist acts

Threats

Intimidation/inability to complain; oppression

Humiliation; degradation

Sexual abuse accompanied by violence

Age of the victim or abuse of a particularly vulnerable child

Failure to provide care or emotional support following abuse requiring such care

Witnessing another student being subjected to an act set out on page 3

Use of religious doctrine, paraphernalia or authority during, or in order to facilitate, the abuse

Being abused by an adult who had built a particular relationship of trust and caring with the victim (betrayal)

APPENDIX II

FUTURE CARE ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION ($)

General – medical treatment, counselling Up to $10,000

If psychiatric treatment required, cumulative total Up to $15,000

CONSEQUENTIAL 
LOSS OF OPPORTUNITY

ADDITIONAL 
COMPENSATION  

(POINTS)

OL5 Chronic inability to obtain employment 21-25

OL4 Chronic inability to retain employment 16-20

OL3 Periodic inability to obtain or retain employment 11-15

OL2 Inability to undertake/complete education or training resulting in  
underemployment, and/or unemplyment

6-10

OL1 Diminished work capacity – physical strength, attention span 1-5
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Proven Actual Income Loss

Where actual income losses are proven pursuant to the standards set within the complex issues track of this IAP, an adjudicator may make an 
award for the amount of such proven loss up to a maximum of $250,000 in addition to the amount determined pursuant to the above grid, 
provided that compensation within the grid is established without the allocation of points for consequential loss of opportunity. The amount 
awarded for actual income loss shall be determined using the legal analyses and amounts awarded in court decisions for like matters.

Source:	Indian	Residential	Schools	Settlement	Agreement,	Schedule	D,	3-6.

COMPENSATION POINTS COMPENSATION ($)

1-10 $5,000 - $10,000

11-20 $11,000 - $20,000

21-30 $21,000 - $35,000

31-40 $36,000 - $50,000

41-50 $51,000 - $65,000

51-60 $66,000 - $85,000

61-70 $86,000 - $105,000

71-80 $106,000 - $125,000

81-90 $126,000 - $150,000

91-100 $151,000 - $180,000

101-110 $181,000 - $210,000

111-120 $211,000 - $245,000

121 or more Up to $275,000

APPENDIX II
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APPENDIX III

IMPLEMENTATION OF IMPROVEMENTS  
BY CATEGORY

CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Alternative Dispute 
Resolution (ADR)

2007-2008 Issuance of Guidance Paper (GP)-3 regarding re-opening a hearing to adjust a DR award for loss  
of opportunity

2009-2010 Development and implementation of procedures for transferring claims from ADR to IAP

Case  
Management

2009-2010 Implementation of new procedures for admitting claims to the complex track

2009-2010 Processes for early track assessment of complex track claims

2009-2010 "Performance Framework" initiatives to improve tracking of claims, services standards, quality controls 
and reporting mechanisms

2009-2010 Case management strategies for files "on hold" without mandatory documents over 145 days

2009-2010 Procedures to provide for a secondary review of applications within 30 days

2010-2011 Preliminary deployment of secure web-based system for Electronic Document Interchange (EDI)  
to enable users electronically to transfer protected documents

2010-2011 Full implementation of EDI with access expanded to all adjudicators, 34 claimants’ counsel representing 
large caseloads, and representatives of defendant Churches and Canada

2011-2013 Design, pilot project, and implementation of on-line Interactive File Management System (IFMS) to 
provide real-time communication between claimants’ counsel and the Adjudication Secretariat on the 
status of individual claims

2012-2013 Development of special IFMS module for use by Transition Coordinator in assignment of Blott & 
Company cases

2012-2013 Development of special intensive case management procedures to assist in getting claims ready for 
hearing

2013-2014 Expansion of IFMS functionality to include scheduling, post-hearing, intensive case management, and 
incomplete file resolution processes

2014-2015 Oversight Committee approval of "Completion Action Plan"; Requests for Directions submitted to and 
approved by Court for an Incomplete File Resolution Process (IFRP) and Lost Claimant Protocol (LCP) to 
address claims that had been unable to reach resolution

2014-2015 EDI made mandatory for electronic document submission

2014-2015 Further enhancement of IFMS functionality and processes.

