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Chairman (Mr. Main)(interpretation): Good 
morning, colleagues. Mr. Keyootak, can you 
say the opening prayer, please. Thank you.  
 
>>Prayer 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Keyootak. Good morning, colleagues. Good 
morning, Minister Joanasie and your officials. 
 
As we proceed with our hearing as the 
Standing Committee on Legislation on Bill 
25, this is our fourth day and we are 
scheduled to meet for half the day, up until 
lunchtime. We have invited the Minister to 
come and review the things that we have 
heard in the past three days. I am sure we will 
have some questions to the Minister for 
clarification and the officials are here.  
 
Before we proceed to questions, the Minister 
has a statement to make. Please introduce 
your officials first of all and then you can get 
started, Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Members 
and Nunavummiut. With me this morning is 
my Deputy Minister of Education, Kathy 
Okpik, and Manager of Policy and Evaluation 
Melissa Alexander, and from the Department 
of Justice is our Legal Counsel, Thomas 
Ahlfors. Those are the witnesses.  
 
I have a prepared statement and I would like 
you all to understand that we are glad that we 
are given an opportunity to appear before the 
Standing Committee and we have been 
working on this topic for a very long time. We 
are glad that we are able to proceed to our 
discussion today and that we were able to hear 
from the witnesses that appeared before you 
this week.  
 
As a department we, like the Standing 
Committee, want to ensure we propose the 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ ᐅᑉᓛᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑎᒃᑳ. ᒥᔅᑐ 
ᕿᔪᒃᑖᖅ, ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑑᓪᓗᐊᖅᐱᑎᒍ. ᒪ’ᓇ. 
 
>>ᑐᒃᓯᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒥᔅᑐ ᕿᔪᒃᑖᖅ, ᒪ’ᓇ. ᐅᑉᓛᑦᓯᐊᖅ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑎᒃᑲ, ᒥᓂᔅᑐ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ, ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑎᓪᓗ 
ᐅᑉᓛᑦᓯᐊᖅ.  
 
 
ᑲᑎᒪᓐᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᖅ 25 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕝᕙ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᓯᑕᒪᒋᓕᖅᑕᖓ ᐅᑉᓘᑉ 
ᓇᑉᐸᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒥᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐃᖁᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒍᓗ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᒥᓂᔅᑐᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ. ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᑉᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑉᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑕᐅᑐᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᖃᖅᑑᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᕋᑉᑕ ᒥᓂᔅᑐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᕝᕙᓃᖦᖢᑎᒃ.  
 
ᑕᐃᒪ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑦᓴᓄᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᒋᐊᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᑕ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑐ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒃᓴᖃᕋᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᖃᕐᒪᒎᖅ. 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑐ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑎᑦ ᑭᒃᑰᒻᒪᖔᑕ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᖅᑳᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑑᓪᓗᐊᓕᖅᐳᑎᑦ. ᒥᓂᔅᑐ 
ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓪᓗ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒫᓃᖃᑎᒋᔭᒃᑲ ᑐᖏᓕᕋ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᑳᑎ ᐅᒃᐱᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦᑕᐅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ, ᒪᓕᓴ ᐊᓕᒃᓵᓐᑐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓃᖔᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑖᒪᔅ ᐋᓪᕗᐊᑦ.  
 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᖑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᒃᑲ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᔨᒐᒪ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᑦᑐᒎᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᑕᒫᓂ 
ᐱᕕᖃᑦᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓵᖓᓃᑎᓪᓗᑕ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᐅᑎᒋᔭᓯ ᐊᑯᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓯᒪᒐᑦᑎᒍ. ᖁᕕᐊᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᑦᓯ ᓵᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᓯᐅᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᔪᒥ.  
 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᑦᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓕᑦᓯᑎᑐᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᒥᒃ  
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best possible amendments to the Education 
Act and the Inuit Language Protection Act. 
 
As the Members know, my department had 
the pleasure of travelling to all 25 
communities and engaging directly with 
Nunavummiut in every community. Over the 
last three days the Standing Committee on 
Legislation has had the opportunity to hear 
directly from some of the people we met with 
as we travelled across the territory. 
(interpretation ends) The diversity of views 
and opinions expressed by the witnesses past 
this week in Iqaluit represent just some of the 
feedback we received on the proposed 
amendments.  
 
As a department, our challenge was to 
propose amendments to the Acts that best 
balanced the interests of all Nunavummiut. It 
is a challenge that is now before the Members 
of the Standing Committee. 
 
Mr. Chairman, in Bill 25 my department is 
proposing to take a phased implementation 
approach to the delivery of Inuit Language 
Arts instruction for grades 4 to 12 up to 2039. 
It is a proposal that has sparked much debate 
in the House over the past three days and one 
that I would like to explain more fully to the 
Members and to Nunavummiut. 
 
Mr. Chairman, in the context of the document 
that Members have in front of them, language 
of instruction is used to identify the 
percentage of instruction a student may 
receive in a certain language over the length 
of an academic year.  
 
The Education Act’s Language of Instruction 
Regulations outline three models of education 
under which a DEA may choose to operate:  
 
 The Qulliq Model, intended for 

communities where Inuktut is the first 
language;  

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᔪᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓᑕ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᒍᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑦᓱᒋᑦ. 
 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᑦᓯ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒋᔭᕋ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ ᐅᕐᓂᒍᑎᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑦᓱᒍ ᐱᖁᔮᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓯ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑕᒃᑲ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑐᑎᒍ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᕈᓘᔭᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᓪᓗ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᔾᕙ ᓴᖅᑮᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑕᓯᓐᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂ.  
 
 
 
 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᓪᓗᑕ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᒡᒐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔩᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᒐᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᓇᓕᕇᒃᑎᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐱᒡᒐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓵᖓᓃᓕᖅᑐᖅ. 
 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᕗᑦ 
ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᕈᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓂᓕᒃ 4−ᒥᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᓐᓂᓕᒃ 12−ᒧᑦ 
2039−ᖑᕋᓱᓐᓂᖓᓂ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑕᐅᕈᓘᔭᕕᐅᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐱᖓᓱᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓱᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓂᐊᖅᑕᕋ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥᐅᓄᓪᓗ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ 
ᓵᖓᓂᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑎᒡᒍᓯᐅᓲᖑᕗᖅ 
ᖃᓯᑦ ᐳᓴᖑᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓇᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. 
 
 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᑉ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᒪᑉᐸᑕ: 
 
 ᖁᓪᓕᖅ ᑖᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᓐᓄᑦ; 
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 The Immersion Model, intended for 
communities that have experienced 
language loss; and  

 The Dual Model in communities that have 
both strong Inuktut first-language 
speakers and English first-language 
speakers.  

 
Despite the existence of these three models, as 
Members know, many factors have limited the 
ability of schools to implement their chosen 
model, and in many schools Inuktut language 
instruction is well below the required 
percentage. 
 
Mr. Chairman, my department is committed 
to delivering bilingual education for all 
Nunavummiut and has developed plans for 
Inuktut language instruction implementation 
that align with the timelines set out in Bill 25.  
 
First, I would like to clarify the categories of 
curriculum that the department is developing 
as well as how they align with the three 
language of instruction models.  
 
The Uqausiliriniq Strand focuses on language 
development, expression, and critical thinking 
and consists of:  
 
- Inuit Language Arts 1 as a first language 

for the Qulliq Model; 
- Inuit Language Immersion for language 

revitalization in the Immersion Model; 
- Inuktut as a Second Language for students 

in the non-Inuktut stream of the Dual 
Model; 

- English Language Arts 1 for students 
strong in English and in the non-Inuktut 
stream of the Dual Model;  

- English Language Arts 2 for students 
learning English as a second language 
found in all four streams; and finally  

- A Fine Arts course is also unified in the 
Uqausiliriniq Strand.  

 

 ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓅᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓯᒪᕈᔪᑦᑐᓐᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ 

 ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓴᓐᖏᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᓲᖁᑎᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᒌᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. 

 
 
 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒎᓐᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᕕᓐᓂ 
ᓴᖅᑮᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᒍᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᓄᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕖᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ. 
 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥᐅᓕᒫᓂ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25−ᒥ.  
 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖅᑳᕈᒪᔪᖓ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᒪᓕᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ. 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᓴᕈᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ: 
 
- ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓ ᐃᓕᓴᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᒥᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᓪᓕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ;  

- ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᓐᖓᓂᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᐅᒐᓱᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ;  

- ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑳᕐᓂᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑑᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᒪᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ; 

- ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑑᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᒪᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ; 

- ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 2, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᓐᖓᕐᓂᕋᓂᐅᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᑎᓴᒪᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂ 

- ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓚᕆᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ. ᐃᓗᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ.  
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Three more core curriculum strands also exist, 
with core course curriculum for all three 
models. They include:  
 
- Nunavusiutit Strand, focusing on social 

studies; 
- Aulajaaqtut Strand, focusing on health and 

physical education; and  
- Iqqaqqaukkaringniq Strand, focusing on 

math and science.  
 
(interpretation) Before I go on to discuss the 
stages for development of made-in-Nunavut 
curriculum, I would like to discuss the courses 
identified in the curriculum strands and how 
their implementation is set out in Bill 25.  
 
It came up several times throughout this 
week’s hearings that Bill 25 only sets 
timelines for the implementation of the Inuit 
Language Arts courses. While this is true, 
these timelines were intended, just like the 
Inuit Language Arts courses themselves, to 
lay the foundation for the implementation of 
Inuktut language of instruction in all areas.  
 
The timelines in the bill do not include further 
courses because, at the time of drafting, the 
timelines for the other core curriculum 
development had not yet been established. 
(interpretation ends) Also, the resources 
required for high-level courses, such as math 
and science, can be quite extensive and less 
predictable, considering the level of 
terminology development that would be 
required.  
 
While the timelines for all courses are not set 
out in the bill, my department is committed to 
delivering these Inuktut curricula as they are 
presented to Standing Committee this week. 
The packages you have in front of you 
represent the department’s implementation 
plan going forward.  
 
As I stated yesterday, development and 

ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᔪᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᖓᓲᒐᓗᐊᕐᒥᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ: 
 

- ᓄᓇᕗᑦᓯᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᒑᖓᔪᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ; 

- ᐊᐅᓚᔮᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᖏᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᒐᓱᑦᑐᖅ; 
ᐊᒻᒪ 

- ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᒃᑲᕆᓐᓂᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᕐᒥ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᕕᐅᔪᖅ. 

 

(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑦᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᒻᒪᖔᑦᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᕐᓂ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᒃᑲ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦᑎᒍ ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᖅ 25 
ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ. 
 

ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦᓱᒍ ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᔪᒥ ᑖᓐᓇᒎᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᖅ 25 ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑐᐊᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᒻᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓱᓕᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓪᓗᖅᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᐃᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᒐᑦᑎᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 
 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐃᓚᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᓐᖏᓚᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᒋᐊᖃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖓᓐᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒋᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᒐᑦᑎᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓱᒋᑦ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ. ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᕈᓘᔮᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕋᔅᓴᐅᒐᑎᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓛᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ. 
 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖅᑕᕐᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᓕᒫᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᒥ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᓐᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᖃᑦᑕᓛᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ 
ᐅᕗᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑖᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᓯ ᓵᔅᓯᓐᓃᑦᑐᖅ 
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  
 
ᐃᑉᐸᑦᓴᖅ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕋᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
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implementation of made-in-Nunavut 
curriculum involves four main stages:  
 
1. Curriculum development; 
2. Creation of assessment, evaluation, and 

reporting that align with curriculum 
expectations; 

3. Creation of resources that align with 
curriculum expectations; 

4. Creation and delivery of training for 
teachers implementing the new 
curriculum. 

 
An explanation of the phases within each 
development stage can be found on pages 6 to 
10 of the document provided.  
 
In the development of implementation 
timelines outlined on pages 13 and 14, the 
department considered the time required for 
each stage of development. The staggered 
development of each stage is based on the 
pace at which each specific grade and 
curriculum can achieve the most efficient 
outcomes for students. Staggering the 
timelines ensures that schools are properly 
supported to implement curriculum one at a 
time and are not under immense pressure to 
implement too much at once.  
 
The school years listed represent the 
estimated implementation year for each stage 
of curriculum development per grade level up 
to 2038-39 for some courses and grades. 
Please keep in mind, Mr. Chairman and 
Members, that this does not mean the 
department will delay Inuit language 
instruction until 2039. It also does not mean 
the department will stop the Inuit language 
instruction that is currently being delivered in 
Nunavut classrooms. 
 
Mr. Chairman, my department is and will 
continue to deliver Inuit language instruction 
in schools, just not yet at levels required by 
the current bilingual education models. In 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᕐᒪᑦ. 
 
1. ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ; 
2. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ; 

3. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᐊᐃᑉᐹ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒫᖑᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᕆᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᖁᓯᒪᔪᓂ; 

4. 4, ᓴᓇᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᓕᐅᑎᔅᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓂᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᓂ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 
ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖓ 6−ᒥᒃ 10−ᒧᑦ 
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
 
ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖓᓂ 13−14−ᒥ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒋᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᓕᒃᑯᑦ. 
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᒋᒐᑦᑕ. 
ᓇᓪᓕᑭᑕᖅᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖅᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓴᕖᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ 
ᓇᓪᓕᑭᑕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑐᐊᕕᕆᐊᓕᐊᓘᑎᑕᐅᓗᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᑦ. 
 
ᐃᓕᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᕕᒋᒐᔭᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓂᒃᑰᒐᓪᓗᑎᒃ 203839−ᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᑖᓇ ᑐᑭᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᓐᖓ 
2039−ᖑᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ. ᑐᑭᖃᓐᖏᒻᒥᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓴᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐃᓪᓗᕈᓯᕐᓂ ᐃᓕᓴᕕᓐᓂ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒐ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐳᖅ 
ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᑦᑏᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦᖅ.  
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fact, within section 4 of the bill’s schedule, 
we are required to produce the curricula and 
all its associated resources as soon as 
possible, not just by the end of the deadlines 
listed.  
 
The curriculum, assessments, and resources 
we are developing as part of our 
implementation plans will help support all the 
bilingual education models to ensure that Inuit 
language instruction can be delivered at the 
levels required by the models. We will report 
annually on the implementation of Inuit 
language instruction to ensure that we remain 
accountable to Nunavummiut.  
 
While some external factors may cause these 
timelines to vary in the future, they are based 
on careful consideration of the department 
and its capacity. The next step in achieving 
the language of instruction timelines is related 
to staffing of bilingual educators in Nunavut 
and as you can imagine, Mr. Chairman, it is 
more difficult to accurately predict that.  
 
As I mentioned earlier this week, the 
department is working in a number of ways to 
ensure that there are enough Inuktut-speaking 
educators to implement curriculum and 
resources that are developed. These efforts 
include the development of a 10-year 
retention and recruitment plan, as referenced 
in section 5(1) of the bill’s schedule, and 
which will align with our department-wide 
Inuit Employment Plan. As part of these 
efforts, my department is working to develop 
accurate predictions of how many bilingual 
educators are and will be needed in each 
community to implement our Inuktut 
language of instruction timelines. This 
includes timelines related to expected 
vacancies caused by retiring teachers.  
 
(interpretation) We are working closely with 
Nunavut Arctic College to use this 
information to prioritize the communities in 

ᐊᓪᓛ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 4 ᒪᓕᒐᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐅᐃᒍᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖏᓪᓗ 
ᓈᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᑐᐊᕈᑦᑕ 2039 
ᑕᐃᑲᓂᑐᐊᓐᖑᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᐊᓂ.  
 
 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ. ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓕᕇᓕᒫᓂᓛᕐᖓᑕ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᓵᓐᖓᔭᔅᓴᐅᖏᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕᐃᓛᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ.  
 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᓚᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᐃᑦ.  
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᓕ ᑕᐃᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᕗᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕋᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑦᑎᓲᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑯᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔪᓐᓇᕈᕕᐅᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕋᓱᒋᐊᖓ.  
 
ᐅᖃᕋᒪ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᖓᑕ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓲᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᖃᓛᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 
ᓄᖅᑲᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᒧᓪᓗ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒻᒥᒃ 5(1) ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᑉ 
ᐅᐃᒍᖓᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓈᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  
 
 
 
 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖅᐸᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
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which NTEP will be delivered over the 
coming years. We will be using our timelines 
to inform conversations with the college 
around the expansion needs of NTEP, 
including a potential (interpretation ends) 
middle school and high school (interpretation) 
stream, as well as exploring options for 
existing teachers to further their education and 
acquire specialized skills in high school 
subject areas.  
 
Through the 10-year Educator Retention and 
Recruitment Strategy we will outline the 
department’s role in supporting potential 
teachers, connecting them with training 
through NTEP, and ensuring that graduates 
can successfully transition into our schools. 
Preliminary estimates of NTEP graduates 
based on the planned expanded rollout of the 
program are approximately 15 to 28 per year 
in the first four years, with varying graduation 
rates going forward. If rollout continues as 
planned, the number of trained Inuktut-
speaking teachers produced by the program 
over the next 20 years would likely be well 
over 500. We are excited about NTEP’s new 
focus on Inuktut and are confident that it will 
lead to our goal of a fully bilingual education 
for Nunavut. 
 
(interpretation ends) Mr. Chairman, with 
regard to the Inuit Language Protection Act, I 
want to inform the Members that our 
proposed amendments to the Act have 
historical context. The Inuit Language 
Protection Act and the current Education Act 
received assent on the same day in 2008 and 
are intended to work together. While the 
Education Act uses the term “bilingual 
education,” the Inuit Language Protection Act 
does not. These amendments are simply 
intended to align the language of the 
documents to allow for more seamless 
implementation.  
 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this 

ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑦᓴᑉᐸᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᑦᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᓴᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᕗᑦ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᐊᕐᓗᒋ Middle School-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ High 
School−ᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓇᓖᕌᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᔪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᕙᒻᒪᖔᑦᑕ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᕗᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᑦᑕ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ. ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ 
ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒻᒪᖃ 
ᑕᒫᓂ 15-28-ᒧᑦ−ᖑᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ. 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎ ᓯᑕᒪᐃᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑑᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 20-ᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᑐᓐᖑᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ. ᐃᒻᒪᖃ 500 
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᐅᑉᐳᒍᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᓱᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓐᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖁᒐᑦᑎᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ.  
 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᕗᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᓂᒃ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᒪᕙᕗᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑑᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᐅᓪᐸ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 2008-ᒥ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒻᒪᑎᒃ ᐱᖁᔮᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᑎᑦᑎᓚᖓᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ,  
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opportunity to respond to some of the 
comments or statements that have been made 
over the last three days. I have heard from a 
number of witnesses that they were not 
properly consulted with throughout the 
development of the bill. My department 
offered many opportunities for our partners 
and members of the public to provide 
feedback and input on the proposed 
amendments.  
 
As a department it was our expectation that 
our partners would openly tell us what they 
wanted to see in the bill when we consulted 
with them. Instead we received many requests 
to either delay consultations or to participate 
in the drafting of the bill. During our process 
we also received submissions that differ 
dramatically from the submissions provided to 
the Standing Committee on Legislation. As a 
result, my department did not have an 
opportunity to fully consider these proposals 
or to have them reflected in the bill.  
 
Mr. Chairman, I would also like to clarify the 
reporting structure of the Coalition of 
Nunavut DEAs. I have heard it said that the 
additional positions being proposed for the 
coalition will report to the Minister of 
Education. As an organization formed under 
the Societies Act, the coalition is and will 
remain independent from the Department of 
Education. The new positions being proposed 
will report to the executive director of the 
coalition.  
 
Mr. Chairman, a number of concerns has also 
been raised with respect to discretionary 
authority of DEAs to register students over 
the age of 21. I want to make it clear to the 
Members that discretionary registration is an 
authority DEAs currently have under the 2008 
Education Act. It is not a new authority we are 
proposing to provide DEAs.  
 