2015-2016 Oversight Committee and Court approval of second phase of IFRP allowing a “Special Resolution 
Adjudicator” to receive submissions from the parties and make a “Resolution Direction”
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Communications  
and Outreach

2008-2009 Design, development of communications procedures, and launch of IAP website and Adjudication 
Secretariat intranet

2009-2010 Development of Outreach Strategy to provide information on the IAP focusing on regions where 
the number of IAP applications was low relative to the number of Common Experience Payment 
applications

2009-2010 Development of improved processes for responding to claimants' telephone inquiries

2011-2012 Enhancements to IAP Info-Line processes

2011-2012 Development and implementation of notice program re. IAP Application Deadline 

2013-2014 Development and implementation of revised Outreach Strategy

2013-2014 Development and implementation of revised Strategic Communications Plan focusing on IAP 
information products for claimants, claimant counsel, stakeholders and Canadians; re-launch of the 
internal staff newsletter

2014-2015 Launch of social media presence and development of social media processes

2014-2015 Development and implementation of notice program re. Lost Claimants Protocol

2015-2016 Development and implementation of Strategic Partnership Engagement Plan in disseminating  
information about the IAP and in searching for lost claimants as provided in the LCP

2015-2016 Partnership with Health Canada to provide claimants’ counsel with information on services offered by 
Health Support Services Program

2015-2016 Development and implementation of Post-Secondary Engagement Project to offer specially designed 
information materials about the IAP to colleges and universities to contribute to indigenous studies 
courses

2016-2018 Development and implementation of notice program re. Records Disposition

Decisions 2007-2008 Clarification of policy and procedures re. redaction of decisions

2007-2008 Oversight Committee approval of Chief Adjudicator Direction (CAD)-2 re. processes for adjudicators in 
dealing with consequential loss of opportunity compensation top-ups from ADR to IAP

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-3r2 revising, consolidating, and clarifying policies regarding the 
redaction of names in decisions

2008-2009 Issuance of GP-5 setting policy for internal reviews of adjudicators' decisions by the Chief Adjudicator

2008-2009 Process changes to expedite distribution of unredacted decisions to Canada and Churches

2008-2009 Development and implementation of database to improve content and access to existing Adjudicators’ 
Web-site of Decisions

2009-2010 Oversight Committee and National Administration Committee approval of PD-2 establishing the process 
and procedures for issuing Short Form Decisions, followed by pilot project and full implementation

2014-2015 Expansion of  Decisions Database to include the most up-to-date school history narratives, and making 
these accessible to all registered legal counsel and adjudicators
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Estate  
Claims

2009-2011 Establishment of procedures and implementation of pilot projects for admitting claims of deceased 
claimants

2015-2016 Full Implementation of estate claims procedures

2016-2017 Formation of Estate Claims Working Group to review and revise processes

Finance and 
Administration

2008-2009 Restructuring of financial systems to improve administrative efficiency

2008-2009 Process-Flow Mapping for Chief Adjudicator’s office

2009-2010 Procedures to improve security effectiveness of monitoring process for transcripts and audio cards

2009-2010 Hearings Management process review to address invoice backlog

2009-2010 Development of protocols to improve management of claims

2009-2010 Quality Assurance Assessment of application intake by Crawford

2010-2011 Implementation of quality control mechanisms for hearing logistics

2010-2012 Audits and development of action plans of core management practices of governance, risk 
management, stewardship, and accountability

2013-2014 Development and implementation of procedures to enhance data protection and security measures; 
development of adjudicator security manual

2013-2014 Initiative to enhance the quality and effectiveness of operational plan preparation procedures

2014-2015 Transfer of contracts to PWGSC to obtain higher funding authorities and ensure service continuity

2014-2015 Implementation of procedures identified in external consultant's Security Audit

2014-2016 Review and revision of processes to monitor contracts to strengthen fiscal accountability; revision of 
adjudicator billing guidelines

2015-2016 Development with PSPC of limited tendering process for legal firms to support the Chief Adjudicator, 
Executive Director, and Chair of the Oversight Committee

2015-2016 Development and implementation of Comprehensive Integrated Document Management System 
(CDIMS) to store emails and documents