During the 2016 consultation, the department 

ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᕗᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᓇᖅ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᔪᒥ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖅᑲᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓵᓯᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᑕᕝᕙᓃᖅᑲᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᒐᑦᑕ 
ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᓪᓗ.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ 
ᑕᐱᖃᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕆᐊ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓯᒪᒻᒥᒐᑦᑎᒍ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕌᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᐃᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐅᖓᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑎᓚᖓᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑑᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᐃᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒥ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᓚᖓᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᑦ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᖓᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᐃᓐᓇᓚᖓᔪᐃᑦ.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᓴᓐᖏᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᖓᒻᒪᖔᕐᒥ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ. 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕇᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ 
ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 21. ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᔪᓐᖏᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑑᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 
ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓴᓐᖏᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦᑕ 
ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᑦ 
2008 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ 
ᐱᓐᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒻᒪᑦ ᖄᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᒻᒪᑦ.  
 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂ 2016-ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᑎᓪᓗᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
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proposed to limit DEAs’ discretionary powers 
to register individuals over the age of 21. 
However, based on the feedback of DEA 
members and Nunavummiut, the proposal was 
dropped. In Bill 25 we are simply proposing 
to add clarity around who DEAs can register 
in schools using their existing discretionary 
authority.  
 
Mr. Chairman, a number of witnesses have 
also raised concerns about the availability of 
early childhood programs in schools across 
Nunavut. Under the current Education Act, 
the DEAs, not the Department of Education, 
have the responsibility of providing early 
childhood education programs that promote 
Inuit language and culture. DEAs can provide 
such programs by either creating or operating 
their own programs or by contracting a third 
party provider to deliver it. 
 
Throughout the course of the consultations, 
some DEAs identified the financial 
management and reporting requirements of 
contribution agreements as a barrier to 
providing these early childhood education 
programs. As a result, the available funding 
allocated to these DEAs for early childhood 
programs goes unused and access to these 
programs is unavailable to children in some 
communities. To address this identified 
barrier and to ensure that all available funds 
are used, we are proposing to allow the 
Minister to fund third party providers and 
directly manage the contribution agreements 
only when DEAs elect not to deliver this 
programming themselves. However, third 
party child care providers fall under the scope 
of the Child Day Care Act and we are 
currently limited under this Act to licensing 
child daycare programs.  
 
Mr. Chairman, I have heard the concerns of 
the Members and of the invited witnesses of 
the importance of ensuring that all children 
have access to early childhood programs and 

ᐊᔪᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᑰᒐᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓕᓐᓂ 21 
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓐᓂᖅᐸᑕ 
ᐊᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓚᖓᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ. 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᓵᓯᒪᒐᑦᑎᒍ ᒪᑯᐊ ᓱᕈᓯᓛᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᒍᑎᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᓱᕈᓯᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑉᐸᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑉᐸᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᔅᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑮᒍᒪᑉᐸᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᒪᑉᐸᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕌᕆᔭᐅᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ.  
 
 
 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕈᑕᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᕐᕈᓯᓛᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓃᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓲᖑᒥᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐳᖅᑕᕈᑕᐅᒍᓐᓃᕐᓗᓂ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐃᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᕌᕆᔭᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ 
ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓂᕆᐅᓂᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᒥᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᕈᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐸᐃᕆᕕᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓂ.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᖃᐃᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᔪᓂ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓱᕈᓯᓛᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
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we will consider this issue in our review of 
the Child Day Care Act.  
 
I have also heard the call for DEAs to have 
absolute control over their school calendars 
during these proceedings. It is a call my 
department heard throughout our community 
consultations. I want to make it clear to the 
Members that the proposal to establish nine 
school calendars only includes start and end 
dates and a professional development week. 
DEAs will keep their authority to decide 
school closure days, including spring break 
and other non-instructional days, such as 
orientation and in-servicing of its education 
staff.  
 
Finally, Mr. Chairman, I have heard many 
witnesses make legal claims with specific 
reference to sections 23 and 35 of the 
Constitution. If the Committee will allow, I 
would like to have Thomas Ahlfors, the 
legislative counsel, to provide some 
clarifications on some of the concerns that 
have been raised with regard to this issue. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you, 
Minister. Mr. Ahlfors. 
 
Mr. Ahlfors: Thank you, Chairman. In 
listening to the various interveners during the 
last three days, I was quite concerned about 
some of the statements that were made about 
in particular sections 23 and 35 of the 
Constitution Act and also some other legal 
claims that were made during that time.  
 
I will start off with the submissions of the 
Commissioner of Languages. Now, I would 
like to emphasize that I have the utmost 
respect for the Commissioner of Languages. I 
understand that she is very new in her position 
and the written submissions were actually 
made prior to her entering into that job. I want 
to indicate that as far as her opinions about 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᖑᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓚᖓᕙᕗᓪᓗ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ ᓱᕈᓯᓄᑦ ᐸᐃᕆᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅ.  
 
 
ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒥᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᑎᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᒪᑐᐃᓛᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᑐᓛᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒎᖓᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖅᓯᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᓐᖏᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᖓᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᐱᕐᖓᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, ᑐᓵᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᒍᓐᓇᓚᖓᔭᕋ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᑖᒪᔅ ᐃᐊᓪᕗᐊ, 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᕗᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᒋᔭᐅᖅᑲᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
23 ᐊᒻᒪ 35. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᐊᕐᖓᒍ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᐋᓪᕗᐊᔅ.  
 
 
ᐋᓪᕗᐊᔅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
ᑐᓵᓪᓗᑎᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᖅᑲᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ. 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖃᐅᒻᒥᒐᑦᑕ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᐃᑦ 23 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 35 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒥᓯᓇ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᕗᖓ 
ᐱᒃᑯᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓄᑖᖑᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ. ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍ 
ᐃᓯᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖅ ᓲᕐᓗ  
 



 

 12

what she thinks is the right thing for the Inuit 
language, I am not giving any opinion with 
respect to that, either positive or negative. I 
am going to be focusing merely on the legal 
claims that were made during her submissions 
and by the Quebec lawyer that was 
accompanying her.  
 
The first one really was that there is some 
existing or inherent right under section 35 of 
the Constitution Act to Inuit language 
instruction in Nunavut. Looking at what the 
law is, that is simply untrue. That right does 
exist in the Inuit Language Protection Act, but 
it does not exist in the Constitution. The 
reason for that is that the Supreme Court has 
looked at what are the rights that are protected 
under that. On the one hand we have treaty 
rights such as the Nunavut Agreement, and no 
one really got into that. We are looking at the 
existing rights or the inherent rights under 
section 35.  
 
As the Languages Commissioner correctly 
pointed out, this refers to practices, customs, 
or traditions that are integral to the distinctive 
culture of the indigenous group. In pre-
colonial times Inuit used, transmitted and 
developed the Inuit language. There is no 
question about that. That is a right that is 
protected under section 35 of the Constitution 
Act, but it’s really only those rights that 
existed before the Europeans showed up, 
other than the treaty rights, that are protected 
by section 35.  
 
While we can’t stop Inuit from talking in 
Inuktut or speaking and teaching Inuktut to 
their children or to other people or to develop 
the language and create new vocabulary, 
etcetera, formal education and government 
services in the modern sense did not exist 
prior to European arrival in Nunavut. Those 
rights just simply are not protected by section 
35 of the Constitution. As I stated, those 
rights are enshrined in the Inuit Language 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᓄ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᕐᒪᖔ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓐᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐅᓇᐅᔫᓚᓐᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᐃᒫᒃ. 
ᐅᖃᖅᑳᕈᒪᔪᖓ ᐅᖃᓚᖅᑲᐅᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖓᓄᑦ.  
 
 
 
 
 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓂ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓱᓇᐅᕙ? ᑖᓐᓇ ᓱᓕᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐄ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓᓃᓐᖏᒻᒪ. 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓱᓇᒥᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᐊᔾᔮᓐᖏᑕᕋ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᑕᔅᓯ. 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᔨ ᑲᒥᓯᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦᑕ 
ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑦᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓᑦᑕ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ 
ᓱᓕᔪᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. ᐄ, 
ᓱᓕᔪᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓂ 35. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖅᑳᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᓐᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗᐊᑐᐊᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ.  
 
 
 
ᓄᖅᑲᑎᔾᔮᓐᖏᑕᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᒪᑉᐸᑕ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᑉᐸᑕ ᐃᒻᒥᓂ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᒻᒥᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᑉᐸᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᒍᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒐᓚᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑎᒍᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ 
ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖅᑳᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᕐᔪᐊᑦᑕ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ ᐊᑖᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  
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Protection Act, which is an Act created by this 
Legislative Assembly. Therefore, as it is a 
creation of this Legislative Assembly, it can 
be amended by this Legislative Assembly.  
 
Further, in the comments of the Languages 
Commissioner and her Quebec lawyer that 
accompanied her, there were some indications 
that ILPA by itself prevents the Minister from 
introducing amendments such as the ones in 
Bill 25. One of the fundamental principles of 
the parliamentary democracy that we have 
here in Nunavut and in Canada is that one 
legislative assembly, so the one that was there 
in 2008, cannot prevent a later legislative 
assembly from amending laws, so that would 
be the Legislative Assembly of today. Any 
assertion that ILPA prevents the amendment 
of ILPA is simply wrong.  
 
There was also a reference to administrative 
law principles and there were some questions 
around that, and I am as unclear as some of 
the Members as to what that reference was to.  
 
A recent Supreme Court case from 2018, 
Mikisew Cree First Nation versus Canada, 
basically stated that parliamentary privilege 
includes the development, drafting, and 
introduction of legislation and that unless 
there is a specific and explicit right in a land 
claims agreement or treaty, no one in Canada 
has any right with respect to legislation other 
than three readings and assent.  
 
Now, the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement 
does have a few references to those rights. For 
example, Section 2.6.1 requires close 
consultation in the development of legislation 
that implements the Nunavut Agreement. 
There had been a question of: “Does NTI 
have a right to be included in the actual 
drafting, the actual putting words to paper part 
of the process?” The answer to that from this 
Supreme Court case is that no, they do not 
have that right. The only way that they could 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᓗ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᓐᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᑉᐸᑕ.  
 
 
  
ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᒥᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᒥᓯᓇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᐸᐃᒃᒥᖔᖅᑐ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᐅᓪᐸ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᖅᑰᔨᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᒥᓯᓇᖓᓂ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐸᖃᖅᐸᑕ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᒪᒍ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᒐᑦᑎᒍ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᑎᒍ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᑎᒍ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᓄᖅᑲᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕖᑦ 
ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᖅᑲᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᒍᒪᑉᐸᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᐅᓪᐸ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᖅᑲᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᖃᖅᐸᑕ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᕝᕙ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑕᐅᓂᕆᑎᑦᓯᖅᑲᐅᔭᖓ ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑕᕝᕘᓇ.  
 
 
 
ᐊᓪᓚᕝᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑭᓲᒻᒪᖔᑦ 
ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒻᒪᖔᑦ. 
 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᕕᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
2018 ᓂᐱᓯᖕᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᑉᐸᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᓐᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᐊᖅᑎ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖅᑕᐅᒌᖅᐸᑕ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᓪᓗ ᖄᖏᖅᑕᐅᒑᖓᑦᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ.  
 
 
 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ 
2.6.1 ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖓᓐᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒦᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ. ᑕᕝᕘᓇ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖅᑲᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.  
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᐱᑖ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᒋᑦ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐋᒃᑲ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᕝᕙ  
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have that right is if it was explicitly written in 
the Nunavut Agreement, but Article 32, which 
is often referenced, has no reference to either 
legislation or the drafting of legislation.  
 
Further, the Languages Commissioner had 
indicated that ILPA can only be amended 
through sort of a five-year review process 
that’s provided for in the Inuit Language 
Protection Act. While I respect the Languages 
Commissioner’s views that that is how she 
would like it to happen, that is not a legal 
requirement. Again, when a bill is introduced, 
the Minister and the Legislative Assembly 
have the authority to make amendments to 
any piece of legislation that has been passed 
by the Legislative Assembly.  
 
One of the things I was very glad to hear from 
the Languages Commissioner was her very 
last comment where she actually contradicted 
the Quebec lawyer who was accompanying 
her, where she emphasized that it’s important 
that the Inuit Language Protection Act and the 
Education Act be consistent with each other.  
 
One of the primary duties of legislative 
counsel, so my office, is to protect what’s 
called the integrity of the statute book. What 
that means is that when we draft legislation, to 
the extent that’s possible, we have to ensure 
that we don’t create any inconsistencies 
between two pieces of legislation. We don’t 
want one piece of legislation saying “Go left” 
and the other piece of legislation saying “Go 
right.” We want them to both say the same. If 
they deal with the same thing, say the same 
thing or be compatible with each other.  
 
There was a failure in 2008 with respect to 
that. Two pieces of legislation, the Education 
Act and the Inuit Language Protection Act, 
were passed on exactly the same day. The 
Education Act referred to bilingual education, 
the Inuit Language Protection Act did not. 
The Inuit Language Protection Act applied to, 

ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᐸᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒋᔭᖓᑕ 32-ᒥ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑕᐃᓂᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓗᐊᒋᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᕐᒥ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᓂᐊᕈᓂ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᕕᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  
 
 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᓂᕋᐃᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑕ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᒃᑯᒋᒐᓗᐊᖅᓱᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖓᓂ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᒥᓇᖅᑑᑎᒋᔭᕋᓗᐊᖓ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᑎᒍᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒑᖓᑕ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᒍᒪᔪᖃᕌᖓ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒥ.  
 
 
 
 
ᖁᕕᐊᒋᖅᑲᐅᔭᕋ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᖅᑰᔨᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑦᑎᓯᖃᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᔾᔫᒥᔪᒥᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᐱᕇᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᖅᑕᒥᓂᖓ.  
 
 
ᓴᐳᒥᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᐅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᓱᒃᑯᑕᐅᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᓯᖏᓪᓗᑕ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑑᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒋᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᑕᐃᓯᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᖓᑕ. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂᑦ 2008-ᒥᓂ.  
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᖁᔮᒃ. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᓱᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑕ ᑕᐃᔅᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ 
ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂᒃ.  
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in a limited extent, but still applied to the 
French school with respect to having to teach 
the Inuit language. The Education Act gave a 
complete exemption to the Commission 
scolaire francophone du Nunavut with respect 
to that obligation.  
 
Bill 25 has two provisions in it to rectify these 
inconsistencies, one which is to the Inuit 
Language Protection Act to add the concept 
of bilingual education and the other is an 
amendment to the Education Act to require 
the Commission scolaire francophone du  
Nunavut to provide classes in the Inuit 
language so that the students there whose 
parents want them to learn the Inuit language 
can do so.  
 
The second issue that was raised mainly by 
the Coalition of Nunavut DEAs was a 
reference to section 23 rights with respect to 
the rights that the Commission scolaire 
francophone du Nunavut has in Nunavut and 
that French school boards have in all of the 
rest of Canada outside of Quebec and that the 
English school boards have in Quebec. To 
address this, I would like to start from the 
basics, which is the purpose of law. Why do 
we create law? The reason for that is that 
there is something in the existing law or in the 
lack of law that creates a problem and the new 
law that we create is there to solve that 
problem.  
 
Part 13 of the Education Act provides certain 
special educational rights to francophones. 
Now, I would like to correct one 
misrepresentation that was made during the 
presentation of the coalition, which was that 
district education authorities have numerous 
obligations under the Act whereas the 
commission scolaire francophone only has 
very few obligations under Part 13.  
 
If we look at the definition of “district 
education authority” in the current Education 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐ ᐅᐃᕖᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᐃᕖᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑎᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᒻᒪᑦ. 
 
 
 
 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑑᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᐃᕖᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦᑕ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᓄᑉᐸᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃ.  
 
 
 
 
ᐱᖃᑖ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑕᐃᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐃᓚᖓᑕ 23, ᐅᐃᕖᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᑕ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᒎᖅ ᑯᐸᐃᒃ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᓇ, ᐅᐃᕖᑦ 
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᖓᑕ ᑯᐸᐃᒃᒥᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᓪᓗ 
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᖓᑦ. ᐃᒪᐃᓕᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑖ ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓲᖑᕙᑦ? ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᒃᑳᖓᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᐃᑦᑐᖃᕐᓂᐅᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᖓᑦ, 
ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᕌᖓᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎ 
ᐋᖅᑭᐹᓪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ. 
 
 
 
ᒪᑯᐊ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑕ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᐅᐃᕖᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᖓᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ 
ᑕᐃᓯᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑕ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒎᖅ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᒎᖅ ᓴᓇᓂᐊ ᐅᐃᕖ 
ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓐᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᒪᐃᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃᒎᖅ ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᒪᑕ. 
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Act, and this is not being changed in Bill 25, it 
says, “‘District Education Authority’ means a 
district education authority established or 
continued under this Act and, unless 
otherwise provided,” so where there are some 
exceptions, “includes the Commission 
scolaire francophone du Nunavut.” The 
Commission scolaire francophone du Nunavut 
has almost all of the same obligations and 
rights as a DEA with certain exceptions in 
Part 13.  
 
In order to understand why those exceptions 
exist, we have to look at the purpose of 
section 23 of the charter because it is section 
23 of the charter that obligates Nunavut to 
have these types of provisions. The purpose, 
and this is what the Supreme Court has said, 
is twofold. One is to protect minority 
language rights holders because they don’t 
have adequate representation. Looking at the 
Nunavut context, there are no francophones in 
the Legislative Assembly. There are no 
francophones in cabinet. The leadership of the 
education department sitting here next to me 
are not francophones.  
 
The idea behind section 23 is that when you 
don’t have that type of representation in these 
bodies, those bodies aren’t able to advocate 
properly for your rights and therefore special 
rights need to be set aside in order for the 
language and culture to thrive within a context 
where that representation does not exist. 
Really, at the end of the day, it’s there to 
protect the language minority against the 
people sitting in this room.  
 
The second purpose is to promote the ability 
between provinces. If someone from Quebec 
finds a job elsewhere in Canada, they can take 
their family with them and have their kids 
continue to learn in French or when someone 
moves from the rest of Canada to Quebec, 
they can take their children with them and 
they can continue their education in English 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑕᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᑉ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓐᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᓯᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᐅᐃᕖᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᑕ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑲᒥᓯᓇᐅᑉ ᓯᑲᓕᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᑯᓗᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓯᓯᒫᕐᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ.  
 
 
 
ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᑦ? ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᕿᒥᕈᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒋᔭᖓ 23 ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᖓᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖔᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᖓ 
ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᐃᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖓᒻᒪᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᑉᐸᑕ 
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᓕᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑎᑦᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᖓᑕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒦᑯᑦᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐅᐃᕖᑕᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑲᐅᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐃᕖᖃᕐᓇᑎᓪᓗ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᑖᓐᓇᑑᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᐃᕖᑕᖃᕋᓂᓗ.  
 
 
 
 
 
ᑕᕝᕙ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᕙᐅᒃ 23 ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓂ 
ᑭᒡᒐᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᓐᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᓂᐱᖃᐅᑦᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ 
ᕿᓄᔾᔪᑎᒋᒍᒪᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᓂᕝᕙᐃᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓯᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᓴᓐᖏᔫᖏᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᕝᕙ 
ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ. ᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓛᖑᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᖃᓕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.   
 
 
 
 
ᐱᖃᑖ, ᑐᑭᒋᔭᖓ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑯᐸᐃᒃᒥ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖅᑖᕈᓂ ᓯᓚᑖᓄᕈᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑐᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕈᓂᐅᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖓᒥᓂ 
ᐅᐃᕖᑎᑐᑦ ᓇᒃᓴᕐᓂᕈᓂ ᕿᑐᕐᖓᑯᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᖃᑎᖓ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᕐᓂᕈᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ  
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without having an interruption and significant 
changes in addition to the move.  
 
Neither of these purposes is really applicable 
to the Inuit language. I think it would be quite 
offensive to suggest that the Inuit language 
requires protection from the people that are 
sitting in this room today. There are no Inuit 
language rights or Inuit language schools 
outside of Nunavut, so the mobility argument 
doesn’t really apply either.  
 
Further, one of the effects of section 23 that 
has come from the jurisprudence is that it 
insulates one language group from other 
language groups. If we were to give the same 
rights to the Inuit language as we give to the 
French language, what that would require us 
to do is to have separate schools for those 
persons who have Inuktitut or Inuinnaqtun as 
a first language and separate them out from 
those people whose parents do not have 
Inuktitut or Inuinnaqtun as their first 
language. As we know, because of language 
loss, there are a number of Inuit who have 
another language as their first language. There 
would be a separation amongst Inuit if the 
exact same rights were to be given to Inuit.  
 