Group IAP 2007-2008 Established processes for the program

2013-2014 Update of Group IAP terms and conditions and redesign of Group IAP application process

2014-2015 Launch of online toolkit to assist Group Coordinators in forming groups, financial reporting, final 
reporting, planning, implementing, and evaluating funded activities

Hearings and  
Hearing  

Scheduling

2007-2008 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-1 setting procedures for adjudicators to flag potential movement 
of a claim from ADR to IAP in certain circumstances

2007-2008 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-4r1 setting policy regarding responses to statements from 
alleged perpetrators
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Hearings and  
Hearing  

Scheduling

2008-2009 Clarification of policy and process for selecting hearing location and implementation of new claimant’s 
preference form

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-7 to clarify policy and procedures re. hearing transcripts

2008-2009 Series of process changes to increase efficiencies in arranging hearings

2008-2009 Development of processes to align resources through “block hearings” based on analysis of distribution 
of claims by locations and law firms

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-6 and CAD-6r1 setting policy and procedures for scheduling 
hearings for alleged perpetrators

2008-2009 Establishment of hearing targets & scheduling horizon to maximize adjudication capacity and increase 
effectiveness/efficiency for scheduling hearings

2009-2010 Establishment of Winnipeg Hearing Centre to offer claimants a safe and culturally-appropriate hearing 
location

2009-2010 Oversight Committee approval of GP-6 regarding preparation of Other Wrongful Acts claims

2009-2010 Implementation of new scheduling process for alleged perpetrator hearings

2009-2010 Travel policy and process changes to improve effectiveness of approval of hearing travel arrangements

2009-2010 Scheduling strategy and processes to accommodate travel and logistical challenges posed by the 
Vancouver Olympics

2010-2011 Establishment of Vancouver Hearing Centre

2010-2011 Revision and clarification of policy and process for request and approval of expedited hearings, 
including new “Expedited Hearing Request Form”

2011-2012 Following directions from Oversight Committee and the Courts, issuance of GP-7 setting new procedures 
for hearing  postponements

2011-2012 "Over 65" Pilot Project and associated processes (pre-hearing teleconferences, adjudicator-led 
teleconferences)

2013-2014 "5-Day Block" Pilot Project to increase volume of hearings for claimants of same age and health status

2013-2014 Oversight Committee approval of initiative to minimize the impact of hearing postponements by 
coordinating hearing substitutions among represented claims

2013-2014 Oversight Committee approval and implementation of the Accelerated Hearings Process (AHP)

2013-2014 New procedures re. hearings in correctional facilities to address security requirements

2013-2014 Extension of Hearing Postponement Policy to Negotiated Settlements

2014-2015 Oversight Committee approval of initiative to minimize impact of hearing postponements by 
coordinating hearing substitutions among represented claims

2014-2015 Implementation of  strategy to engage qualified, objective, and sensitive interpreters for hearings
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Hearings and  
Hearing  

Scheduling

2014-2015 Oversight Committee approval and implementation of "Over 80" initiative implemented permitting 
claimants over 80 years of age to proceed to hearing in advance of mandatory document completion  

2014-2015 Integration of AHP into other targeted initiatives to increase number of hearing-ready files

2014-2015 Expansion of the AHP to Include Self-Represented Claimants

2015-2016 Oversight Committee approval of mandatory scheduling of hearings using AHP when required

2015-2016 Improvements in complex track hearing scheduling processes

2015-2016 Issuance of GP-7r1 providing modifications to and additional details re. hearing postponement policy

Human 
Resources

2007-2019 Commencing with vicarious trauma training for staff and adjudicators from the outset of  the 
Adjudication Secretariat, the development and implementation of a range of processes and activities 
aimed at protecting and enhancing the well-being of staff and a healthy work environment; further 
formalized in 2011-12 with the development of an evergreen Wellness Strategy and implementation of 
action plans

2013-2014 Agreement between Adjudication Secretariat and  AANDC on new staffing processes to enable more 
rapid filling of vacant positions

2015-2016 Development and implementation of strategies and procedures for wind-down of Adjudication 
Secretariat including workforce adjustment sessions, developmental training, and skills enhancement 
initiatives 