At that end of the day what we have here is 
that section 23 is a made-in-Ottawa solution 
that has been imposed on Nunavut since 
before the creation of the territory, in 1982. It 
wasn’t really designed with Nunavut or the 
concerns of Inuit in mind. Blindly applying 
those principles from section 23 to the 
problems faced by the educational system in 
Nunavut is simply short-sighted bad policy. If 
you’re going to have good policy and good 
legislative development, you start with 
identifying what those problems are and then 
developing a solution that fits those problems 
instead of taking a band-aid solution that was 
designed somewhere else for some different 
reason and simply applying it to a very 
different context. That’s what has happened.  

ᓄᓇᑖᕆᔭᒥᓄᑦ.  
 
 
 
 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕝᕙ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᒻᒥᔭᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒎᓈᖓᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦᑕ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ. 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒪᐃᓕᑦᑕᕈᑦᑕ ᓲᕐᓗ ᕿᕕᑎᑦᑎᖔᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕋᑦᑕ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᓯᖔᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕈᑦᑕ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐊᐃᕙᔾᔪᑎᒋᓂᐊᕈᑦᑎᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓐᖏᑎᐊᕐᒪᒍ 
ᑐᑭᒋᔭᐅᔫᑉ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᒥᔅᓯᖓᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᑎᒍᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᓕᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖔᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᓖᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕝᕙ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓐ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕈᓂ ᐱᖃᑖ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᕐᓗᑎᒍ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑉᐸᑕ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓐ ᐃᓄᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᖏᒃᑯᑎ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᐃᑎᒋᐊᖃᓕᕋᔭᖅᐸᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᕈᑎᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ 
ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓂᑭᐊᖅ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑕᕝᕙ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᕈᑦᑎᒍ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ.  
 
ᑕᕝᕙ. ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᖓ 23, 
ᐋᑐᕚᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐱᓐᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᑰᒻᒪᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑲᓐᖓᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᑰᓪᓗᓂᓗ. ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᔨᕗᑦ 
ᓯᑯᖏᖓᔪᑎᑐᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᒋᐊᓚᖓᒍᑦᑎᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑑᒻᒪᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᒍ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓱᓇᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑳᕐᓗᑕ ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓱᐃᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑭᓕᖅᓯᒪᔫᑉ 
ᒪᑦᑐᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕌᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐱᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᖏᒍᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᓱᐃᖔᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ.  
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This policy development is something that has 
happened over the last five years starting with 
the Special Committee of the Legislative 
Assembly that heard the concerns in 2014 and 
2015 of Nunavummiut and from that a 
process was started to fix those problems. As 
the Minister indicated, there have been some 
new issues that have been raised in the last 
couple of months and those, quite honestly, at 
this point would most appropriately be served 
by being dealt with in the next scheduled 
review of the Education Act, and the Act does 
require a review every five years. Thank you 
very much, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie, are you done? Okay. Thank 
you. 
 
There are questions, but we have to 
understand as MLAs. We keep hearing about 
(interpretation ends) Bill 37 (interpretation) 
on a daily basis. Before I was an MLA and 
many of the Members here were MLAs, they 
dealt with (interpretation ends) Bill 37 
(interpretation) in the Fourth Assembly. If my 
understanding is correct, there was no vote on 
(interpretation ends) Bill 37. (interpretation) 
After it was discussed like we are discussing 
(interpretation ends) Bill 25 (interpretation) 
today, (interpretation ends) Bill 37 
(interpretation) just died before it even had 
any discussion. I’m asking you, Minister, as a 
Committee, how the former government 
decided on (interpretation ends) Bill 37, 
(interpretation) as we’re dealing with 
(interpretation ends) Bill 25. (interpretation) 
How should we consider it?  Does 
(interpretation ends) Bill 37 (interpretation) 
have to be part of the discussion? I don’t quite 
understand myself. 
 
(interpretation ends) My question is: how are 
we supposed to take into account a bill that 
was never voted on in this House into this 
process in this new government of the new 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᕝᕙ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᓈᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑐᓵᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 2016-ᒥᓂᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᑐᓵᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓵᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᖅᑭ ᖄᖏᕋᑖᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ 
ᐱᔨᑦᓯᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐊᕝᕗᕋᕈᑕᐅᓛᕐᒥᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᓈᒻᒥᑉᐸᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒦᓛᕐᒥᔪᐃᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ ᑕᐃᒫᖅᑐᑏᑦ? ᐄ, 
ᒪ’ᓇ. 
 
ᐊᐱᖅᕼᐅᕼᐃᒃᑲᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᔾᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓇ ᑐᑭᕼᐃᔾᔪᑎ 
ᐃᓛᒃ ᑐᑭᕼᐃᐊᒋᐊᖃᕋᑉᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᑉᓗᑕ. ᐅᓇ 
ᐅᖃᐅᕼᐃᐅᓐᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37 ᐅᑉᓗᑕᒫᑦ 
ᑐᕼᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37, ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37. ᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓐᖏᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᕼᐅᑦ 
ᑕᕝᕙᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᕼᐅᒪᓂ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ. 
ᕼᐃᑕᒪᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᕼᐃᐅᒪᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᕈᒪ 
ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37 
ᒥᒃᕼᐊᓄᑦ. ᕼᐆᕐᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐅᖃᐅᕼᐃᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ ᐅᕙᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᕼᐃᕆᕋᑉᑎᒍ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 ᐅᑉᓗᒥ. ᑕᐃᒃᕼᐅᒪᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37 
ᐅᖃᐅᕼᐃᐅᓐᖏᑕᐃᓐᓇᓐᖏᑐᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᐊᕐᕋ ᐃᓛᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔾᔭᑉᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᒐᑉᑎᑦᑕ ᒫᓐᓇ. ᑕᐃᒪ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓕᖅᐳᖓ ᖃᓄᑭᐊᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᑉᓗᑕ 37 
ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓚᐅᖅᕼᐃᒪᔪᖅ ᐆᒥᖓ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25-ᒥ, ᐅᓇ ᖃᓄᑭᐊᖅ 
ᐃᕼᐅᒪᒋᒋᐊᖅᐱᑎᒍ? ᖃᓄ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᖅᐹ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᕼᐃᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᒪᓂ 37? 
ᑐᑭᕼᐃᑎᕼᐃᒫᓂᓐᓇᒪ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ  
 
 
 
 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᕗᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒥ 
ᒫᓐᓇ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᓪᓗ  
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bill? What are we supposed to do with the fact 
that Bill 37 existed in a previous government 
in terms of our work as a Committee in 
considering Bill 25? Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Bill 25 has been a long process to 
date and it’s no doubt. Having gone to every 
community, we picked it up where it left off 
in terms of there was no debate on it. We put 
it out to Nunavummiut and to further debate it 
on how we can move forward. Throughout 
this process we have heard different opinions 
and many feedbacks on top of what was 
provided for the consultations on Bill 37 in 
the Fourth Assembly.  
 
I want to note too that there have been 
different reviews that have taken place that we 
had to consider that have been identified as 
issues, as challenges to our education system 
that we want to address. Specifically from the 
Auditor General’s 2013 report and 
recommendations, the Special Committee on 
Education, the review that happened on 
implementing the Education Act from 2008 to 
date, as well as the [Barbara] Hall report on 
inclusive education, those three were a large 
part of how we wanted to move forward.  
 
Yes, there are similarities between Bill 25 and 
Bill 37 from the Fourth Assembly. However, 
there are different approaches that were taken 
on inclusive education, on the coalition of 
DEAs, on different matters, and even such 
things as the principals’ appointments and 
reappointments. We said, “Okay, we won’t 
touch that anymore.” We allowed the DEAs 
to retain that authority. These are some things 
that we have changed our minds about and we 
think that it’s a stronger bill because of all the 
work that has taken place to date and the 
scrutiny that the Committee has been 
providing to date. We want to continue on this 
path forward. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 

ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ? ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᐱᑕᓕ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37 
ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᑎᓐᓂ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᓪᓗᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25-ᒥ? ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓕᒫᓅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ 
ᑕᐃᓇᓂᓗ ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍ 
ᐊᐃᕙᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓇᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓂᓪᓕ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᑐᓂᓕᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᑎᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦᑕ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐊᑐᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑕ 
ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37-ᒥ ᑎᓴᒪᖓᓐᓂ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᑎᓐᓄᑦ.  
 
 
ᐅᖃᕈᒪᒋᓪᓗᖓᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᐅᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐ 
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᓂᕆᓂᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓕᕆᓂᑎᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᑎᕐᔪᐊ 2013 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᓐᓇ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᑲᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2008-ᒥ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓕᓐᑕ ᕼᐊᓪ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᖑᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑎ. 
 
 
ᐄ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑲᓴᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖅᑕᖃᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37, 37-ᖑᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᖓᓂ ᒪᓕᖓᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓐᖏᑕᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖃᕋᑦᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᑯᓄᖓᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑦ 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᓂᕐᓗ ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᑲᓐᓂᔾᔮᔪᓐᓃᕋᒃᑭ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᐃᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑎᒍ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕝᕙ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒐᑦᑎᒍ 
ᓴᓐᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓱᕆᒐᑦᑎᒍ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᓇ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕐᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᓂᑦᑕ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᔪᓯᔾᔪᑎᒋᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
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Chairman (interpretation): Thank you, 
Minister. (interpretation ends) In terms of 
knowing whether Bill 25 is a stronger bill 
than 37, we will never know that because the 
people in the room are different and the 
Minister is different. It is a completely 
unanswerable question in my mind. I’m going 
to turn it over to the Committee, but just very 
briefly, Minister, from a legal perspective, in 
your department’s legal opinion, is there any 
reason that we would look at Bill 37 in a 
previous government that should affect our 
decision-making in the Committee when we 
are looking at Bill 25? Is there a legal 
principle where current governments are 
supposed to look at what previous 
governments did on legislation? Just very 
briefly, if you can try to answer that, and is it 
okay if I refer that question to your legal 
counsel? Mr. Ahlfors. 
 
Mr. Ahlfors: The answer to that is that Bill 
37 having died on the order paper at the end 
of the Fourth Legislative Assembly, from a 
legal point of view, it does not exist. Of 
course we still have the text of it, but from a 
legal point of view, it does not exist and so it 
is not something that you have an obligation 
in any way to consider in this process. Of 
course the consultations that led up to it 
brought up a lot of information and is still 
used in Bill 25, so that is something that could 
be considered, but from a legal perspective, 
there is no obligation to consider Bill 37 in 
this Legislative Assembly, as it has died and 
disappeared. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Mr. 
Lightstone.  
 
Mr. Lightstone: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Good morning, Minister and officials. Thank 
you for your opening comments and I would 
also like to thank you for appearing over these 
last three days for cross-examination.  
 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25, 37-ᒥ ᓴᓐᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᒻᒪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔾᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᓪᓗᕈᓯᕐᒦᓕᖅᑐᖅ  
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓐᖏᒻᒪᒋᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔪᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑭᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᑯᓪᓕ. 
ᑐᓂᓂᐊᕋᒃᑯ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒍᓪᓕ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᓪᓕ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᓯ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖓᒍᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37 ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐱᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᓯᓇᓱᑦᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᕗᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 ᑕᑯᓐᓇᕐᓗᒍ? ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᖅᑲᐃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑳ? ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒍ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᓐᓇᕈᕕᐅᒃ ᑭᐅᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕈᕕᐅᒃ. 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᒍᒃᑯ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᖏᓛᖅ. 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᐋᓪᕗᐊᔅ.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐋᓪᕗᐊᔅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᓕ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐲᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᓗ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᓪᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᖅ. ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 
ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᕕᖃᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓯ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᓯ. 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 
25-ᒥ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 37 ᐊᓯᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᓪᓕ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ.  
 
 
ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓪᓗ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ 
ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᔅᓯᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᔭᒋᔪᒪᒋᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ 
ᐱᖓᓲᕋᑖᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᓯ.  
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The question that I would like to start off with 
is quite possibly the most controversial issue 
of Bill 25 and that’s the issue of language of 
instruction. When Bill 25 was first tabled in 
the Assembly, it was the area that was most 
shocking to the general public, the date set out 
in the schedules of the phased-in approach for 
language of instruction.  
 
In the correspondence that we received from 
the Minister in September, the Minister 
indicated that there were five factors taken 
into account in determining those language of 
instruction timelines, including curriculum 
development, teaching and learning materials, 
assessment materials, teacher training, and 
lastly the availability of qualified teachers. I 
thank the Minister for producing additional 
materials for the Standing Committee as well 
as the public, and specifically the 21-page 
document on language of instruction 
implementation. I was quite glad to see that 
the Minister had shared some evidence to 
support those dates that were set out in the 
timelines.  
 
I would like to point out one crucial aspect 
that the last item, the availability of qualified 
teachers, was not included in this document. 
That issue was raised by several of our 
witnesses, including NTI and the teachers 
association. During cross-examination, the 
Minister had stated that the department 
annually produces Inuit employment plans 
and revises them annually. I as well as many 
of the witnesses feel that the current Inuit 
employment plans that have been produced by 
the Department of Education are not 
acceptable means of achieving language of 
instruction targets in its current state.  
 
I would like to ask if the Minster would be 
able to produce additional details on the 
specific topic of Inuit employment plans and 
how they associate with the language of 
instruction timelines. What some of the 

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒐᓕ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᔪᒪᔭᕋ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᖃᓄᕈᓘᔮᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓰᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓ. ᒪᓕᒐᔅᓴᖅ 25 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓪᓗᓂ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇᓕ 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᓇᕐᓂᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᖅᑲᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᖏ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖅᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ.  
 
ᑕᐃᒪ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐅᓯᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᑎᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓯᑎᐱᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ, 
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒎᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓰ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓖᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᖁᔭᒋᕙᕋ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᖅᑲᒃᑯᓄᖓ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 21 ᒪᑉᐱᖅᑐᒐᓖᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓᓄᑦ. ᖁᕕᐊᓱᓚᐅᖅᐳᖓ ᑕᑯᒐᒪ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖅᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ.  
 
 
 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓗᐊᑕᕐᒥᓪᓕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᖓ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹ 
ᑖᓐᓇ. ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᓚᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᓪᓗ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᒡᒎᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂᒋᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᐅᕙᖓᓗ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ 
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 
ᐊᖏᕋᔅᓴᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ 
ᓈᒻᒪᖏᒻᒪᑦ.  
 
 
ᐊᐱᕆᔪᒪᔭᕋ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ, ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ 
ᒥᔅᓵᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᑯᓘᔭᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖅᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ? ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  
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witness had referred to is the need for a 
thorough and comprehensive Inuit 
employment plan as well as a pre-
employment plan with detailed timelines and 
targets for Inuit educator training in 
association with Nunavut Arctic College, and 
as the Minister had mentioned in the opening 
comments, there is going to be more 
collaboration between… . 
 
Chairman: Mr. Lightstone, you referenced 
the document that the Minister provided on 
pages 11 and 12. Specifically it mentions 
addressing the lack of bilingual educators. If 
you have questions on that specific topic, I 
would ask you to be specific and as brief as 
possible and get to the question, please. Mr. 
Lightstone. 
 
Mr. Lightstone: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I 
will get directly to the question. In order to 
give the Assembly and the Members the 
confidence to vote in favour of this bill, I 
would like to ask if the Minister would be 
able to provide us with a detailed and 
thorough Inuit employment plan and pre-
employment plan along with timelines and 
targets that coincide with the implementation 
of the phased-in approach. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. As I stated in my opening 
comments, it’s a little more difficult to plan or 
predict teacher training and the outcomes that 
are developed when teachers come out 
through NTEP. We are trying to develop 
accurate predictions on how bilingual teachers 
are produced and by each community. This is 
where we are working closely with Arctic 
College on which communities are expected 
to be receiving teacher training, NTEP, and 
specifically too on the federal funds that were 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕋᐃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑕᖃᕇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ  
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᕌᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᓯᓚᒃᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒍ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᒻᒪᑦ 
ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑎᒎᖅ. 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᒥᔅᑕ ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔭᐃᑦ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᑉᐱᖅᑐᒐᖅ 11 ᐊᒻᒪ 12-ᒥᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓖᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑕᖃᓐᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᕈᕕᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅ, ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅ 
ᓇᐃᓈᕋᓱᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᕆᑦ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ.  
 
 
 
ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐄ, 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓐᓅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᓕᖅᐳᖓ. ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᓂᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ ᐊᖏᕐᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᕋ, 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᐱᕆᓕᖅᐸᕋ, ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᐹ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕᓗ, 
ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ? ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
 
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᒐᒪ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑲᓴᒻᒪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒐᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓐᖑᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓚᐃᒃᑎᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓖᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ 
ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᐅᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐆᒧᖓᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐃᑦ 
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announced on indigenous language because 
that would play a big role too in how we’re 
coming with… . We’re expecting to have 
language specialists and more teachers with 
Bachelors of Education through that program. 
Certification is something that is ongoing 
work that we’re trying to get a better hold on.  
 
I’m going to have Deputy Minister Ms. Okpik 
talk more a little bit on the Inuit employment 
plans, if you will allow. Thanks. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Ms. 
Okpik.  
 
Ms. Okpik (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. (interpretation ends) Inuit 
employment plans are published annually as 
part of the business planning process. 
However, we have been working as 
departments with the Department of Human 
Resources on a master Inuit employment plan 
and much more detailed Inuit employment 
plans with short-term and medium-term goals 
set out. The Department of Human Resources 
has that lead through the Sivumuaqatigiit 
Division.  
 
I have to say, though, currently right now 
those plans are not public. They are in 
mediation. Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 
invoked mediation with the Government of 
Canada and the Government of Nunavut. 
They have some concerns around timelines, 
wanting us to put in some timelines, and the 
costing of what it would be for short term, 
medium and long term. That’s where it 
currently is right now. We do have much 
more detailed Inuit employment plans. We 
hope that once the mediation is completed, we 
will be able to release those publicly. In the 
meantime we do have the short-term and 
medium-term goals that we’re still 
implementing regardless of the mediation that 
is taking place.  
 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖃᓄᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᒥᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐸᐃᐹᖅᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᓚᒃᑐᓴᕐᕕᔾᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᑖᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑖᓐᓇᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒻᒪᑦ. 
 
 
ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑐᖏᓕᖓ ᐅᖃᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕋᒃᑯ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅ ᐅᒃᐱᒃ.  
 
 
ᐅᒃᐱᒃ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᑕᖐᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓯᕕᑐᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓕ. ᑕᐃᒪ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ. 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖓ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 
ᑕᖅᑲᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓱᓕ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᔪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖅᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᒃᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖁᔭᐅᒐᑦᑕ, 
ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ, ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ, ᓯᕕᑐᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ. ᒫᓐᓇ ᑕᕝᕙ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᐸᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᖅᑲᒃᑯᓄᖓ. ᒫᓐᓇᓕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᕗᑦ ᓱᓕ ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
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We also have proposals, for example, through 
other departments into Article 23 funding that 
is done through, again, the Department of 
Human Resources. Timelines are not included 
in Article 23 because it can’t be done with 
certainty. To counter that, we have the ten-
year recruitment and retention strategy that 
we have proposed in legislation with reporting 
requirements that will complement the Inuit 
Employment Plan. (interpretation) Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Mr. 
Lightstone.  
 
Mr. Lightstone: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Ms. Okpik, for those details.  
 
I would like to reference the targets that were 
set out in the 2008 Education Act that set 
deadlines and targets for language of 
instruction in which the department had failed 
to meet. The failure of the Department of 
Education to meet those targets and deadlines 
has put our children in a situation to suffer the 
consequences. I believe it is necessary for the 
government and the Department of Education 
to give us assurance that these targets that will 
be achievable, including the comprehensive 
Inuit Employment Plan.  
 
If it is unable to make it public, then I would 
ask that it be made available to the Standing 
Committee. Without that crucial bit of 
information to support Inuit employment 
plans or targets that are necessary to achieve 
language of instruction, I would not be able to 
vote in favour of this bill. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) Mr. Lightstone, can you 
elaborate? Are you looking for something 
more than what is currently included in the 
main estimates? You’re looking for the 
detailed Inuit Employment Plan that Ms. 

ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ 23 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓱᓕ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓅᒻᒪᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓈᓴᐅᑦ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖓ 23-ᒦᖃᓯᐅᑎᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᐊᓐᓇᐃᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑕᒍᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ. 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ.  
 
 
ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ (ᑐᓴᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒥᔅ ᐅᑉᐱᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓱᐃᕋᑖᕋᕕᑦ.  
 
ᒫᓐᓇᓕ ᑕᐃᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᒪᔪᖓ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᒐᓱᓛᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᒋᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ. ᕿᑐᕐᖓᖁᑎᕗᓪᓕ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᒋᒐᒃᑯ, 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐃᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓛᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓚᕆᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᕕᔅᓴᖏᑦ 
ᐱᔭᔅᓴᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᓴᖅᑮᕕᔅᓴᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
ᐃᓗᓕᖅᑐᔪᕐᓗ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ.  
 
ᑕᖅᑲᐅᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖏᑉᐸ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᕋᓗᐊᕋ. 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐱᓐᖏᑯᑦᑎᒍ 
ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᖓᑕᐃᓛᒃ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᒐᓱᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑎᑭᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᓯᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᕋᔭᖅᑕᕋ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒥᔅᑕ ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ, 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑭᐅᒃ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᕙᑦᑕᖓᓂᒃ 
ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᕕᓰ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ? ᒥᔅ  
 



 

 25

Okpik referenced? Maybe just clarify. As 
much as possible, can we not use the 
language, “If this doesn’t happen, I can’t vote. 
If this happens, I’m going to vote.”? Let’s just 
keep this within the Committee and let’s just 
avoid that type of… . It’s a demand or it’s 
almost like a threat saying, “If I don’t get this, 
I’m not going to do this.” Mr. Lightstone. 
 
Mr. Lightstone: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Apologies for my language.  
 
I only ask that the department provide us with 
reassurance and give us the confidence that 
we need in this bill. Of course I believe it 
would be crucial if the department could share 
its master Inuit employment plan, but also go 
a step further and provide targets based on 
your predictions that if there is an X amount 
of grads per year or higher or lower, what 
those targets would look like. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) Thank you for clarifying 
that question. Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. According to our department’s 
Inuit Employment Plan, short, medium and 
long term, before March 2020 our plan was to 
increase Inuit representation from 51 to 54 
percent.  
 
For medium term by 2023, we hope to have 
NAC deliver student support assistant 
certification as well as the refocused program 
on NTEP, as well as other language 
instruction diploma program, creating 
education leave and mentorship opportunities 
to allow those interested in a career in 
education or as educators, and orientation 
programs for educators to make them 
understand their roles and expectations.  
 
For the long term beyond 2023, just to share 

ᐅᒃᐱᐅᑉ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᕋᑖᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ? 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᓚᐅᕐᓚᕗᑦ, ᐅᓇ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᔮᓐᖏᓐᓇᒫᓚᖃᑦᑕᖏᒃᑯᑦᑕᖃᐃ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᑦᑎᒍ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ  
ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖏᓪᓗᑕ. ᐃᒫᒃ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓵᕆᓂᐸᓗᕐᔫᔮᕐᖓᑦ. 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ.  
 
ᓚᐃᑦᓯᑑᓐ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
ᒪᒥᐊᓇᖅ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐅᖃᕋᑖᕋᒪ.  
 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᑯᐊ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓱᐃᖁᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᒃᑲ 
ᐅᑉᐱᕈᓱᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᑐᐃᓐᓇᑕᒃᑲ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᔅᓴᐅᑉ 
ᒥᔅᓵᓄᑦ. ᐆᑦᑕᕋᓱᒃᑲᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒐᔭᕐᖓᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐃᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑲᑕ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒻᒪᕆᖓ ᖃᐃᑕᐅᑉᐸᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖓᑎᒃᑲᓂᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᖃᐃᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᓴᖅᑭᕐᕕᒋᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑲᖃ ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ? 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ, ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐃᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᐃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕋᕕᐅᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᑦᑕ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᕗᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᐊᑎᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᕗᓂᑐᖃᑦᑎᓄᓪᓗ. 
ᒫᑦᓯᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ 2020 ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑕ 51-ᒥᑦ 54 
ᐳᓴᕈᖅᑎᒐᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  
 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕉᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ 
2023-ᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᒃᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓰᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᕆᐅᖅᓴᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓴᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᑖᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒍᒪᔪᐃᓂᓛᒃ, 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖅᑖᕈᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᐅᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ. ᐃᓕᑉᐹᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓱᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔨᐅᒻᒪᖔᑕ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᕝᕕᐅᒻᒪᖔᑕᓗ.  
 
ᓯᕗᓂᑐᖃᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ 2023 ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ,  
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as an example, we want to further develop 
professional standards and create greater 
clarity and expectations for educators; 
establish permanent recruitment capacity by 
targeting secondary students, NS students, 
Nunavut Arctic College students, the general 
public, substitutes and letter of authority 
teachers; create a conceptual framework to 
align certification, supports, incentives, 
training, and  reintegration to the workforce to 
support Inuit employees who choose to seek 
additional education qualifications.  
 
I also many times have brought up to my staff 
about we have heard time and time again that 
there are NTEP grads that have gone onto 
other work. We want to try to target them too 
on bringing them back to the classroom. I 
don’t know what it will take, but we want to 
entice them back in some way. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Are 
you done? Thank you. Mr. Qirngnuq. 
 
Mr. Qirngnuq (interpretation): Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. I say “good morning” to you 
all, Minister and his officials.  
 
I would like to ask this question. For three 
days now, we have been hearing witnesses 
that have come and talked about the bill. The 
first bill that was proposed was dropped, as it 
was stated earlier. We probably shouldn’t 
even remember it today as we have to move 
forward. In thinking about this, we have been 
told that the bill that is being amended should 
be dropped. We have all heard that.  
 
I would like to ask the Minister and the 
department about the phased-in approach to 
2039. How will it look like for everyone? 
With respect to the phased-in approach right 
up until 2039, will it be very difficult to 
implement or can the department just move 
through it? I would like to understand that 

ᑕᐃᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᖓᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᓇᓕᕇᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕗᑦ ᓵᓐᖓᑦᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗᑕ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᔪᓂᒃ, ᓯᓚᒃᑐᓴᕐᕕᒻᒥᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑕᖅᑲᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑕ 
ᑭᖑᕝᕕᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᑲᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓕᐅᕋᓱᓪᓗᑕ. ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑎᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᒍᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑲᑕ ᐃᓕᒃᑲᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ.  
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓕᖅᑭᑦᑖᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑎᓐᓄᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒍᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᑐᓴᓕᖅᑭᒃᑖᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᕆᐅᖅᓴᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᒐᓱᐊᕈᒪᓛᕋᑦᑎᒍ ᐃᓕᓴᕕᓐᓄᑦ. ᖃᓄᑭᐊᖅ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᕋᓗᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᒐᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑎᒍ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᑕᐃᒫᖅᐲᑦ? ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᕿᓐᖑᖅ.  
 
 
ᕿᓐᖑᖅ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᓖᒃ. ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑰᖅᐸᔅᓯ 
ᑕᒪᔅᓯ, ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓯᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒋᔭᐃᓪᓗ.  
 
 
ᐆᒥᖓ ᐊᐱᕆᔪᒪᓪᓗᖓ, ᑕᐃᒪ ᐅᓪᓗ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ 
ᑐᕼᐋᒐᑉᑕ ᐅᖃᒪᔭᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᓱᒪ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᐅᑉ 
ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᖅ 
ᑲᑕᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ, ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᕼᐃᐅᕗᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓐᓇᖅᑐᔅᓴᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ, ᕼᐃᕗᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕ. ᐅᓇ ᐃᕼᐅᒪᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᒻᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓪᓗᐊᒃᕼᐊᒐᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑕᑦᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ, ᑕᒪᑉᑕ ᑐᕼᐊᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᑉᑕ.  
 
 
ᐊᐱᕆᔪᒪᕗᖓ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒋᔭᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓪᓗᐊᖅᕼᐊᒐᐅᕼᐃᒪᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ 2039-ᒧᑦ 
ᑎᑭᑦᑐᔅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᑯᒥᓇᕐᓂᐊ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᕙ? ᐃᓪᓗᐊᖅᕼᐊᒐᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓗᓖᑦ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑑᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦ 2039 ᑐᖔᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᓇᕼᐋᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓇᕐᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᖏᑉᐸ? 
ᑐᑭᕼᐃᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᖓ  
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clearly, hence my question, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. If I understand the 
question correctly, Bill 25 that we are 
scrutinizing is different from the previous bill. 
The way it is written, for example, under Bill 
25, section 25(6), all curricula that we develop 
have to include Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and 
Inuit societal values. If there are going to be 
any amendments, they will have to include 
both of those. That is what we have written in 
Bill 25.  
 
As to whether it will be too challenging to 
implement, if I understand correctly, we have 
proceeded with the whole bill and we have 
based it on the previous recommendations 
from the reports as well, and we have to move 
forward with it. There have been challenges to 
date with trying to implement the Education 
Act. With regard to the recommendations to 
improve the education system, we always try 
to listen to the reports and the different 
feedback we have received from 
Nunavummiut, and we are always trying to 
hear from them on how it can be brought out. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Let us 
proceed. Ms. Angnakak. 
 
Ms. Angnakak (interpretation): Thank you 
and good morning. (interpretation ends) I 
found it really interesting to hear from your 
legal talk about especially the area of where a 
lot of the other entities said they weren’t 
consulted because they weren’t part of the 
legislation. In fact I think it was on the first 
morning I actually wrote a note. I said I have 
never heard of a non-government entity 
drafting legislation. I was wondering maybe I 

ᐊᐱᕆᕗᖓ. ᐃᒃᕼᐃᕙᐅᑕᓖᒃ, ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᒃᑯ, ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᖅ 25 ᑲᑎᒪᐅᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᒻᒪᒍ 
ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓐᖑᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᒍ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
25 ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᖅ 25 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, 25. 6 ᑖᓐᓇ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦᓴᓕᐊᕆᕙᑦᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᓐᓇᓗ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖃᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ 25 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ. 
 
ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᒃᑯ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᓗᒍ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᒍᑎᒋᓯᒪᒐᑦᑎᒍ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᑦᓱᑎᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒍᑎᒋᒋᐊᖃᖅᓱᑎᒍᓪᓗ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᔾᔪᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᒐᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᐹᓪᓕᖁᔨᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ, 
ᓈᓚᒐᓱᐊᖏᓐᓇᕈᒪᑦᓱᑎᒍ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᐄ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᑲᔪᕼᐃᓗᑕ. ᒥᔅ ᐊᕐᓇᒃᑲᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐊᕐᓇᒃᑲᖅ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) 
ᖁᕕᐊᒋᕕᐅᑎᕋᑖᕋᒃᑯ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓯ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ, ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒻᒥᒐᒪ 
ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᓐᓇᒪᐃᓛᒃ ᒐᕙᑯᓃᓐᓇᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ,  
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just didn’t know.  
 
I guess my question around this is everybody 
has their legal representation in all entities. 
Was it something that was communicated to 
the Department of Education, that they 
wanted to be part of the actual drafting of the 
legislation? I’m just curious of how that 
conversation went. Was it understood or was 
there a lot of opposition? What happened with 
the relationship between the entities that 
wanted to have that ability? Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. (interpretation ends) As I 
explained, when we tried to proceed with the 
consultations, how we thought a government 
should proceed on the legislative process, we 
got backlash from stakeholders and partners 
about our approach. This is where I don’t 
know if it’s something that needs to be 
clarified or brought out openly, as there were 
instances where there was mention that there 
are other pieces of legislation that were co-
developed with external parties. I believe that 
only pertained to maybe two of our Nunavut 
government legislation, if I’m not mistaken.  
 
The GN has, of course, legal counsel to 
provide advice. I don’t know if there is 
anything that Mr. Ahlfors can add to this, but 
if you will allow him to have the chance, Mr. 
Chairman. Thanks. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) Mr. Ahlfors, as briefly as 
possible. Mr. Ahlfors.  
 
Mr. Ahlfors: I have not been involved in the 
discussions with the other stakeholders 
because we mainly deal with government. I 
would say there are two reasons why it 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᓐᓂᓐᖏᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  
 
 
ᐊᐱᕆᕗᖓᓕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓐᓂᖅᑳ? 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᒍᒪᓐᓂᕋᓗᐊᕐᖓᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᒪᓕᒐᔅᓴᖅ. ᖃᐅᔨᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᔅᓯ, ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓐᓂᖅᑳ? ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᑕᐅᓐᓂᖅᑲ? ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᖅᑕᕕᔾᔪᐊᕌᓘᓐᓂᖅᑲ? 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅᑲ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᐅᒍᒪᔪᐃᑦ? 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᐃᖅᑲᐅᒐᒪ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᑲᔪᓯᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᒋᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍ, 
ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑎᖅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓲᓂᒃ ᑕᖅᑳᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᒐᓱᔅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑦᑕ. ᑖᓐᓇᖃᐃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ, ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 
ᑕᖅᑲᐅᖓ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᑦᑎᐊᑐᒃᑯᑦ. ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕᒎᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓯᓚᑖᓂᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓈᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐸᓪᓚᐃᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓱᓕᒍᒪᐃᓛᒃ, ᑕᒻᒪᖏᒃᑯᒪ.  
 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖃᕐᖓᑕᐃᓛᒃ, 
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᓲᓂᒃ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᐋᓪᕗᐊᔅᑦᖃᐃ 
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔭᕋᓗᐊᖓ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖓ. 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᕋ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒥᔅᑕ ᐋᓪᕗᐊᔅ, 
ᓇᐃᓈᕕᖓᕋᓱᓪᓗᒍ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᐋᓪᕗᐊᔅ. 
 
 
ᐋᓪᕗᐊᔅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖓ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᒃᑎᖃᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᔪᒻᒥᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒐᒪ. ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᒍ 
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doesn’t happen. One is that when it has 
happened in the past, it has delayed the 
process significantly. This happened more 
than a decade ago. The second is that 
legislative drafting is something that is a very 
specialized field within law within the 
commonwealth, which more or less shares the 
same type of legislative drafting. Canada is 
part of the commonwealth and generally it is 
the same type of legislative drafting within the 
commonwealth. It’s said that it takes about 
seven years to train a lawyer to become a 
fully-fledged drafter.  
 
Looking at the submissions that you have 
received, there were two pieces of draft 
legislation there. From a legal perspective, 
I’m not going to question the ideas that are in 
there, but just from a legislative drafting 
perspective of clarity, they were not even 
close to what is appropriate for legislative 
drafting. One example is the use of the word 
“ambitious” in the NTI bill, which doesn’t 
have a legal meaning, and I actually verified it 
does not exist in a single piece of legislation 
in this entire country. If we were to go there, 
they would have to get people trained up as 
well and they don’t have that. In any case it 
would delay the process significantly. In this 
case, I would assume, this bill would be 
delayed by at least a year if we had done that. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Ms. 
Angnakak. 
 
Ms. Angnakak: Thank you. I’m going to go 
on to another area of topic. The thing that has 
kind of stood out to me that I would like to 
discuss is about the increased workload of the 
principal. There were some suggestions in one 
of the proposals to use the student support 
assistant, or SSA, to help with some of the 
inclusive education plans. I’m wondering 
what kind of response the Minister has in 
hearing from those entities that made those 
comments. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓲᖑᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᖑᕙᐃᓪᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᒐᓱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᖁᓕᐅᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐊᐃᑉᐹ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓂᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᖓᑦ. 
ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑯᐃᓐ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᑯᐃᓐ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ. ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
7-ᓂᖃᐃ ᐊᕐᕉᒍᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ, 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᒐᓱᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ 
ᒪᓕᖓᓐᖑᐊᔅᓵᒃ ᖃᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑎᒃ. 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᐅᓪᓗᑕᐃᓛᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᕐᓇᓲᖅ, ᓱᒻᒪᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ. ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕋᓱᑦᑐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᕋᓱᒃᑐᒋᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓯᑎᕋᓱᒋᐊᖃᕐᖓᑕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᖃᓂᓚᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓂᐅᓲᖑᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓕᖅᑭᑦᑖᓚᐅᕐᖓᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ Ambitious 
ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᕈᒪᔪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕌᓗᒻᒥᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ. 
ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᒥᔪᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᔪᖃᕋᓱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᑭᖑᕙᖅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᖏᓐᓇᓲᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᓪᓗᐊᒥᖅᑲᐃ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅ ᐊᕐᓇᒃᑲᖅ.  
 
 
ᐊᕐᓇᒃᑲᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᕐᒥᓚᖓ 
ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖓᔪᒥᒃ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᒪᔭᕋ ᐅᕙᓐᓄᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᕋᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᕕᔾᔪᐊᓲᖑᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒐᓴᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ SSA ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒎᖅ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᖓᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᒃᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᕐᓕᑭᐊᕐᖓᐃ 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᑭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᐹ ᒪᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ? ᓇᑯᕐᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
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Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) Ms. Angnakak, you 
asked a two-part question. You mentioned the 
principal issue and then you went on to 
inclusive education. Maybe if you could just 
clarify that question, Ms. Angnakak. 
 
Ms. Angnakak: Okay. I guess what I was 
looking at was workload across the board. 
We’ve had concerns raised over the principal 
reporting and we’ve had concerns raised over 
the inclusive education parts of what that 
would mean to a main teacher. I’m just 
wondering if you can comment on what you 
thought of those concerns. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) Thanks for clarifying 
that. Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman and the Member, for her question. 
In the 2015 Hall report they recommended to 
have one teacher retain primary responsibility 
for developing and evaluating the individual 
student support plans rather than multiple 
individuals.  
 
Having the main teacher lead the process to 
have individual student support plans in place, 
we heard from the Nunavut Teachers 
Association representative state that it’s going 
to increase the workload of our teachers 
tremendously. I think we need to consider 
those comments and see if there’s a way we 
cannot increase the burden of our teachers but 
also at the same time consider the 
recommendations from that report. I think this 
is something we need to work out better.  
 
There was talk about the principals reporting 
too on a monthly basis to DEAs and then 
there’s the inclusive education. We’re 
recommending quarterly reporting. That 
would replace one of those monthly reports so 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒥᔅ ᐊᕐᓇᒃᑲᖅ, 
ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖓᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕆᕋᑖᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓛᒃ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖓᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐊᐱᕆᑲᐃᓐᓇᕋᕕᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 
ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᑎᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕈᕕᑦ. ᒥᔅ ᐊᕐᓇᒃᑲᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐊᕐᓇᒃᑲᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᐃᒫᒃ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓪᓕᐅᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᒪᒍᕕᐅᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒻᒪᖔᖅᐱᒋᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᓪᓕᐊᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᐃᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᓇᑯᕐᒦᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒐᕕᐅᒃ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᓇᑯᕐᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᑯᕐᒦᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᒐᕕᐅᒃ. 
2015−ᒥ ᕼᐋᓪ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓪᓗᖃᑕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᖑᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐃᓚᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗᓂ. 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ. ᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓇᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓵᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ. 
ᐃᓱᒪᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᐃᑦ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᓄᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓪᓗᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᓐᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕋᑦᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ, ᐊᑲᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ.  
 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᖅᑐᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ 
ᓯᑕᒪᕌᕐᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ, ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫᓐᖏᖔᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
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it doesn’t increase the reporting requirements 
for principals.  
 
Still on inclusive education, there was a 
comment made about high school grade levels 
not being able to assign a specific main 
teacher for students. They don’t have a 
homeroom teacher per se. This is where we 
would assign the principal to give the 
responsibility to whichever they deem most 
appropriate. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Ms. 
Angnakak. 
 
Ms. Angnakak: Thank you. Thank you for 
your response. It sounds promising that you’re 
open at looking at things again that had been 
raised as concerns.  
 