2016-2017 Development and implementation of Knowledge Retention Strategy to identify areas at greatest risk, 
strategies to protect information and knowledge, and to retain key staff required for completion of IAP

Legal  
Representation

2009-2010 Establishment of processes for legal fee reviews and appeals of decisions

2010-2011 Issuance of GP-1r2 providing information to claimants about legal fees and requests for legal fee 
reviews or challenges

2011-2012 Publication of comprehensive Desk Guide for Legal Counsel providing information on all aspects of the 
IAP

2012-2013 Contingency plan to Address the removal of Blott & Co. from the IAP

2012-2013 Development of processes to encourage high quality legal representation for claimants, including 
publication of information for claimants on what they have a right to expect from and how to work 
effectively with their lawyer, and centralization of handling of complaints

2012-2013 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-10 re. procedures for withdrawal of legal counsel from a claim

2013-2014 Issuance of GP-1r3 revising guidance to adjudicators on factors to consider in legal fee reviews

2014-2015 Implementation of IAP Integrity Protocol as approved by the Court, appointing Independent Special 
Advisor and establishing processes for lodging, investigating, and resolving complaints against lawyers

2015-2016 Update of Desk Guide for Legal Counsel to include various procedural and legal matters and 
information on Health Support services
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Negotiated 
Settlements  

Process

2008-2009 Clarification of  policy and rules regarding the selection of claims and procedures for the conduct of 
Negotiated Settlement Processes (NSPs)

2011-2012 Changes in processes to allow earlier distribution of evidentiary packages

2013-2014 Oversight Committee approval of new processes for NSP-related hearing cancellations

Post-Hearing  
Processes

2008-2009 Revisions of processes to increase effectiveness/efficiencies in acquiring services of medical experts

2009-2010 Process changes to increase post-hearing efficiency (assessments, transcript requests, scheduling of 
hearings for witnesses or alleged perpetrators)

2010-2011 Revision of contracting model for psychological experts and Request for Proposals to manage medical 
assessment contracts

2010-2011 Implementation of procedures and reports to enhance effectiveness of tracking decision status, post-
hearing submissions, and legal fee reviews

2011-2012 At the request of the Court, revision of procedures and supplemental reports to track hearing process

2015-2016 Revision of processes to improve scheduling of final submission teleconferences

2015-2016 Implementation of strategies to address post-hearing claim delays

2015-2016 Issuance of GP-9 establishing procedures regarding the postponement of assessments

Pre-Hearing  
Processes

2007-2008 Oversight Committee and National Administration Committee approval of Practice Directive (PD)-1 
setting policies and procedures for preliminary case assessments of complex track claims

2008-2009 New processes to streamline mandatory document production

2008-2009 Oversight Committee and National Administration Committee approval of GP-2 providing guidance and 
procedures regarding Actual Income Loss claims

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-5 to increase efficiencies in dealing with complex track cases 
through pre-hearing teleconferences

2009-2010 Process improvements related to jurisdictional pre-hearing teleconferences

2009-2010 Memoranda of Understanding and/or development of IAP-specific processes with Alberta Corrections, 
Saskatchewan Corrections, Corrections Canada, and Service Canada to improve provision of mandatory 
documents

2010-2011 Development and implementation of procedures for progressing files on-hold at scheduling phase

2010-2011 Introduction of processes to work with claimant counsel to address missing mandatory documents

2011-2012 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-9 to codify procedures for resolving jurisdictional issues

2012-2013 Oversight Committee approval of GP-8 setting procedures for the withdrawal of IAP claims
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CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Pre-Hearing  
Processes

2013-2014 Revision to Schedule P processes allowing represented claims requiring Schedule P  to proceed through 
document collection to a hearing

2015-2016 Revisions of pre-hearing logistics procedures to improve efficiencies

2015-2016 Issuance of GP-10 establishing procedures to permit adjudicators to proceed with a case despite lack of 
participation by claimants in teleconferences

2016-2017 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-11 establishing deadline to appeal decisions denying admission 
of claims into the IAP, and notification of non-admit decisions for lost or deceased claimants with no 
estate identified 

2016-2017 Oversight Committee approval of GP-8r1 revising procedures for the withdrawal of IAP claims

Self-Represented 
Claimants

2008-2009 Procedures & services standards for providers of support to self-represented claimants

2009-2010 Project to ensure effective structure and processes in place to assist with document collection for self-
represented claimants

2010-2011 Pilot Project to improve document collection for self-represented claimants in the North

2010-2011 Introduction of early track assessment teleconferences for self-represented claimants

2011-2012 Contracts with the AFN and NTI to help self-represented claimants in the Arctic complete IAP applications

2013-2014 Pilot Project to assist self-represented claimants in finding counsel

2014-2015 Analysis of and procedures to address outstanding pre-hearing self-represented claims

2014-2015 Pilot project designed to educate self-represented claimants on the role and potential benefits of legal 
counsel

2014-2015 Oversight Committee approval of list of lawyers accepting referrals of self-represented claimants

2015-2016 Combination of Early Track Assessment and Pre-hearing conference calls for self-represented claims in 
the complex track

2015-2016 Project to identify barriers and assist in moving claims forward for claimants with capacity or mental 
health issues

2015-2016 Project to develop adjudicator expertise in dealing with the volume of documents for self-represented 
claimants produced as a consequence of the Court Direction re. St. Anne's school

2015-2016 Processes to assign specially-trained adjudicators where involuntarily unrepresented claimants had 
been unable to retain counsel

Student-on-Student 
(SOS) Claims

2007-2008 Issuance of GP-4 to establish processes and mechanisms to identify and address re-openers of ADR SOS 
claims

2008-2009 Oversight Committee approval of CAD-8 to clarify policy, process and options for sharing of information 
re. admission of staff knowledge in SOS claims

2013-2014 Oversight Committee approval of strategy to enable SOS claims deemed likely to yield admissions of 
staff knowledge (based on information available in the application) to be heard prior to claims which 
might potentially benefit from them
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FOCUS GROUP, INTERVIEW,  
AND QUESTIONNAIRE PARTICIPANTS

• Eskasoni First Nation, Nova Scotia
• Montreal, Quebec
• Kenora, Ontario
• London, Ontario
• Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
• Six Nations (Brantford), Ontario
• Thunder Bay, Ontario

• Stony Mountain Institution, Manitoba
• Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Saskatoon, Saskatchewan
• Cardston (Blood Tribe), Alberta
• Buffalo Sage Treatment Centre,  
 Alberta
• Edmonton, Alberta

• Kainai Treatment Centre, Blood  
 Reserve, Alberta
• Port Alberni, British Columbia
• Vancouver, British Columbia
• Behchokǫ̀, Northwest Territories
• Inuvik, Northwest Territories
• Yellowknife, Northwest Territories

CLAIMANTS
Hundreds of claimants and family members participated in individual one-on-one interviews or focus groups with the research team. 

The interviews were conducted confidentially; therefore, names of these participants will not be identified in this report except in cases 
where they gave explicit permission to provide an attributed quote. The following are the locations of interviews and focus groups:

PARTNERS/STAKEHOLDERS/STAFF – FOCUS GROUPS/QUESTIONNAIRES
The following partner, stakeholder, and staff groups provided information for this report through focus groups or questionnaires:

Cultural Support Workers/Elders/Interpreters:

• Eskasoni First Nation, Nova Scotia
• Montreal Friendship Centre, Quebec
• Atlosha Healing Family Services,  
 London, Ontario
• Indian Residential Schools Support  
 Services of Ontario 

• Aboriginal Health and Wellness  
 Centre of Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Saskatoon Tribal Council,  
 Saskatchewan
• Edmonton Institution For Women
• Native Counselling Services of Alberta

• SAPAATSIMA-PII Health Centre, Alberta
• Indian Residential Schools Survivors  
 Society of BC
• Quu’asa, Port Alberni, British  
 Columbia
• Vision of Hope, Yellowknife

• Eskasoni First Nation, Nova Scotia
• Montreal Friendship Centre, Quebec
• Atlosha Healing Family Services,  
 London, Ontario
• Indian Residential Schools Support  
 Services of Ontario