One of the things I did like that was suggested 
by the Nunavut Teachers Association in their 
opening comments in regard to inclusive 
education was the use of student support 
teachers. I think that’s a great idea. Myself, I 
am in no way specialized in the area of 
education, but it just seems like having them 
work on… . They already work one on one 
with the student and being able to come up 
with a plan that could perhaps be signed off 
by somebody else, I think, is a great idea. It’s 
just a comment and that’s all from me. Thank 
you. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) Just to add to Ms. 
Angnakak’s comment, Minister, it’s my 
understanding that for a school to have a 
student support teacher, they have to take one 
of their teachers out of the classroom. It 
would come out of their allocation of teachers 
for the school. It goes to the student-educator 
ratio topic which keeps coming up. If you 
could just clarify in response to Ms. 
Angnakak’s comment, when it comes to 
student support teachers, how they are 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᖔᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖔᓕᖅᐸᑕ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ.  
 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᒦᒻᒪᑦ, 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐊᓗᒻᒥ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᓐᓇᓲᖑᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᒥᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓯᓕᓵᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐊᓗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᕌᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᐃᓕᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒥᑦ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅ ᐊᕐᓇᒃᑲᖅ.  
 
 
ᐊᕐᓇᒃᑲᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᑭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᕕᓐᖓ 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓂᕆᐅᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ. 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᓂᕐᒦᒍᓐᓇᕋᕕᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᓱᒃᑐᖓ.  
 
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᒻᒥᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓂᓪᓕᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖁᒋᐊᖃᕋᑦᑎᒍ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ. ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᐅᒋᓪᓗᒍᓗ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᐅᕙᖓ, 
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓈᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑮᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᒍᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ, ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓛᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᐃᒫᖅᑐᖓ.  
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᓂᓪᓕᐊᔪᑎᒋᔭᖓᓂᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐊᔭᕋ. ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕌᖓᑕ 
ᐊᓂᑎᑲᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᒻᒪᑦᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓪᓗᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑎᖔᓕᕐᓗᒍ, 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕈᓂ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᕋᖓᓲᖑᒻᒥᔪᖅ 
ᖃᑦᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᕆᐊᕐᒥᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᓲᖑᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ. 
ᖃᓄᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕆᕙᓪᓕ.  
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allocated. Is there one in every school? Is it up 
to the principal? Is it up to the DEA? That’s 
kind of the clarification I’m looking for. 
Minister Joanasie.  
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Student support teachers are part of 
the SER formula and every school should 
have an SST position and their primary 
responsibility is around helping to ensure that 
inclusive education and individual student 
support plans are in place for those that need 
it. The one thing that I think SSTs provide a 
lot of… . They are quite specialized in their 
field. This is something that we heard from 
the teachers association that the main teacher 
rely on that resource to help implement the 
individual support plans. When all schools 
have it, I think this is something that we can 
work on how best we are implementing their 
duties as it relates to the recommendations 
that are before us. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you, 
minister. (interpretation ends) Minister, I 
believe that you said that every school should 
have one, but I heard a little bit of uncertainty 
there. It might be something that the 
Committee can request further information 
from the department on if the Committee 
decides to. Mr. Quassa. 
 
Mr. Quassa (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Welcome, minister and your 
officials.  
 
I would first like to ask about something that 
has been raised more than once, the timeline 
of 2039. The present Act that we are using 
was enacted in 2008 and it was given a 
deadline of 2019, which is a target of about 11 
or 12 years. The way it’s written right now is 
that it’s from 2019 to 2039. That’s 20 years. 
Have you looked at a closer date than that at 
any time in your discussion and probably 
looking at a shorter timeline? Have you 

ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓲᖑᕙ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒥᒃ 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓲᖑᕙ? 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ? 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᕈᕕᐅᒃ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᓇᑯᕐᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ Classroom 
Support−ᖑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ. ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᖓᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓕᒫᑦ 
ᒫᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᖁᓐᖏᑦᓱᒋ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒋᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒍᑎᒋᒍᓐᓇᕋᑦᑎᒍ. ᐃᒫᒃ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑕᐱᕆᔭᐅᓲᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᐅᓲᑦ. ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐱᖃᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᒥᒃ 
ᑭᒡᒍᖅᑐᐃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓕᒫᑦ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᒥᓂᔅᑕ, 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᔅᓴᖅᐳᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐹ 
ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓘᔭᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐃᑦ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᓪᓗᑕ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᔪᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᒪᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕ. ᒥᔅᑕ 
ᖁᐊᓴ.  
 
ᖁᐊᓴ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑐᓐᖓᓱᒋᑦᑎ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ, 
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑎᑦ.  
 
ᐆᒥᖓᖃᐃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐊᐱᕆᔪᒪᔪᖓ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑐᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 2039-ᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ. 
ᑕᐃᕙᓂᓕ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒐᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ Present Act 2008-ᒥᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ. ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ 
2019-ᒧᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓱᖃᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 11 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 12 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᓐᖑᐊᖅᑕᐅᖅᑰᓂᕐᒪᓪᓕ. 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᐹ? ᑖᓐᓇᓕ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥ 2019-ᖑᒻᒪᑦ 2039 ᐅᑭᐅᑦ 20-ᒪᑕ. ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᐹᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᓯᒪᕚᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᖔᓂ ᒫᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓇᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕋᓱᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᐹ?  
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looked at anything as an alternative or is it 
because it’s totally impossible that you looked 
at 20 years? Have you thought about that in 
your discussions when you were planning that 
timeline? I am sure it’s something on our 
minds as MLAs that we have a concern about 
that particular deadline. 
 
That’s my first question. Have you looked at 
different options as to the possibility of 
shortening that particular timeline of the 
deadline of 20 years? I’m sure you thought 
about that frequently before you actually 
chose the deadline. That’s my first question. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. (interpretation ends) 
Under the schedule of Bill 25 we’re proposing 
for the phasing in application of Inuit 
language provisions. Under Part 3 of the 
schedule, earlier implementation, it says that 
“The Minister shall endeavour to implement 
Part 4 of this Act and section 8 of the Inuit 
Language Protection Act earlier than the 
application dates referred to in” the schedule 
outlined in subsection 1. Wherever possible in 
our resources and capacity available, we 
would implement it as soon as we can and not 
wait ‘til 2039. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) I’ll just let Committee 
Members know that the mic switching is kind 
of slow today, so just keep that in mind. Mr. 
Quassa.  
 
Mr. Quassa (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. That is the first time I have heard 
about it. He might have said it before, but you 
are saying that “Wherever possible in our 
resources and capacity available,” or are we 
thinking that it is not going to be possible? Is 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᐅᒃ, ᐊᕗᓐᖓᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒍ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᐅᖕᒪᑦ. ᐃᒪᓐᓇᖃᐃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑦ. ᐊᒡᓛᒃ 
ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᓪᓚᕆᖕᒥᒐᑦᑎᒍ.  
 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᕋ. 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᐹ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ? ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᓇᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᐱᑎᒍᑦ? ᓇᓗᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒐᔅᓴᖅ 25 ᓴᖅᑮᒍᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓅᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖓᑕ 3 ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐅᐃᒍᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᐃᒍᖓᑕ 4 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖓᑕ 8 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᐅᐃᒍᖓᑕ 
ᐃᓗᓕᖓᑕ 1-ᒦᑦᑐᖅ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕌᖓᑕ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒍᑎᖃᓕᕈᑦᑕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐅᑕᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᒃᑯᑦᑕ 2039-ᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ. 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑉᐸᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᒻᒪᑕ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓴ.  
 
 
ᖁᐊᓴ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑑᓐᓇ ᑐᓴᓗᐊᓵᕋᒃᑯ. 
ᐃᓛᒃ, ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔭᒃᓴᕆᔭᕋᓗᐊᖓ 
ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᑳᓪᓚᖕᓂᕈᑦᑕ ᑐᖔᓂ, ᐄ, 
ᑐᖓᐅᑦᑎᓪᓚᕆᓛᖅᑕᕗᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᐸᑕ 
ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓛᖅᑕᒃᓴᕆᖕᒥᔭᖓ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᐳ., 
ᐅᖃᓵᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑳᓪᓚᖕᓂᕈᑦᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᖔᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ  
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it going to be after that time frame? It is kind 
of a worrisome thought for me. I don’t feel 
that it is a good timeline unless it is possible. 
If we are not able to, it is a possibility that 
could be the case. A lot of time could pass 
where we just allow it to lapse and nothing 
happens. I feel that particular section is too 
loose. What was it I was going to say? 
 
I don’t think I got the complete response to 
my question. I wanted to know if you had 
other options that you might have thought 
about before the target date of 2039 was 
written. There are many Inuit with 
expectations, obviously, not just us here in the 
Legislative Assembly, including our teachers, 
students, parents, and they are expecting a lot 
out of this.  
 
Also, one of the frequent comments made 
over and over regarding the Education Act 
was the fact that we don’t actually have 
enough teachers trained and that has been 
brought up. We recognize too that we don’t 
have enough Inuit-speaking teachers. We can 
all recognize right now in this room that there 
aren’t enough teachers. Something I thought 
was quite positive to hear was that those 
teachers that are there now should be 
incorporated into the Inuit Employment Plan. 
It seems better if we use that avenue.  
 
For example, I could say that NTI has a plan 
called Makigiaqta and there is a $50 million 
budget that goes with that. While Makigiaqta 
is there, I wondered if that could be a possible 
source of funding that we could access to 
promote more teachers. We understand that 
this is a law. We can amend it how we choose 
to as the Legislative Assembly. It may be an 
idea that can come to fruition. I don’t know. I 
don’t know what your thoughts are on that. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Mr. 
Quassa, what you are saying is you are 

ᑐᖓᐅᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓗᐊᕆᓐᖏᓐᓇᒃᑯᓕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑲᓪᓛᑯᑦᑕ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ. ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖏᒻᒥᒍᑦᑕ ᑕᐃᒪ ᖄᖏᓛᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᑕᑯᓵᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ. 2019 ᑎᑭᖦᖤᕋᓗᐊᕋᒥ 
ᐅᑭᐅᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓇᔭᓐᖑᐊᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᓇᐅᒃ, 
ᖄᖏᐅᑎᒋᐊᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑳᓪᓚᒃᑯᑦᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 
ᐅᐊᑲᓪᓚᓗᐊᖅ. ᑭᓱᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᖅᑲᐅᕙᕋ?  
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᐊᓐᓄᖅᑰᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᖓ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᖅᑲᐅᔭᕋ, ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᖔᓂᖔᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑖᓐᓇ 2039 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ. ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᕙᒍᑐᐊᓐᖑᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥ, 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᕗᑦ, ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᖁᑎᕗᑦ, ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᕆᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ 
ᓂᕆᐅᒡᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᑲᒻᒥᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ.  
 
ᐅᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓴᖅᑭᒻᒪᕆᐊᓐᓄᓚᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ, ᒪᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᖃᓗᐊᓐᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕᒎᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᖕᒪᒎᖅ, ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖦᖤᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕐᓇᕆᓪᓗᓂ 
ᐅᕙᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕆᕗᒍᑦ. ᐄ, ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨ 
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓪᓚᑦᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓯᒐᑦᑕ ᓱᓕ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓇ 
ᑐᓴᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᕋᒃᑯᓕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᖔᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᖔᕐᓗᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᒋᓇᔭᓐᖑᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᖔᖅ 
ᑕᐅᑐᖔᕐᓗᑎᒍ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᒐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑰᕋᑦᑎᕈ Inuit 
Employment Plan ᓲᕐᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᒍ ᐊᑲᓂᖅᓴᐅᖅᑰᔨᖕᒪᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇᓕ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒃ ᐃᓛᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕚ?  
 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᐃᒪ ᒪᓂᓴᖅᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᖃᓕᕐᒪᑦ, ᒪᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕ. 
ᑕᐃᒪ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᑐᕌᖓᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᑰᓇ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪ $50 
ᒥᓕᐊᓐᑕᖃᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑐᕌᖓᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᒧᑦ. ᑕᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓇᖔᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᒃᓴᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓚᑦᑖᕆᖔᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᑲᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖅᑰᔨᖕᒪᑦ. 
ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓᖃᐃ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ? ᐅᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᒐᑦᑕ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑕᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑦ. 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑕ, 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᕋᑦᑎᒍ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᖃᐃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸ? ᐅᕝᕙᓘᕝᕙ ᖃᓄᐃᑭᐊᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐹ? 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓴ. ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  
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looking for the Minister to elaborate on what 
is mentioned on page 10 of his letter. Minister 
Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. We were considering how 
else we could achieve this, but we had to 
make a decision before this meeting. You 
wanted to see our position and our plan on 
teacher recruitment. You should have a clear 
goal and clearly planned goal, and not 
necessarily through legislation. We’re not 
trying to tie recruitment to Bill 25, even 
though we are discussing the ten-year teacher 
recruitment strategy.  
 
(interpretation ends) The language of 
instruction (interpretation) will be reviewed 
on an annual basis. We will be reporting on a 
yearly basis as to whether we will be 
implementing it sooner or what do we have to 
add on to attain our goals and if we have to set 
funding aside. Yes, I know I will have to ask 
my cabinet colleagues and have it approved 
here in the Legislative Assembly. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Mr. 
Quassa. 
 
Mr. Quassa (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. The submission from the Nunavut 
Teachers Association said it was entirely 
possible. What we want to see is having 
Inuktitut-speaking teachers. The teachers are 
there. They are in the actual location and they 
are the ones with knowledge. They said it is 
entirely possible, that you can do it without 
looking too far into the future.  
 
I’ll just move on to another area, Mr. 
Chairman. I think my colleague made mention 
of how many teachers a community would 
have depending on the number of students, or 
what is called the SER. The teachers 
association also had this concern. They try to 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓕᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 10, 
ᐅᖃᐅᕼᐃᐅᕼᐃᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᑭᕼᐊᓂ ᑐᑭᕼᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᐊᕋᕕᑦ 
ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᒥᒃᕼᐋᓄᑦ, ᑐᑭᕼᐃᓇᖅᑐᖅ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦᑎᒍ 
ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᖅᓯᐅᕋᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᓱᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᓐᓂᐊᕐᖔᑦᑕ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᒋᐊᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᒥᒐᑦᑕ ᑕᕝᕗᖓ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᑕᑯᔪᒪᓚᐅᕋᑦᓯ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓐᓂ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᑦᑎᐊᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᓂ. ᑕᕝᕘᓇ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᑰᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᒍᒪᖔᖅᑕᕗᑦ, ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᑐᒃᓯᒪᑎᒐᓱᐊᓐᖏᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ. ᑕᐃᓐᓇ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒍ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᔅᓴᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᓂ.  
 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓪᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 
Language of Instructions ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᖔᖅ. 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ 
ᓇᒦᓕᕐᒪᖔᑦᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖓᐅᑎᕕᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᓱᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒋᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑭᑕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓐᓂᐊᖁᓪᓗᑕ, 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᒋᐊᖃᕈᑦᑕ ᑖᓐᓇ. 
ᓇᓗᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᖃᑎᒃᑲᓄᑦ 
ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᒋᒋᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑕᕋ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒻᒥ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓴ.  
 

ᖁᐊᓴ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓕ 
ᓴᐱᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ, ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓴᐱᓐᖏᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕᓕ. ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑕᑯᔪᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐃᑦ, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᖅ ᑕᒪᔾᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓪᓚᕇᑦ ᑕᕝᕙ. ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓐᖑᐊᖅ ᖃᓄᕐᖏᓐᓇ, 
ᑕᕝᕙᓃᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑕᓕ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕝᕙ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑕ. 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᓛᒃ ᓴᐱᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕᓕ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᕗᖓᓕᒫᕌᓗᒃ 
ᑕᐅᑐᒐᓱᓐᖏᓪᓗᒎᒐᓗᐊᖅ.  
 

ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓅᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᐱᓪᓚᖕᓂᐊᕋᒪ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕌᕐᔪᖂᖅᑲᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᖃᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ 
SER−ᖑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒥᖕᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕋᓱᒃᓯᒪᕙᖕᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
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figure out how many qualified teachers a 
community will have. With that being the 
case, it turns out they include teachers without 
a classroom when they figure out how many 
teachers a community will have. They include 
staff that are not actual teachers and we have 
heard that as an actual concern from the 
Nunavut Teachers Association. Can they 
agree that after those comments, they count 
only actual teachers with classrooms? Can 
that be the case? Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie.  
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. How can I put it? The 
number of teachers is a ratio based on the 
number of students. We are reviewing it and 
we want to rectify it with the total number of 
staff in the school and how it affects the 
students. We are trying to move forward in a 
different direction and we are trying to 
consider how we can improve that, but we 
don’t currently want to include that in Bill 25. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. On 
Mr. Quassa’s question, where is the formula? 
Is it within the regulations? It’s not in the bill. 
There’s a statement in there to that effect, but 
where exactly is it? That’s Mr. Quassa’s 
question. Please clarify that, Minister 
Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. (interpretation ends) The 
student-educator ratio formula is cabinet 
approved, but the Act sets kind of the 
parameter. It has to be better than the national 
average. I’m thinking you’re asking where 
we’re at in terms of that number, or if you can 
clarify the question, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) That’s the example of 

ᖃᑦᓯᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓪᓚᑦᑖᓂᒃ 
ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓱᓇᐅᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᕐᖑᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᒻᒪᕆᐊᓐᓄᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓴᐅᑎ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ. 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᒻᒪᕆᐊᓐᓅᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᕝᕙ ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᓴᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ 
ᐃᓛᒃ ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐹ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓪᓚᑦᑖᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓪᓚᑦᑖᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᒥᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᖔᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓕ, 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᐹ? ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓛᖃᐃ ᖃᓄᕐᖑᓇ ᑕᐃᒍᕈᓐᓇᖅᑲᕋ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᒍ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓐᖏᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᑦᓴᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᑦᓴᖅ 25-ᒥ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒍᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᒍ ᑖᒃᓱᒪᓐᖓᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᑕᐃᒻᓇ ᖁᐊᓴᐅᑉ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᖓᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒻᓇ ᓈᕼᐅᑦ ᓇᓂᕼᐅᖅᐸ? 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓘᕝᕙ regulation ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓛᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᒪᓕᒐᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔫᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᕼᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᓛᒃ 
ᐅᖃᖅᕼᐃᒪᔪᖃᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᒥᒃᕼᐋᓄᑦ, ᑭᕼᐊᓂ 
ᓇᓂᕼᐅᖅᐸ ᑖᓐᓇ ᖁᐊᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᔮ? 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔫᓪᓗᐊᕈᕕᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᓪᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓇᓃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔫᒐᓗᐊᖅ, 
ᐊᐱᕆᖅᑰᕋᕕᑦ ᓇᓃᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑦ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕈᕕᐅᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒪᒥᐊᓇᖅ  
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very bad chairing, so I apologize. I was just 
trying to follow up on Mr. Quassa’s question 
in terms of where the formula is set out. You 
mentioned it’s in the Act. It says it has to be 
better than the national average, but if you can 
just explain to the Committee where the actual 
formula is contained, Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Like I mentioned, it’s a cabinet 
approved formula and it’s a bit dated. This is 
where we have seen the fluctuation that it has 
been having with the school and we want to 
create a better, stable formula moving 
forward. This is part of the review that’s 
ongoing still. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) Again, maybe it’s 
something the Committee could put into 
correspondence if we want to look for more 
information, if we can request more 
information. (interpretation) We have an 
opportunity there. Mr. Quassa, if it’s okay 
with you, I personally would like to have 
coffee. If it’s okay with you, we will take a 
10-minute break. Thank you. 
 
>>Committee recessed at 10:37 and resumed 
at 11:02 
 
Chairman (interpretation): We’re now back. 
Our hearing on Bill 25 has reconvened. Mr. 
Quassa.  
 
Mr. Quassa (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Still on the student-educator ratio, 
I believe I have one more question. On the 
student-educator ratio and counting real 
teachers only and the other staff only teach 
part of the day and they are included, did I ask 
the question already? Sometimes I forget after 
15 minutes. I think they include student 
support teachers and principals. Can you look 
at another way? It has been mentioned in the 
House with the review of the education bill 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᑲᒻᒪᐅᒐᒪ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅᑐᖓ ᒥᔅᑕ 
ᖁᐊᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖓ ᓇᓂ ᓈᓴᐅᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ. ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᖃᕋᑖᕋᕕᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᖓᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᕈᕕᒋᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎ ᓇᓃᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᒪᖔᖅ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.   
 