• Aboriginal Health and Wellness Centre  
 of Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Saskatoon Tribal Council,  
 Saskatchewan  
• Edmonton Institution for Women,  
 Alberta

• Native Counselling Services of Alberta
• SAPAATSIMA-PII Health Centre, Alberta
• Indian Residential Schools Survivors  
 Society of BC
• Quu’asa, Port Alberni, British Columbia
• Vision of Hope, Yellowknife

Health Support Workers:
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Community Leaders:

• Eskasoni First Nation, Nova Scotia
• Six Nations, Ontario
• Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Saskatoon, Saskatchewan

• Saskatoon Tribal Council,  
 Saskatchewan
• Cardston (Blood Reserve) Elders,  
 Alberta

• Indian Residential Schools Survivors  
 Society of British Columbia – Board  
 of Directors
• NCTR Survivor Circle

Government of Canada:

• Health Canada RHSW Coordinators
• Health Canada National  

 Representatives
• Resolution Managers/Department  

 of Justice Representatives  
 (2 focus groups) 

IRSAS staff participated in an honour ceremony held by the Indian Residential Schools Survivors Society in Vancouver.

Church:

• United Church Representatives

Adjudication Secretariat:

• Adjudicators (4 focus groups) • IRSAS staff (3 focus groups)



2021 FINAL REPORT 105

APPENDIX IV

Claimant Counsel:

• McKiggan Hebert Lawyers,  
 Nova Scotia
• Éric Lépine Avocat Inc, Quebec
• Carol Robitaille et Pierre Garon,  
 Quebec
• Carroll Law Office, Manitoba

• Duboff Edwards Haight &  
 Schachter Law Corporation,  
 Manitoba
• Troniak Law Office, Manitoba 
• Aboriginal Law Group,  
 Saskatchewan

• Cabott & Cabott, British  
 Columbia
• Stevens & Company, British  
 Columbia Field Law, NWT
• Daniel S. Shier Law Office,  
 Yukon

Other:

• Crawford (now called Epiq) Class Action Services

INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS166

The following are a list of individuals who were interviewed individually for the report:

• Laurel Curley
• Johnny Heavyshields

• Rex Lumberjack 
• Andrew Reuben

• Grace Smallboy

Claimants – with consent to use their name:

166 Note: some respondents are noted twice because they represent different groups.

Indigenous Organizations/Representatives:

• Jarred Baker, Director of Programs  
 Aboriginal Wellness Centre of Winnipeg,  
 Manitoba
• Mike Cachagee, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Claudette Chevrier, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Debbie Cielen, Aboriginal Wellness Centre  
 of Winnipeg, Manitoba
• Michael R. Denny, RHSW, Eskasoni,  
 Nova Scotia
• Carolyn Doxtator, Intergenerational, Ontario
• Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami (ITK)
• Kelly Eagle Tail Feather, Blood Tribe of  

 Alberta 
• Jill Green, Intergenerational, Ontario
• Marlene Green, Elder/Intergenerational,  
 Ontario
• Nunavut Tunngavik Inc 
• Joanne Hansenn, Sapaatsima-PII Health  
 Centre, Alberta
• Duane Hill, Intergenerational, Ontario
• Piita Irniq, NCTR Survivor Circle 
• Janice Knighton, Coordinator IRSSS of BC
• Rex Lumberjack, Saskatoon Tribal Council,  
 Saskatchewan

• Diane Maluorno, Coordinator, Vision of  
 Hope, NWT
• Ida Martin, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Ry Moran, NCTR, Manitoba
• Tony Rebesca, Addictions Counsel,  
 Behchokǫ̀, NWT
• Peter Sakaney, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Melba Thomas, OIRSSS, Ontario
• Ray Thunderchild, Elder, IRSSS of BC
• Barney Williams, NCTR Survivor Circle
• Beverly Wise, IRS Coordinator, Saskatoon  
 Tribal Council
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Oversight Committee Chair Mayo Moran (right)  
with Chief Adjudicator Dan Shapiro (left).