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐅᖃᖅᑲᐅᒐᒪ ᑖᓐᓇ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᑐᖃᐅᓕᕐᒪᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒍᓐᓃᖅᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅ’ᔫᒥᔪᒥᒃ 
ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓱᓕ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᒻᒪᑦ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᖅᑲᐃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᑦᑕ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑦ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᐱᕕᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᐳᒍᑦ. 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓴ ᖃᓄᐃᒃᓴᖏᒃᑯᕕᑦ ᑳᐱᑐᕈᐊᕋᓗᐊᕋᒪᓕ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ. ᖃᓄᐃᒃᕼᐊᖏᒃᑯᕕᑦ. 
ᓄᖅᑲᖓᓚᐅᑲᓐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ 10 ᒥᓂᔅᓯᒥᒃ. ᒪ’ᓇ.  
 
 
>>ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 10:37ᒥ 
ᑲᔪᓯᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ 11:02ᒥ 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᐅᑎᑦᑐᐊᕆᕗᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓐᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᕼᐊᖅ 25 ᒥᒃᕼᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᔪᕼᐃᔪᖅ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓴ.  
 
ᖁᐊᓴ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᓱᓖᓛᒃ 
Student Education Ratio−ᒧᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᖃᐃ 
ᐊᐱᕆᖅᑰᖅᑲᐅᕗᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓪᓚᑦᑖᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖔᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᖕᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ. ᐅᕝᕙᓗᑭᐊᖅ 
ᐊᐱᕆᓂᐊᖅᑲᐅᕙᕋᓗᑭᐊᖅ ᐋᓯᑦ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓗᐊᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪ, ᐋᒡᒐᐃᑦ.  
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖅᑰᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇᓕ 
ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᓐᖑᐊᖅᐸᑭᐊᖅ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐃᒡᓗᔪᐊᖅᑎᓐᓂ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ  
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and it has been brought up.  
 
Is there another way that they can think about 
it or have they considered different ways for 
the student-educator ratio, the way the 
formula is? There are probably other 
jurisdictions in Canada that do it differently. It 
can probably be changed for Nunavut, an 
appropriate way that we can use. Even though 
they have stated that we are the second best, 
this has been a problematic area in Nunavut. 
Have they looked at other avenues? There are 
different models used throughout Canada. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Quassa. In our letter dated October 25, even 
though it doesn’t talk about Bill 25, the 
Auditor General of Canada reports… .  
(interpretation ends) It is interesting. I just 
wanted to add to Mr. Quassa’s question that 
the department is acknowledging here in this 
letter that there are problems with that ratio, 
so there are problems in the department in 
terms of Mr. Quassa’s question and in terms 
of revising that formula or what is going into 
that. Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Yes, experience has shown that 
there have unpredictable swings from year to 
year on allocating student-educator ratio, PY 
positions that were allocated to the schools. 
The existing formula does not account for all 
school staff positions, so it leads to an 
inequitable distribution of some positions, 
namely, student support assistants and 
language specialists, for example. The revised 
formula that we are trying to capture all 
school staff to ensure there is a more 
consistent and more equitable distribution.  
 
The current student-educator ratio only 
encompasses positions for principals, vice-
principals, student support teachers, guidance 
counsellors, and teachers. There are no 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ.  
 
ᐊᓯᖔᖓᒎᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᕙᓪᓗᑭᐊᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸ ᑖᓐᓇ Student 
Educator Ratio ᓲᕐᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕈᑎ ᑖᓐᓇ? ᐃᒻᒪᖃ 
ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᖔᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅᓴᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒥᖕᒪᑕ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒥᖕᒪᑦ ᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐊᑲᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ. ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᓛᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᑉ ᑐᖏᑦᑎᐊᑯᓗᐊᓃᒃᖤᖅᐳᒍᑦ 
ᑕᕝᕙ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᖃᑦᑕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓱᓕ ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᔾᔪᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. 
ᐊᓯᐊᓂᖃᐃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᖅ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ? ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᒥᔅᑐ ᖁᐊᓴ. ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐅᓯᐊᕆᓚᐅᒐᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᒃᑑᐸ 25 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 ᒥᑦᓵᓅᖓᓐᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑕᒪᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᕐᔫᑉ ᑲᑎᒪᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᒍᒑ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) 
ᑐᓴᕈᒥᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᓐᓇᒎᖅ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᒪᑦ. ᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓴᐅᑉ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕋᓱᒡᓗᒍ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᖓ 
ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐄ, ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ 
ᓇᓚᐅᒃᓵᒐᒃᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᓐᖑᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᕙᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓕᒫᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᓗ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒥᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᔩᑦ, 
ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᔭᕗᑦ 
ᐊᕙᓗᐃᓇᓱᒍᑎᒍᕙᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓐᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᕐᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂᓗ. 
 
ᒫᓐᓇ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ 
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᒻᒪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᑐᖏᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᓂᒃ, 
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᓲᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓂᓪᓗ.  
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formula allocations for learning coaches, for 
language specialists, and looking at the whole 
school team. Those are the factors that we are 
trying to consider in revising this formula. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Mr. 
Quassa.  
  
Mr. Quassa (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. There are probably other people 
who want to ask questions. There has been 
some thought given to that. Maybe the 
Department of Education has room to change 
on that matter. (interpretation ends) Is there 
any room for movement? I guess that’s what I 
am asking. (interpretation) There is probably 
room for change with that being a concern. 
We’re trying to come up with a better 
solution. We ask these questions because 
we’re thinking of improving the situation. 
Legislation, bills, and policies can be 
changed. (interpretation ends) Here’s our 
opportunity now. (interpretation) That being 
said, perhaps he can comment on that.  
 
I’ll move on to something else. The Nunavut 
Teachers Association clearly defined early 
childhood education for preschool. Bill 25 
indicates that it will be contained in there.  I 
think there was a slight change from the old 
legislation. The Nunavut Teachers 
Association said that it doesn’t necessarily 
have to be in Bill 25 and we are all aware as 
Members that there are other pieces of 
legislation such as the Child Day Care Act. 
The Minister has also indicated that before. 
Does the Department of Education agree with 
the Nunavut Teachers Association that it’s 
better if it’s not contained within Bill 25? 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
 

ᓈᓴᐅᓯᖅᓱᖅᑐᓃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ. ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓇᓱᓕᖅᐸᕗᑦ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑐ ᖁᐊᓴ. 
 
 
ᖁᐊᓴ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐊᓯᒃᑲ 
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕈᒪᔪᒃᓴᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᐸᓘᔭᕐᐊᖅᓯᒪᖕᒥᖕᒪᑕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖅᑲᐃ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᕙᑦ, ᐃᓂᖃᖅᐹ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ? (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) 
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᐹ ᓅᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᓇᓱᑉᐸᕋ. 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᕗᖅ 
ᓅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᓇᓱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕋᑦᑕ ᑕᕝᕙ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕋᑦᑕ. ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᒃᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᖕᒪᑕ. 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᕗᑦ. 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 
ᓂᓪᓕᕈᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᐅᒃ?  
 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐆᒧᖓᓕ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓅᕌᕐᔪᖕᒥᓗᖓ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᒥᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᓂᐊᓵᖅᑐᑯᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ. 
ᑕᒡᕙᓂ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 (ᑐᓵᔨᒃᑰᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑕᒡᕙᓃᓐᓂᐊᕐᓇᕋᖅᖢᓂᔾᔪᒃ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐊᕐᔪᒃᓯᒪᖅᑰᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓐᖓᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᑐᖃᕐᕕᖕᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᐃᓗᐊᓃᓐᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐊᑲᐅᒋᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᑕᓗ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 
ᓄᑕᖅᑲᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥ, ᑕᐃᑰᓈᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑐ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ. 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᖅᐹ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 
25−ᒥ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᐃᓗᐊᓃᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐊᑲᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ? ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑐ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 



 

 40

Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. Yes, daycare has its own 
Act and we have to review that as well, but 
we are planning to review that after we deal 
with the Education Act. That is what I can 
say. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Mr. 
Quassa, do you have another question? Okay. 
Mr. Quassa. 
 
Mr. Quassa (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. On the same topic, the other bill 
was going to be reviewed by the government 
a number of years ago and it still has not been 
reviewed. We know the daycare situation is 
very important and we hear of communities 
that are unable to open daycares. They 
encounter many problems trying to get 
daycare, even though that should not be the 
situation. 
 
There has been discussions about 
(interpretation ends) universal child care. 
(interpretation) It is affecting everything 
because it’s sort of within the education 
system right now and education authorities 
are saying that there might be full-time 
kindergarten classes now. Considering that, in 
my opinion this should be dealt with through 
the Child Day Care Act instead. I would like 
to know the position of the Department of 
Education on that. Thank you. This will be 
my final question for now. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. We still have to review 
these Acts and we have been concentrating on 
the Education Act, but we are aware that we 
have to deal with the Child Day Care Act as 
well. Once the Education Act is amended and 
finished with, we will proceed with reviewing 
the Child Day Care Act. Thank you, Mr. 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑦ. 
ᐄ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐸᐃᕆᕕᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᔪᖃᑐᖃᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᕘᒐᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ ᕿᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᑦᓱᑎᒍᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᒐᓱᐊᕋᔭᕆᐊᖓᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓵ, ᑕᐃᒪ ᕼᐅᓖ? ᒥᔅᑕ 
ᖁᐊᓴ.  
 
ᖁᐊᓴ: ᐄᓛᒃ, ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᑖᓐᓇᐃᓛᒃ ᑖᓐᓇᒃᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓱᓕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᐃᓐᓇ 
ᐱᖃᑖ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᑖᕗᓐᖓᑲᓪᓚᒡᔪᐊᖅ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕙᓐᖓᑲᓪᓚᒡᔪᐊᖅ, ᐅᑭᐊᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᔅᓯᒃᑭᐊᖅ, ᓱᓕ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐸᐃᕆᕝᕕᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᒡᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑕ 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᓴᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᐃᕆᕝᕕᖃᕋᓱᒃᑲᓗᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, 
ᐊᔪᕈᑎᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐹᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ. 
ᐊᐃᑦᑖᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐃᒋᐊᖃᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  
 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒍ 
ᓱᕈᓯᖅ ᐸᐃᕆᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᓪᓚᕆᒻᒪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᕈᔪᒃᑎᒡᓗᒍ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᔨᖅᑎᒡᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᐃᒻᒪᖄᒎᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᕋᑖᑦ  ᐱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒡᓗᒋᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂᖔᑦ ᐱᖃᑖᓃᖔᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓛᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᑦᒃᓱᕈᓰᑦ ᐸᐃᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᒃ, ᑕᐃᑰᓇᖔᖅ 
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᖔᕋᔭᓐᖑᐊᖅᑰᔨᓕᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᒡᓕ ᐅᕙᐊ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᑭᐊᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙ  
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᕆᓚᐅᐱᓪᓚᒃᑕᕋ ᑖᓐᓇ. 
 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᐄ, ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᓂ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᕌᖓᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ. ᑕᐃᓐᓇ, ᐄ, 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐸᐃᕕᕆᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᑦᓱᑕ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑐᐊᕈᓂ 
ᑲᔪᓯᒍᑎᒋᒍᑎᒍ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᒍᑎᒋᒐᔭᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ,  
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Chairman. 
  
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. With 
regard to Mr. Quassa’s question about 
(interpretation end) universal child care, 
(interpretation) where every community 
would have a daycare, has there been any 
estimation as to how much it would cost, like 
$150 million? If it’s going to become reality, 
have you looked into how much it would cost 
the government? Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. I forgot to respond to 
something. For full-day kindergarten, we are 
planning to see how it would operate and we 
will need to put money into that. The 
provision of universal child care in Nunavut 
was studied at one time and they looked at 
how much it would cost, but it would have to 
be revisited and estimated to today’s cost. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Mr. 
Qamaniq. 
 
Mr. Qamaniq (interpretation): Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. The questions I will pose are 
not typed in Inuktitut and I have a problem 
with side translating them into Inuktitut, so I 
will be asking them in English, Mr. Chairman. 
 
The first question I would like to ask is about 
full-day kindergarten. I would like to first ask 
my question based on that. Right now they are 
divided into morning classes and afternoon 
classes. This is for kindergarten in Nunavut. If 
they are required to be there all day, I think 
that there are going to be space issues because 
they use the same class area in the morning 
and the afternoon because there are many 
kindergarten students.  
 
They would probably have to create a new 
classroom for all of the schools in Nunavut to 
accommodate full-day kindergarten classes. I 

ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖁᐊᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᔮ, 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒍ ᓱᕈᓯᖅ ᐸᐃᕆᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ, 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᕼᐆᕐᓗ ᑭᑐᓗᒃᑖᓄᑦ 
ᐸᐃᕝᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ. ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᕼᐃᒪᔪᖃᖅᐸ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓃᖔᖅᕼᐃᒪᔪᒥᑦ? 
$150-ᒥᓕᐊᓐ, ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᒃᑮᑦ 
ᐱᓐᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᕋᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ, ᕼᐊᑦᑭᑎᑕᐅᒋᕋᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ. 
ᖃᐅᔨᕼᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᕼᐃᒪᕕᕼᐃ, ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ? 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᒍᖅᑲᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᑭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖅᓴᖅ 
ᑕᐃᓐᓇ. ᐄ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᕋᑖᖅᓱᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᒐᑦᑕ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᑕ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕋᑦᑕ ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒧᖓ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐸᐃᕆᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ 
ᐸᐃᕆᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔫᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐅᕙᑦᓯᐊᕈᑲᓪᓚᒃ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑭᒋᒐᔭᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑭᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᖃᒪᓂᖅ. 
 
ᖃᒪᓂᖅ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᓖᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᒃᑲ, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᓇᑭᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ, 
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖑᔮᕐᔪᒡᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐊᔪᕐᓚᐅᔭᕋᒪ, ᖃᓪᓗᓇᐅᔭᕐᓂᐊᕋᒪ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᓖᒃ. 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕋᑖᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐱᕆᓗᖓ. ᑕᐃᒪ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᓪᓛᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᓵᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ. ᑕᕝᕙᓕ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᐸᑕ 
ᐃᓂᒃᓴᑭᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᓕᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑯᓘᖕᒪᑕ. 
 
ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᓄᓇᕗᓕᒫᒥ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ 
ᐃᒡᓗᕈᓯᓕᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᓕᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᓵᖅᑐᑯᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᐸᑕ  
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think there would be too many students. Some 
schools already have space issues. Has the 
lack of classroom space we have right now in 
the schools been considered? As full-day 
kindergarten was being planned, was this 
considered? Mr. Chairman, that’s my first 
question. Thank you. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Let 
me explain what the Minister said about full-
day kindergarten. It is not under Bill 25. It’s 
being dealt with outside of Bill 25 by the 
education department. That’s my 
understanding. Minister Joanasie.  
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you. We have started reviewing that. It will be 
a big capital item and we know that some 
schools will have to be expanded. That is 
being reviewed. We would need more staff as 
well. We are aware of that. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Mr. 
Qamaniq. 
 
 Mr. Qamaniq: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
This has been raised by the Nunavut Teachers 
Association. It refers to support for Inuit 
language speaking teachers, mentoring and 
induction programs no longer available for the 
Nunavut Teacher Education Program 
graduates entering the teaching profession, 
subpart 3, languages of instruction, clause 43, 
Schedule 5, teachers’ education. I guess my 
question is: is this part of the plan to meet the 
language of instruction deadlines? Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I thank the Member for his 
question. We are looking at different ways of 
how not just getting more Inuktut-speaking 

ᐅᓄᓗᐊᕋᓱᒋᓪᓗᒋᓪᓕ ᐅᕙᖓ. ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ 
ᐃᓂᒃᓴᑭᒻᒪᑕ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᒋᕚ 
ᐃᓂᒃᓴᑭᓐᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ? ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ. ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ, 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒐ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓚᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐅᖃᐅᕼᐃᕆᐊᓂᕼᐊᖓ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᓵᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᑉᓗᓗᒃᑖᖅ. ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 
ᐃᓗᐊᓃᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᕼᐃᓚᑖᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᕼᐃᒪᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᖅᑐᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕗᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᖃᒪᓂᖅ. 
 
 
 
ᖃᒪᓂᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖓᓄᑦ. ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒍᒪᒍᔅᓯ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔾᔮᒍᓐᓃᕐᖓᑕᒎᖅ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᕆᐅᖅᓴᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓗᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 
43 ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 5 ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ.  
ᐊᐱᕆᕗᖓᓕ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕚ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔭᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ? ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.   
 
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ  
ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒥᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎ ᐊᐱᕆᒻᒪᑦ. 
ᐄ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓᑐᐊᖑᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ,  
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teachers but also how best to support them in 
their roles. There was an induction program 
that had a website and had different resources 
for new teachers, both those coming from 
outside the territory or those who are home-
grown Nunavut teachers. We are trying to 
update some of those efforts and to revamp 
that program on orienting teachers in their 
roles when they first become teachers. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Mr. 
Qamaniq. 
 
Mr. Qamaniq: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
My last question, “The Nunavut Teachers 
Association wants to work together with the 
Government of Nunavut as partners in 
producing and supporting bilingual Inuit 
educators at a much more substantial rate. The 
NTA wants to work together with the 
Government of Nunavut as partners in 
producing and supporting bilingual Inuit 
educators.” Does the department agree with 
this particular statement made by the Nunavut 
Teachers Association wanting to work 
together with the Government of Nunavut as 
partners in producing and supporting bilingual 
Inuit educators at a much more substantial 
rate? Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Yes, we would support this 
position from the NTA. We want to work with 
all partners and the legislature. I think we 
need to have all the different points of contact. 
Let’s line up people to become teachers. 
Where does that line start? NTEP. That’s one 
place where people can line up to become 
teachers. People can go line up. Let’s entice 
them to go line up. Where’s the line? I think if 
people keep pointing to this is how we can fill 
that gap, then we need to make that path clear 

ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦᑎᒍ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᓯᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᕘ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᖔᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒦᖔᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᑖᕈᖅᑎᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ. 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑎᑉᐹᓪᓕᕋᓱᒋᐊᖅᑐᒍᓗ ᑕᓐᓇ. ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᑉᐹᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᐅᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᕋᑖᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᖃᒪᓂᖅ. 
 
ᖃᒪᓂᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒐ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖅᑐᒍ; ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᖓ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑮᒐᓱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥ. ᓱᒃᑲᓕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᒍ, 
ᓱᒃᑲᓕᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᕆᐅᓗᒍ. ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓰᓗᑎᒃ 
ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᖅᑳᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ? ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓰᒍᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᑦ, 
ᓱᒃᑲᓕᖅᓴᐅᑎᒋᐊᕖᖓᕐᓗᒍ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.   
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐄ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒐᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ, 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᒐᑦᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᓗᑕ. 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᕈᓘᔮᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᖅᑲᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒋᑦᑕᐅᖅ, 
ᓯᐊᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᓚᕗᑦ. ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᕈᒪᖁᓗᒋᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᕆᐅᖅᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᓲᖅ, 
ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᓯᐊᑉᐸᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᕆᐅᖅᓴᕈᒪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ. ᐋᑎᒃ, ᓯᐊᒋᐊᖅᑐᓚᐅᕆᔅᓯ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᕆᐅᖅᓴᖁᓚᐅᕐᓚᕘᑦ. ᓇᐅᖏᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᐊᑦᑐᐃᑦ. 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᖓᑦ ᑕᕝᕙ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᒍᓐᓇᕋᑦᑎᒍᒎᖅ, ᐊᓪᓗᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓐᓄᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ 
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for Nunavummiut to achieve what we’re 
trying to set out. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) We get to the point 
where, as a Committee, we’re hearing, “Okay, 
we need more teachers. Okay. In order to 
make more teachers, we need more graduates 
from the high school system. In order to get 
more graduates from the high school system, 
we need more teachers.” We’re going around 
in this. It’s like a hikhik that has bit its own 
tail or something.  
 
(interpretation) Mr. Qamaniq, are you done? 
(interpretation ends) Okay. (interpretation) 
Thank you. Mr. Akoak. 
 
Mr. Akoak: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just 
in line with my colleague’s questioning on 
NTEP, the Nunavut Teachers Association had 
said that half of the Nunavut Teachers 
Education Program graduates would be 
quitting after five years all because of too 
much work. I had asked the NTA to see if 
they had suggestions put towards the 
department, any incentives, but the Nunavut 
Teachers Association had said they did make 
suggestions but only financially. In my line of 
questioning I had asked if they would have 
some kind of incentive like paid trips, it 
would be a way to go. I think you know where 
I’m going. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie.  
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I believe that’s something that 
would maybe be considered through the 
collective bargaining process if both parties 
agree to those provisions and they would 
retain bilingual teachers for that purpose. I 
think it is best addressed through collective 
bargaining. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᖅ, ᑕᕝᕙ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓪᓚᕆᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᖓᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᑕᒪᐅᖓ 
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓲᖑᒐᑦᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᓪᓗᑕ. 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕᒎᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᕕᒻᒥ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑯᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᓪᓗ 
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕈᑦᑎᒍ ᐃᓕᓴᕕᓐᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᑖᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᑦᑕ. ᐅᐃᔾᔮᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᖓᑦ 
ᑲᐃᕙᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑑᔮᕐᖓᑦ. ᓯᒃᓯᑎᑑᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ ᐸᒥᐅᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑮᓯᔪᒥᓂᐅᑉᐸᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  
 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒥᔅᑕ ᖃᒪᓂᖅ, ᑕᐃᒫᖅᐱᑦ? 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᐆᑮ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ 
ᐋᖁᐊᖅ. 
 
ᐋᖁᐊᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᖃᑎᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᕋᑖᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕈᕆᐅᖅᓴᐃᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖓᑦ; ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ, “ᐊᕝᕙᖏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑏᒃ 
ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᓗᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.” ᐊᐱᕆᓯᒪᒐᒪ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᒫᖔᓚᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᓂᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᑐᓂᓯᔪᒥᓂᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ. 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖓᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᐃᑦ. ᐃᒫᖔᐃᓚᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᒥᓂᒃ. 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑐᖓ 
ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᕋᒪ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᒍᒪᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑮᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑭᓖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᕈᑎᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᑖᖅᑎᔅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᒍᒪᓵᕈᑎᓂᒃ. ᑐᑭᓯᕙᓪᓚᐃᔪᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒐᓱᒻᒪᖔᕐᒪ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓱᒪᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐸᓪᓚᐃᔪᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓕᕐᓂᖅᐸᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᑕᐃᑰᓇ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᖓᑕ ᒪᕐᕈᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓲᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓗᓂ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 



 

 45

Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. I have 
no more names on my list. If it’s okay with 
the Members, I have a question, even though 
I’m the Chair.  
 
(interpretation ends) Minister, in the 
document that you provided to the 
Committee, this is the one mentioning 
strengthening inclusive education, it mentions 
that Hall report. I’m sorry; I lost the pieces I 
was going to ask about. On page 4 of 9 in the 
third paragraph it mentions the number of 
students on ISSPs, independent student 
support plans, must be manageable. I wonder 
if you can elaborate on that. What is a 
manageable number? I’ll ask a specific 
question. If you have a teacher in a classroom, 
how many of those students can be on a plan, 
one of these ISSP plans, for it to be 
manageable? Is there a guideline? Is there a 
ceiling? Just around that topic, Minister 
Joanasie.  
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. We were able to draw up some 
numbers on the number of students in our 
schools with individual student support plans 
and that is at 1,300 out of our student 
population; approximately there are 9,300 
students, so roughly 14 percent. In terms of a 
manageable amount, maybe I’ll ask my 
deputy to elaborate a little on this, if you will 
allow, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Ms. 
Okpik. 
 
Ms. Okpik (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. (interpretation ends) I don’t have 
the information in terms of what a 
manageable amount is. It’s something that we 
can commit to getting back to the Member. 
(interpretation) Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) Further on that topic, I 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᕼᐃᒪᔪᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᓗᖓ. 
ᖃᓄᐃᕼᐊᓂᖏᑉᐸᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 
ᐊᐱᖅᕼᐅᕈᐊᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᖓ, ᐃᒃᕼᐃᕙᐅᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᕋᒪ 
ᖃᓄᐃᒃᕼᐊᖏᓐᓂᕈᑉᕼᐃ?  
 
 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒥᓂᔅᑖ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᒪᔭᕐᓃᕕᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᕼᐊᑉ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᒃᑯ ᓇᒦᒻᒪᖔᑦ, ᒪᑉᐱᖅᑐᒐᖓᓂ 
9, ᒪᑉᐱᖅᑐᒐᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ‘ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐅᐃᒪᓇᖅᑐᒦᒋᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᖃᑦᓯᓂᒃ 
ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑑᕙ ᐅᐃᒪᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᐊᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥ. 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᖃᕈᓂ, ᖃᑦᓰᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᒍᓐᓇᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖓᑖᓂᓗᐊᖅ. ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖃᖅᐹ? ᖁᑦᑎᓛᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓯᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸ ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖓᑦ? ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐅᕙᖑᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕌᖓᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᕙᖑᑦ 
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖁᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ. ᑕᒫᓂᖃᐃ 
14 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᒐᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ. ᑐᖏᓕᕋᖃᐃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᒥᑦᓵᓄᑦ 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᒍᓐᓇᕈᕕᐅᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅ ᐅᒃᐱᒃ. 
 
 
ᐅᒃᐱᒃ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᖃᑦᓯᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᓐᓇᖅᐱᑖ−ᓚᒍᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖓ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᓱᓕᔫᓂᕋᐃᓗᑕ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᔅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑦᓯᓐᓄᑦ.  
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕ,  
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am going to refer to the Special Committee 
report. This is from 2015. It mentions in there 
on inclusive education, which is in the bill, on 
the topic of social promotion, it says that 
when inclusive education is not implemented 
properly, it leads to social promotion. Social 
promotion has been brought up in the House 
and I think everybody agrees that it is 
problematic.  
 
When it comes to social promotion, I’ll get 
specific again, in the classroom, and this is 
what we have heard from teachers, is there a 
cap on the number of grades that a student can 
go through by social promotion? For example, 
if somebody is in grade 10, could they be 
socially promoted from kindergarten 
theoretically or is there a point at which the 
school staff would say, “Oh, look, this is 
going to be too hard for the teacher to do the 
differentiated instruction,” when you’ve got 
grade 10 students here and you have, I’ll use 
an extreme example, a grade 1 student in the 
same classroom and you’re trying to teach 
them math or what have you? Is there a cap 
on the social promotion? I hope that’s clear. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. When we use continuous progress 
for students when we are looking at the level 
they’re at and in terms of how we can best 
support that student with their inclusive 
education needs, I think this is something that 
maybe needs to be fleshed out a little further 
in terms of what outcomes are we expecting 
the students as it relates to inclusive 
education.  
 
In terms of some of the experiences that are 
done at the administrative level, I would like 
to have Ms. Okpik to also add to the 
discussion on this. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
  
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. Ms. 
Okpik. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
2014, ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ. 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᖄᖏᖅᑎᑦᓯᖃᑦᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᒃᑭᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᖓ 
ᑭᖑᕙᓯᑦᑑᔮᕋᓗᐊᖅᐸᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ. ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᕙᓂ. ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ, ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᖑᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  
 
ᐊᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᕋᑦᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓂᑦ. ᖃᑦᓯᓂᑦ 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᐹ? 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓ ᖄᖏᖅᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ. 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ 10−ᒦᒃᑯᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎ, ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᕋᑖᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ. ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓗᐊᓚᖓᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖁᑎᒋᔭᖓ ᐊᑦᓱᕈᕈᑎᖃᓗᐊᓚᖓᔪᖅ 
ᐆᒥᖔᓚᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ 
ᐱᓗᐊᕈᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐆᑦᑑᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᒋᓗᐊᓚᖓᑉᐹ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᖁᑦᓯᓂᖓᓂ, ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᐹ? ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᕆᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓗᐊᕌᓗᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᕚᑦ? 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᑐᑦᓴᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᖅ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
  
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐊᑐᕌᖓᑦᑖ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᓲᖑᔪᒍᑦ. ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᒻᒪᖔᑦ, ᖃᓄᕐᓗ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖓ. ᑕᐃᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕈᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᒋᔭᖓ 
ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᐊᑖᒎᖓᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᖃᑦᑕᕋᑦᑕ. 
 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓪᓚᕝᕕᓕᕆᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᒻᒪᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇᖃᐃ ᑭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᒥᔭᖓ ᒥᔅ ᐅᒃᐱᐅᑉ. 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅ ᐅᒃᐱᒃ. 
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Ms. Okpik (interpretation ends): Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. (interpretation ends) Currently 
there is no cap in terms of the number of years 
going from one grade to another, but what I 
can say is we do recognize that the 
Department of Education, we have to put in 
place many different types of supportive 
services for students to look at student 
achievement. At the DEA level, for example, 
is their attendance and registration policy and 
the supports that we provide either through 
money to the DEAs to look at attendance and 
how we can ensure that students continue to 
come to school.  
 
The Department of Education has spent a lot 
of time increasing its capacity at the 
departmental level around inclusive 
education. Around 2008 when we looked at 
inclusive education for the bill, what we had 
was a very, I think… . At the grassroots level 
we had student support assistants providing 
one-on-one or providing supports to students 
at the school level along with student support 
teachers. At the regional school office level 
we had student support coordinators that 
would provide assistance to student support 
teachers. However, we really felt that we 
needed to increase the capacity after hearing 
from Barbara Hall on the four or five different 
major recommendations she had around 
changes that we should be implementing to 
inclusive education.  
 
One of the biggest areas where we have been 
doing work is around student assessment and 
we can provide, I think, some very detailed 
information as to the types of 
formative/summative assessments that are 
being formed; the increase of education 
services, for example. Previously we had one 
PY at the headquarters level. We now have 67 
PYs that focus around inclusive education, 
educator development, student achievement, 
really focusing on student outcomes. In year 
one, we got the PYs to be able to support 

ᐅᒃᐱᒃ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒫᓐᓇ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᐊᓪᓗᖃᑦᑕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖓ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓃᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᖑᒐᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕆᐊᖃᓲᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐅᐸᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐅᐸᒍᓐᓇᐃᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ.  
 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᓱᕈᕋᑦᑕ, ᐅᕙᒍᑦ 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑭᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᐃᑦ. ᑕᒫᓂ 
2008−ᒥᓂᖃᐃ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ  
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᑦᑕᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓈᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖓ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓈᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎ. ᐅᕙᒍᑦ 
ᐊᒡᓚᒡᕕᑦᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑕᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓕᓴᔩᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ 
ᑐᓵᓚᐅᖅᓱᑕ ᕚᕗᓚ ᕼᐋᓪᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᑎᓐᓂ. ᑕᒪᒃᑮ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᓚᐅᕐᒫᑎᒍ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᒍᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ. 
 
 
 
 
 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕇᓐᓇᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᓐᓅᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ.  
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖃᕐᕕᑦᑎᓐᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 67-ᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᕈᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᐃᑦ  
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schools to develop frameworks, to develop 
handbooks, the directives for teachers, and 
then the in-servicing of that, and then the next 
phase was around getting money to provide 
services for students.  
 
Primarily, previously we had relied on the 
Department of Health to do speech therapy, 
occupational therapy, hearing, all that type of 
thing, but what we realized was that there 
needs to be specialized services for K to 12 
because what we saw was sometimes if you 
had speech therapy that needed to take place 
with a child in the community, if there was an 
adult, for example, that had a stroke and 
needed to learn how to swallow again, they 
became the first priority rather than the child 
in the school. What we did after that was we 
sought additional funding and we got 
$850,000 for contract services to be able to 
provide K to 12 specific services to our 
students. We have continued with 
occupational therapy and speech therapy.  
 
I’m happy to say that we are now starting to 
look at psychosocial supports for students. We 
know that when there is a sudden death either 
in the community or it impacts the school, if 
there is death by suicide, we have that ability 
to work with the Red Cross to send in support 
systems within the school. For example, last 
year we sent in the Red Cross to 15 of our 
communities to provide immediate, not 
counselling support, but support to be able to 
deal with it and how do you move on, not 
move on, but to be able to provide that 
support of providing that assistance at the 
local level. For example, we have the Red 
Cross going into Gjoa Haven next week. 
There have been a couple of deaths and we 
really feel that it has impacted the community. 
Those are the types of supportive services that 
previously weren’t in place and every year 
we’re looking at how we can provide more.  
 
We also know that hearing and hearing loss is 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᖓᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᔩᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᖢᑎᒍ.  
 
 
 
 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ. 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑐᓯᓚᒃᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓᓕᒫᖅ 
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᔪᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᒥᑭᔫᑕᐅᓛᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓗᒍ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖃᕆᐅᖅᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᒡᓛᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᓯᕆᑲᓴᒃᑐᖅ 
ᐅᖃᕆᐅᖅᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᖑᖕᒪᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᒡᒐ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᐃᒫᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓱᕈᓯᓛᑦ 
ᐅᖃᕆᐅᖅᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓲᖑᖕᒥᖕᒪᑕ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ  
$850,000−ᓂᑦ  ᐱᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᑕᐅᓛᒥᒃ 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓛᒧᑦ 12-ᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᓂ 
ᑎᒥᖓᔫᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖅᓴᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑐᓯᓚᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
 
 
 
 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔮᖃᕐᓂᒨᖓᒃᐸᑕ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑐᖃᑳᓪᓚᖕᓂᖅᐸ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
ᑕᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑭᐱᓯᔪᖃᓂᖅᐸᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ Red Cross  
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᓂ 
ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ 15-ᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒨᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓃᑦᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ Red 
Cross−ᑯᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒧᓛᕐᒥᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᓛᖅᑐᒥ.  
ᐃᓅᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ. 
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒡᒐ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑕᕗᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂ. . .   
 
 
ᑐᓵᖃᑦᑕᓕᕋᑦᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᓯᓚᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ  
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a major thing for Inuit through otitis media, so 
we have done a major campaign. We now 
have a speech and deaf specialist within our 
department, which we are very happy about 
because those are, I think, specialties that are 
really hard to come by. We have sound field 
testing. We have teachers who walk and talk 
with microphones so that students can hear 
and be able to participate in the education 
program.  
 
We’re hoping next year in the next business 
cycle we will be able to look at more support 
services for students as well. (interpretation) 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (Mr. Rumbolt): Thank you, Ms. 
Okpik. As you may have noticed, I have taken 
over the chairmanship for a little bit. Mr. 
Main has been sitting in that for the last few 
days and never had the opportunity to ask 
many questions. We’re giving him that 
opportunity at this time and for the benefit of 
the switchers, Mr. Main is in my seat. Mr. 
Main, please go ahead. 
 
Mr. Main (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. (interpretation ends) I have had 
opportunity to ask questions and maybe some 
of the Committee would say I have asked too 
many and, if I have, I apologize, but I’m 
sitting here as a Member of the Committee.  
 
On the individual student support plan topic, I 
note that the Minister’s most recent letter 
regarding the bill on page 11 uses the term 
“reasonable and practical” multiple times. 
That is just a comment that I think it’s 
something that needs to be further understood 
in terms of who determines what is reasonable 
and practical.  
 
Moving on, back to the language of 
instruction, thank you, Minister, for this letter 
and thank you for the document that you 
provided on language of instruction. I think 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ 
ᓴᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓪᓚᕆᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ. 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒋᐊᓪᓚᐅᕐᒥᖕᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓯᐅᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑐᓯᓚᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᑐᓵᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
 
 
 
 
ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑕᕝᕙ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓛᖅᑐᒥ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᕋᒻᐴᑦ)(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᓇᑯᕐᒦᒃ, ᒥᔅ ᐅᒃᐱᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᕋᒪ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ 
ᑕᕝᕙᓃᖏᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔪᓐᓇᖐᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ. 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑎᒍ ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᓃᓐᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ ᑲᔪᓯᒋᑦ. 
 
 
 
 
ᒪᐃᓐ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᕼᐃᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) 
ᐊᐱᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖓᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᒥᐊᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ. ᐄ, ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᖓ 
ᐃᒃᓯᕚᖃᑕᐅᓂᕋᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᐱᕆᓂᐊᕋᒪ.  
 
 
 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑕ 
ᒪᒃᐱᖅᑐᒐᖓᓂ 11 ᓲᕐᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒥ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᐅᔪᒥ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕋᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓃᒻᒪᑕ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᒪᓪᓗᒍ. ᓲᕐᓗ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᓂᖓ 
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᓇ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᕙ ᓈᒻᒪᖅᑐᖅ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑭᓇᒧᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓂᕋᐃᓚᖓᕙ . 
 
 
 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᓇᑯᕐᒦᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᒥ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕋᔅᓯ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᑯᕐᒦᒃ  
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕋᕕᑦ.  



 

 50

that is the type of information that I was 
looking for in terms of did you just pull these 
numbers out of a hat in terms of what’s going 
to happen between now and when we see a 
fully implemented language of instruction, 
including Inuktitut, putting Inuktitut at the 
forefront. I think that really helps me as a 
Committee Member to understand.  
 
On page 10 of your letter, right in the middle 
of the page, “We recognize that it is not 
enough to focus our efforts just on developing 
Inuktut-speaking instructors as we initially 
proposed.” Why does it say that? If we, as a 
territory, develop Inuktut-speaking Instructors 
without the curriculum in place, without the 
resources, is it because it is unfair to them as 
teachers? That’s my question. (interpretation) 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Main. Minister 
Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Yes, they should go hand in hand. 
Of course we’re starting to and want to 
promote bilingual education. We want our 
teachers in whichever language they’re 
teaching to have the curriculum and resources 
backed up for them be able to deliver that 
education program in whichever language. 
That’s the intent there. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Minister Joanasie. 
Mr. Main. 
 
Mr. Main (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. (interpretation ends) Put forward in 
your letter here, I’m paraphrasing, you say 
that it’s better to focus not just on creating 
teachers but to focus on all the pieces and how 
they’re going to come together. Does the 
Minister feel that Bill 25 in this regard, 
changing the language of instruction piece… . 
? Does the Minister have a position that those 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᒃᑲᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᖓ ᕿᓂᖅᑕᒃᑲᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᓇᓴᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᕕᒌᑦ? ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑕ 
ᐃᓱᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓃᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᕙᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᕕᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ. 
 
ᒪᒃᐱᖅᑐᒐᖓᓂ 10 ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕈᑦᑕ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᓈᒻᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᑐᐊᖑᑉᐸᑕ. ᓱᒻᒪᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᕚ ᓱᒻᒪ? ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᐅᔪᔅᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᓕᕆᕈᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ 
ᓈᒻᒪᖏᑦᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᕙᕋ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. ᒥᔅᑕ 
ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᒍᑦᑕ 
ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕗᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎᔅᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ.  
 
 
 
ᒪᐃᓐ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᓂ ᐅᖃᕋᕕᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐃᓕᑲᐃᓪᓕᓚᐅᓂᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂ  
ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᑲᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖃᐃ ᐃᓱᒪᕙ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᒍ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᐹ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  
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changes as proposed in Bill 25 will make 
language of instruction more achievable for 
Nunavut or more realistic or stronger? 
(interpretation) Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Main. Minister 
Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Yes, with the assessment tools, 
with all the things that we have outlined on 
curriculum development, they have to be also 
trained in how to assess the students with the 
new curriculum that we’re developing. With 
all those pieces together and also given the 
fact that some of the terminology in the 
Inuktut curriculum needs to be 
comprehensible to all, I think that’s something 
that we work towards too on having special 
focus with language experts, with teachers 
that have spent time in the classroom when 
we’re developing these resources and 
ensuring that the terminology is most 
appropriate. I think this is where when we say 
that focusing not only on our Inuit 
employment plans; there is a whole other area 
that we need also to focus on in addition to 
that. I think, given a bigger picture of the 
current situation, we want to have a stronger 
system in place, looking at that bigger picture. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Minister Joanasie. 
Mr. Main. 
 