Oversight Committee:

• Les Carpenter, Inuit Organizations
• Karen Cuddy, Government of Canada
• Paul Favel, AFN
• Mitch Holash, Catholic Church

• David Iverson, United Church
• Len Marchand, former Claimant  
 Counsel
• Mayo Moran, Independent Chair

• David Paterson, Claimant Counsel
• Tara Shannon, Government of  
 Canada
• Diane Soroka, Claimant Counsel

National Administration Committee:

• Catherine Coughlan,  
 Government of Canada
• P. Jonathan Faulds,  

 Independent Counsel
• Peter Grant, Chair 
• Kathleen Mahoney, AFN

• Jane Ann Summers,  
 Independent Counsel

Court:

• Brian Gover, Court Counsel
• Michael Mooney, Court Monitor

• Perry Schulman, Retired Justice  
 of the Court of Queens Bench

• Warren Winkler, Retired Ontario  
 Chief Justice
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Truth and Reconciliation Commission:

• Kim Murray, Executive Director • Murray Sinclair, Commissioner • Marie Wilson, Commissioner

Church:

• Cecile Fausak, United Church
• Mitch Holash, Catholic Church
• David Iverson, United Church
• Sister Margaret Hayward,  

 Anglican Church
• Stephen Kendall, Presbyterian  
 Church 
• Rev. Bill Gillis – Winnipeg

• Rev. Pat Wotton – Winnipeg
• Rev. John Badertscher – Manitoba
• Rev. Jim Manly – Nanaimo, BC
• Ms. Eva Manly – Nanaimo, BC

Claimant Counsel:

• Dale Cunningham, Field Law
• John Dooks, Alberta Law  
 Society
• P. Jonathan Faulds, Field Law

• Leah Kosokowsky, Law  
 Society of Manitoba 
• David Paterson, Claimant  
 Counsel

• Diane Soroka, Claimant  
 Counsel
• Jane Ann Summers,  
 Claimant Counsel

Government of Canada:

• Karen Cuddy, OC Rep
• Mario Dion, former DM,  
 IRSRC
• Doug Ewart, former Advisor,  
 IRSRC
• Brad Favel, DOJ Counsel and  

 NSP Coordinator
• Frank Iacobucci, Government  
 of Canada’s Negotiator for  
 Indian Residential Schools  
 Settlement Agreement
• Helene Laurendeau, INAC  

 Deputy Minister
• Tara Shannon, OC Rep
• Colleen Swords, former INAC  
 Deputy Minister 
• Michael Wernick, former  
 INAC Deputy Minister

Independent Assessment Process:

• Irene Fraser, former Manager
• Ted Hughes, former Chief  
 Adjudicator (ADR)
• Jeffrey Hutchinson, former  
 Executive Director
• Dan Ish, former Chief Adjudicator
• Catherine Knox, former DCA

• Michel Landry, DCA
• Rodger Linka, DCA
• Peggy Martin-McGuire,  
 former Manager 
• Wes Marsden, DCA
• Delia Opekokew, DCA
• Harold Robinson, Adjudicator

• Susan Ross, DCA
• Michael Simpson, former Manager
• Akivah Starkman, former Executive  
 Director
• John Trueman, former Senior  
 Advisor
• Lisa Weber, DCA
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INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT PROCESS: 
OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE, ADJUDICATORS, 

AND ADMINISTRATION

Oversight Committee Members:

• Mayo Moran, Independent Chair
• David Paterson, Claimant Counsel  
 Representative
• Diane Soroka, Claimant Counsel  
 Representative
• Len Marchand, past Claimant Counsel Rep
• Kerry O’Shea, past Claimant Counsel Rep
• David Iverson, Church Representative  
 (Protestant Churches)
• Mitch Holash, Church Representative  
 (Catholic Entities)

• James Ehmann, past Church  
 Representative
• Julie McGregor, AFN Representative
• Paul Favel, past AFN Representative
• Bobby Joseph, past AFN Representative 
• William Wuttunee, past AFN  
 Representative 
• Carol Brzezicki, past Indigenous  
 Representative
• Lucy Kuptana, Inuit Representative
• Les Carpenter, past Inuit Representative

• Rosemarie Kuptana, past Inuit  
 Representative
• Juliet Donnici, Canada Representative
• Karen Turcotte, Canada Representative
• Tara Shannon, past Canada Representative
• Karen Cuddy, past Canada Representative
• Luc Dumont, past Canada Representative
• Alison Molloy, past Canada Representative
• Line Pare, past Canada Representative
• James Ward, past Canada Representative

Chief Adjudicators:

• Daniel Ish • Daniel Shapiro

Deputy Chief Adjudicators:

• Kay Dunlop
• Catherine Knox
• Michel Landry

• Rodger Linka 
• Wes Marsden
• Delia Opekokew

• Susan Ross
• Lisa Weber
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Adjudicators:

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Jean L. Dutil
• Paul Fraser
• Carolyn J. Frost
• Lyall Gardiner
• Matthew Garfield
• Michelle Gelfand
• Caron George
• Larry Gilbert
• Scott P. Gray
• Richard W. Grounds 
• Ken Halvorson
• Silas Halyk
• Carol Ann Hart
• William Hartzog
• J. Richard Hatchette
• Maria G. Henheffer
• John C. Hill
• John (Jack) D. Hillson
• Richard Hornung
• Thomas A. B. Jolliffe
• Bertha L. Joseph
• Cynthia Joseph
• Roy M. Kahle
• Kathleen Keating
• Robert Kominar
• Pamela Large-Moran
• David Garth Leitch
• J. Paul Lordon
• Paul Love
• Cheryl Macdonald

• Kelly A. MacDonald
• Dawn Marie McBride
• Hugh McCall
• Myrna McCallum
• Anne McGarry
• Jill H. McIntyre
• Kathleen McIsaac
• Elizabeth M. B. Mckall
• Kathleen Mell
• Joan Mercredi
• Lore Marie Mirwaldt
• John M. Moreau
• Gloria Morgan
• Jane Morley
• Teri Mosher
• Donald Murray
• Cheryl Mustard Berry
• Theodore Nemetz
• Rober Neron
• Kurt Neuenfeldt 
• Patricia O'Connor
• John M. Orr
• Phillipe Patry
• Bonnie Pelletier-Maracle
• Robert Pelton
• Lawrence Richard Plenert
• James R. Posynick
• Christopher Poudrier
• Karen Prisciak
• Joe Quarton

• Douglas Racine
• Merrilee Rasmussen
• Kabir P. Ravindra
• Pamela M. Reilly
• Yvon Roberge
• Carol Roberts
• Harold Robinson
• John P. Sanderson
• Rita Scott
• Helen G. Semaganis
• Kelly Serbu
• Dirk Silversides
• Karen L. Snowshoe
• Roxane Stanners
• Huguette St-Louis
• Troy Sweet
• Ian Szlazak
• M. Gwendolynne Taylor
• Roxane Vachon
• Shirley R. Wales
• Anne Wallace
• Theresa M. Walsh
• Gavin Wood
• Milton (Mickey) Woodard
• Adrian C. Wright
• Barbara J. Yates
• Leanne Young
• Lennard Young
• Angela Zborosky
• Catherine Zuck

Executive Directors:

• Jeffrey Hutchinson
• Akivah Starkman

• Shelley Trevethan
• Roger Tetreault

Adjudication Secretariat

Hundreds of staff worked at the Adjudication Secretariat over the years. We would like to 
express our gratitude to all of the staff who put in long hours and tireless work to ensure 
that claimants were provided with excellent service during a very difficult time for them.

• André Bachand
• Kevin E. Ball
• Susan Barber
• Evelyn J. Baxter
• Michael Bay
• Jean-Pierre Beauchesne
• Normand G (Rusty) Beauchesne
• Vivienne G. Beisel
• Ronald Gordon Bell
• Leslie Belloc-Pinder
• David Bennett
• Peggy Blair
• M. Anne Bolton
• Hugh Braker
• Joan Bubbs
• Peter Burns
• Dennis Callihoo
• Ruth Campbell
• William J. Campbell
• Jack M. Chapman
• Lawrie Cherniack
• Terrance Chinn
• N. Paul Cloutier
• Jean Charles Coutu
• Paulah Dauns
• Wilfred DeGraves
• Sheila Denysiuk
• Max Dokuchie
• Arlene Doll
• Firoz R. Dossa
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