Mr. Main (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. What is the status on the Inuit 
language (interpretation ends) 
standardization? (interpretation) I don’t know 
how to say that word in Inuktitut. What is the 
status on the standard terminology? We need 
to use standard terminology. What’s the status 
of that when it comes to the education 
system? Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Main. Minister 

ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25-ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓ ᐱᔭᕇᕋᕐᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᐸᖃᐃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ? 
ᐱᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙ? ᓴᓐᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕚ? ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐄ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐃᓐᓇᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᓂ 
ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ 
ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ 
ᑕᐅᑐᒐᕆᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᒋ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒻᒦᓯᒪᕙᒌᖅᑐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᕗᑦ  
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᖓ ᐊᑲᐅᓂᖅᐹᒃᑰᖁᓪᓗᒍ. ᑖᓐᓇᓕ 
ᐅᖃᕌᖓᑦᑕ ᑕᐅᑐᑦᑕᑐᐊᕆᖏᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ. 
ᐊᓯᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᐊᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᒐᑦᑎᒍ 
ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ 
ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ. ᓴᓐᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ 
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᓯᓯᒪᔪᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒍ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᖔᕈᑦᑎᒍ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. 
 
 
 
ᒪᐃᓐ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇᓕ ᓇᓃᓕᖅᐸ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᖃᐅᕼᐃᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᕼᐃᓐᖑᖅᑎᕆᓂᖅ? 
Standardization ᐃᓛᒃ ᐃᓄᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᒋᖕᒥᒐᒃᑯ. 
ᐊᑕᐅᕼᐃᐅ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᕼᐃᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᕼᐃᕐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ. ᓇᓂᕼᐃᐅᓕᖅᐸ? 
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᖢᒍ? ᒪ’ᓇ 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ  
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Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. The literacy program has 
been developed based on the three regions of 
Nunavut. We have involved the three different 
regions and we have come up with the 
terminology on the writing system and on the 
literacy program, when they are at a younger 
age and they are learning how to read and 
write, but we are also looking at the higher 
grades when it comes to language or math. 
We want to use standard terminology when 
we’re developing curriculum. In language 
arts, the Inuit Uqausinginnik Taiguusiliuqtiit 
is involved in developing that so that we can 
use standard terminology with their 
assistance. Thank you. 
 
Chairman: Thank you, Minister Joanasie. 
Mr. Main. 
 
Mr. Main (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. (interpretation ends) I’m still on 
the language of instruction part of the bill. 
The big change in Bill 25 is that spells out 
Inuktut Language Arts. (interpretation) It 
elaborates on that. (interpretation ends)  One 
of the submissions, it was actually the 
submission from Nunavut Tunngavik; I think 
they used the word “shocking,” the language 
arts. I have Nunavut Tunngavik’s submission 
to the Education Act Review Committee and 
this is from 2014. Recommendations 16 and 
17 of that report were to create Inuit 
Language Arts curriculum. On the one hand, 
the submission that we have today in 2019, I 
just don’t understand why… . It appears as 
though the department acting, five years later 
mind you, on a recommendation from 
Nunavut Tunngavik from five years ago. Can 
you explain that situation specifically on the 
Inuit Language Arts curriculum? 
(interpretation) Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman: Thank you. Mr. Main. Minister 

ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᓂᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᑦᓱᑎᒍ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑕ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ, ᐅᑯᐊ, ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᓂᖅ 
ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕆᐅᖅᓴᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑯᐊ 
ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕆᐅᖅᓴᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑐᕌᖓᓗᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᑉᐸᐅᖓ 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑖᒃᓱᒪᖓᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ, 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᓕᐅᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑖᑦᓱᒪᖓᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᑕ, ᑖᒃᓱᒪᖓᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖁᓪᓗᑕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒋᓗᑎᒍ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. 
 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. 
 

ᒪᐃᓐ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ, ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 
25 −ᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᑦ. 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᖓ 
ᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, 
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᖅᑑᓂᕋᐃᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑦ, 2014−ᓂᓴᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ 16 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 17 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᓘᓐᓃᑦ. ᐃᒡᓗᐊᒍᑦ, 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥ 2019 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᖏᓐᓇᒃᑯ 
ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᖅᑰᔨᖕᒪᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᒡᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᐱᐅᒃ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ? ᐱᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ. 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. 
 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. 
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Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. We have always had kindergarten 
to grade 6 Inuit Language Arts and we are 
updating that curriculum, but in addition to 
that, I explained in my opening comments this 
morning about the drafting and timelines for 
other core curriculum development. We 
haven’t come to that yet. The large focus has 
been on the Inuktut Language Arts and first-
language as well as second-language learners, 
as well as English as a second language. 
Those language arts pieces have been a large 
focus to date, but we always have the 
intention of looking at the other core 
curriculum and the other strands, not just 
Uqausiliriniq. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Minister Joanasie. 
Mr. Main. 
 
Mr. Main (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. (interpretation ends) Moving on, 
I’m still on this letter from the Minister. It 
was a long letter. I think it was 15 pages, so 
apologies.  
 
On issue No. 3 raised by the Committee, this 
was local education program enhancements, 
on page 3 it mentions things that I think are 
really awesome for students. Hunting and 
trapping programs, qajaq-building programs, 
and the Nuna School program, these are 
examples that have been provided. I mean this 
is the department’s opinion, so I’ll keep that 
in mind, but the changes proposed under Bill 
25, would it be easier than it is currently for 
DEAs to set up things like these hunting and 
trapping programs, qajaq-building, programs 
like this? (interpretation) Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Main. Minister 
Joanasie. 
 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᒥᑭᓛᓂᒃ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ, 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᑖᖑᖅᑎᒋᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ, 
ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ. ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓛᖅ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑲᐅᖕᒥᒐᒪ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᓱᓕ. 
ᑕᑯᓐᓇᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᖓᐅᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᖅ. 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᒐᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕈᒪᓯᒪᒋᓪᓗᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᒃᑰᑑᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. 
 
 
ᒪᐃᓐ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᑲᔪᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᖓ 
ᑖᓐᓇ 15-ᓂ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖃᖅᑰᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᒪᒥᐊᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ.  
 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪ 
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ.  
ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 3 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓱᒋᒐᒃᑭᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ, ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ, 
ᖃᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ, ᓄᓇᒦᑎᑦᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑎᖕᒪᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ. ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖕᒪᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕋ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25−ᑯ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙ 
ᐱᔭᕐᓂᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᐹ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔪᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᖃᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ? ᐱᔭᕐᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᐳᖃᐃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ? 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
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Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. We are trying to look at how the 
DEAs are able to implement the local 
program. It was brought up when we met with 
the Apex DEA, that they want to continue 
with their Nuna School program. The 
proposals we’re presenting in Bill 25 is to 
continue with the department’s responsibility. 
Well, it’s to affirm that the department’s 
responsibility is not simply approving the 
proposed local enhancement programs that the 
DEAs would develop, but it would also 
provide financial supports needed to deliver 
those programs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Minister Joanasie. 
Mr. Main. 
 
Mr. Main (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. (interpretation ends) That is new, 
right, that piece where the department would 
be providing financial support needed? I’m 
thinking of my schools, in particular Whale 
Cove and Arviat, and it is pretty encouraging 
that the financial support piece is in there. 
Would there be a cap put on the financial 
support?  
 
I’m trying not to get hypothetical. Under the 
bill, as proposed, if the DEA comes forward 
and says “We want to do a trapping program,” 
I am assuming there would be some kind of a 
limit or a maximum that they would be able to 
get in terms of extra money. Would that be set 
out in the regulations? Would it be policy or is 
it up to the Minister of the day? I’m just 
trying to understand that issue. (interpretation) 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Main. Minister 
Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Unfortunately we don’t have a blank cheque 
here, of course. We have limited funds, of 
course. We would be looking at this through 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑕᑯᓐᓈᕋᓱᑦᑐᓱᒍ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ. ᓂᐊᖁᓐᖒ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᒦᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᒻᒪᑕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᖅ 25-ᒥ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓗᒍ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐅᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖓ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 
ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᕈᑎᒋᒻᒥᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕋᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ.  
 
ᒪᐃᓐ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓄᑖᖑᕚ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ? ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖁᑎᒃᑲ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋ ᑎᑭᕌᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂᓗ? ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑐᓴᕈᒥᓇᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ 
ᑕᕝᕙᓃᒻᒪᑦ. ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑕᕐᕕᖃᕋᔭᖅᐸᖃᐃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᓂ? 
 
 
 
 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᕋᓱᒋᓐᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᖓ. 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
ᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕈᒪᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒐᒪ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᖃᕋᔭᖅᑰᔨᒋᒐᒃᑯ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᑲᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ. 
ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᐹ? 
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅᑎᒎᖓᔪᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑲ? ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ. 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᐄ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐊᐃᑦᑖᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕗᑦ 
ᐃᓱᖃᓐᖏᑦᑑᖏᒥᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᖃᕐᒥᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕗᑦ. 
ᐄ, ᑕᐃᒪ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅᑎᒍᓪᓕ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᕋᔭᖅᑕᕗᑦ  
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an internal policy. We currently have 
contribution agreements with DEAs. This is 
something through an internal policy that 
would have to set the parameters on how 
these local enhancement programs would be 
funded. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Minister Joanasie. 
Mr. Main.  
 
Mr. Main (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. (interpretation ends) I just have 
one final question here. There has been so 
much work put into it before I was an MLA, 
before the current Minister was a Minister. It 
is years and years and years of work.  
 
This 2015 report from the Special Committee 
to Review the Education Act, on page 8 it 
says at the bottom paragraph, these were our 
legislative ancestors, so they are saying this: 
“The Special Committee wishes to emphasize 
that the delivery of an education system is too 
important to be driven primarily by political 
idealism. The Standing Committee is of the 
view that the objectives of an education 
system must be practical, realistic and 
attainable.” Later on in that paragraph it 
mentions “In many respects, the potential for 
the success of Nunavut’s education system 
has been weakened by an overly ambitious 
agenda that was, to some extent, entrenched 
within the legislation itself.”  
 
When I read that, it makes me think that… . 
In Bill 25, with regard to this statement, is the 
Minister trying to correct the education 
system to make it based more around 
practical, realistic and attainable goals? That’s 
my final question. (interpretation) Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Main. Minister 
Joanasie. 
 
 

ᒫᓐᓇ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖃᕋᑦᑕ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᑦᑕᓕ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕆᓕᖅᑕᖓ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᐋᖅᑭᓯᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ. 
ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ.  
 
ᒪᐃᓐ: ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᕋᒪ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖅᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑑᔪᕐᓗ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᒥᓂᔅᑑᓚᐅᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒐᓴᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ.  
 
 
2015-ᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂᑦ 
ᒪᑉᐱᒐᖅ 8-ᖓᓂᑦ, ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑕᐅᓇᓂ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕕᓃᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᕗ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓗᐊᕐᒪᑦ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᒐᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐱᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᓗᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑭᖑᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᕐᓗᒍ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᓴᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᔭᔅᓴᖃᕋᓱᓕ ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓃᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  
 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕋᒃᑯ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑎᒋᓕᕋᒃᑯ ᒪᓕᒐᓴᖅ 25 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖓ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ, 
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓇᓱᑉᐹ? 
ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᑉᐹ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᔾᔫᒥᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᕋᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ 
ᑐᕌᒐᕐᓂᒃ? ᑖᓐᓇ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒐ. 
(ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒪ’ᓇ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᒥᔅᑕ ᒪᐃᓐ. 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
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Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. We did consider the Special 
Committee’s report and the recommendations 
coming out of that report. Once the 2008 
Education Act was made into law and the 
resulting implementation of it, the challenges 
that had taken place up until 2013-14 and 
onwards still persist today. I would say yes, to 
the extent possible, we want to have a 
practical, realistic and attainable legislative 
framework to work with.  
 
I talked a bit about it yesterday and I used the 
analogy about caribou. Think of it as that. 
Imagine there is a law that says every 
Nunavummiuq is entitled to caribou meat in 
any form for breakfast, lunch, and supper by 
this date. However, the caribou population in 
some areas is in decline; we need hunters to 
harvest the caribou and the resources that 
come with that. Looking at it in that way, I 
think this is where we have to work with the 
reality that we have in place, but also with the 
intent that we do want the caribou. Everybody 
wants caribou, whether it’s frozen or dried.  
 
I’m trying to explain it in simple terms for 
Nunavummiut to better understand our 
educational context. I think that is something 
that if you can think of it in that way, yes, we 
are working towards that. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.  
 
Chairman (Mr. Main)(interpretation): Thank 
you. Mr. Quassa. 
 
Mr. Quassa (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I’m not sure if that is referring to 
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit with that comment 
about caribou.  
 
>>Laughter 
 
I just have one question that I would like to 
pose about Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit. The 
reference to Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit has been 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒃᑯᑦ 2008-ᒥ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ, 
ᒪᓕᒐᓐᖑᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓪᓗ 
2013-14−ᖑᕋᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᑭᖑᓂᖓᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᓱᓕ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᒻᒪᑕ. ᐊᖏᕋᔭᖅᑐᖓ ᐊᔪᓐᖏᓐᓂᓕᒫᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᔅᓴᐅᔾᔫᒥᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᒪᒐᑦᑎᒍ. 
 
 
 
ᐃᑉᐸᔅᓴᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᐱᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᕐᓕ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓕᒫᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓛᕈᕐᒥᑕᕐᒧᑦ, ᐅᓪᓗᕈᕐᒥᑕᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᐅᓐᓄᕈᕐᒥᑕᕐᓗ ᐅᓇ ᐅᓪᓗ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒻᒪᑕ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ 
ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ.  
ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᓱᒍ ᑕᐃᒪ ᐱᓪᓚᒃᑖᒥᒃ 
ᑕᑯᓐᓈᕆᐊᖃᖅᑰᕋᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᔅᓴᖅ 
ᑐᒃᑐᒥᓂᖅᑐᕈᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᖁᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑦ, 
ᓂᒃᑰᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑦ.  
 
 
ᐅᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓇᓱᒃᑕᕋᖃᐃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕆᐊᕐᓗᒍ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ, 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔪᓐᓇᕈᕕᐅᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓇᓱᑦᑕᕗᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ. 
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ (ᒪᐃᓐ): ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓴ.  
 
 
 
ᖁᐊᓴ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖃᒻᒪᕆᐊᓐᓄᒃᑐᒃᓴᐅᓐᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ, ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓵᖅᑐᖅ.  
 
>>ᐃᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ 
 
ᑖᓐᓇ, ᐆᒥᖓ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᕐᒥᖃᐃ ᐅᖃᕈᒪ. ᐃᓛᒃ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᕈᒪᓕᕐᒥᔪᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ  
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stated by the local district education 
authorities and other groups with regard to 
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and the fact that it is 
just in the preamble of Bill 25. Where does IQ 
stand in the 2008 Act?  
 
As to the strength of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 
when it is just in the preamble in Part 1, is it 
just as strong? In the 2008 Act it’s referenced 
throughout the legislation that they will use 
the Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit principles when 
applicable. All of those were removed and put 
into just one part of the bill. The strength and 
the meaning of IQ probably haven’t 
diminished. I hope Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 
doesn’t make it weaker because it has been 
removed from over 20 clauses in the 2008 
Act.  
 
Why is it not written like in the 2008 Act 
before the references were removed? Can’t 
they just be put it back in where they were? 
Would there be a problem with that? Can you 
give us the reason why all the other references 
to IQ were removed from the clauses and just 
put into Part 1? I sort of understand it, but I’m 
asking about it because I would like the 
people out there to understand it properly too. 
 
Lastly, if we put the references back into the 
clauses in the Act, it wouldn’t hurt the 
Department of Education. I would like those 
references to IQ put back in because there 
have been concerns raised about it. I would 
like to understand that or come to an 
understanding with it that so that the people of 
Nunavut will understand what it means. Those 
are the two questions. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. (interpretation) It is written in the 
preamble of the Education Act in the bill, so it 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᖕᒥᖕᒪᑦ ᒪᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᓐᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖓ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 25-ᒥᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᓪᓚᕆᐊᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᕐᒪᑦ. 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐃᓛᒃ ᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕ 2008-ᖑᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ 
ᓇᓂᒐᕐᓂᕐᒪᑕ.  
 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᑭᐊᖅ 
ᓴᓐᖏᒃᑎᒋᐊᓪᓚᕆᒐᔭᓐᖑᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᓪᓚᕆᑐᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ Part 
1-ᖓᓂᒃ, ᓴᓐᖏᓂᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᓱᖁᓯᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᕋᔭᖅᐳᖃᐃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 2008-
ᒥᓕ ᓇᓂᒐᕐᓂᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓇ Principle 
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᓕᕌᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕋᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ, ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ. ᑕᒪᔾᔭ 
ᐲᖅᑕᐅᒐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᓐᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 
ᑕᕝᕙᓂ. ᓴᓐᖏᓂᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᖓ 
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᕚᓪᓕᖅᑐᔅᓴᐅᓐᖏᑉᐳᖅ? 
ᐊᖏᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ, 
ᓴᓐᖐᒡᓕᕚᓪᓕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓐᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᑐᑭᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ? ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓛᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐲᔭᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ 20 ᐅᖓᑖᓃᖅᑰᖅᑐᓄᑯᐊ 2008-ᒥᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ, 
ᑖᓐᓇᐅᖦᖤᖅᐳᖅ.  
 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᖕᒪᑦ 2008-ᑎᑐᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ. ᐊᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐲᔭᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᓐᓇᖔᖅ 
ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᒍ, ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᒻᒫᑦ? ᑐᑭᓪᓚᕆᐊᓂᒃ 
ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᑐᑭᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕐᒥᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᓯᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐲᔭᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᑐᐃᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ Part 1-ᑐᐃᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸ? ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓪᓗᐊᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᖓ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᕋ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᖅᑰᕐᒪᑕ. 
 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᒌᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᔾᔮᓐᖏᓛᖅ? ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓐᖏᓚᖅ 
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᖕᒥᖕᒪᑦ ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑕᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒋᔪᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᒧᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᒃ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ): ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒎᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒪᓕᒐᖅ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ 
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applies to all aspects of the bill. We thought 
that it would be more appropriate to do it that 
way. I can also say that (interpretation ends) if 
you go to the Act itself, section 25 for the 
education program, 8(6) it says “Principles 
and concepts of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (6) 
To the extent applicable, Inuit societal values 
and the principles and concepts of Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit must be incorporated 
throughout the curriculum at all grade levels.” 
On top of that, any local program 
enhancements that are made need to also 
account for Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Inuit 
societal values and base them on those. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman.  
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
(interpretation ends) Mr. Quassa had a two-
part question and I don’t know if you 
answered both parts. I’m a bit confused. Mr. 
Quassa, you want to very briefly…you are 
running up against the end of our hearing and 
lunch. Mr. Quassa. 
 
Mr. Quassa (interpretation): Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Thank you very much. My 
question is: if we put those references to IQ 
back, would it cause a problem for the 
Department of Education? If we just keep the 
references to IQ like in the 2008 Act, would it 
cause a problem? I understand when you said 
that even though it’s only in Part 1, it will 
apply to the whole Act, but why can’t they 
just be put back in (interpretation ends) like it 
was before? (interpretation) Would that hurt 
the department? Is that what the department is 
scared about? I would like him to answer that 
with a yes or no. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you. I’m sorry I didn’t answer that part of the 
question. Perhaps you can allow our legal 
advisor for the government to respond. Since 

ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᑲᐅᓈᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᓱᒋᒐᑦᑎᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐅᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᓗᖓ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒪᓕᒐᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᒍ, ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 25 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 25. 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ 8(6) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑯᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑉᐱᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᑕᐃᓯᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓖᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᓕᒫᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᒍᕋᐃ−ᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᖄᖓᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ 
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᓂᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᐃᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᓱᒪᖃᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᐅᑉᐱᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) ᒥᔅᑕ ᖁᐊᓴ 
ᒪᕐᕉᓕᖅᑲᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐱᕆᕋᑖᕐᖓᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ 
ᑭᐅᒻᒪᖔᖅᐱᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓐᖏᓐᓇᒪ, ᓇᓗᓕᕈᔪᒃᑲᒪ. ᒥᔅᑕ 
ᖁᐊᓴ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᑲᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑭᐅᒃ 
ᐱᔭᕇᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓈᓚᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ. ᒥᔅᑕ 
ᖁᐊᓴ.  
 
 
 
ᖁᐊᓴ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋ, 
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᔅᓯᐅᒃ 
ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒫᑦ? ᓲᕐᓗ 2008-ᑎᑐᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ, ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸ 
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᔅᓯᐅᒃ? ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᑉᐱᑲᓂᒎᖅ Part 
1-ᒦᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᕐᓗᓂ, ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᕋ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓᓕᒫᖅ 
ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒫᑦ? ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓱᒍᑎᖃᖅᐹ? 
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᕝᕙ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑖᓐᓇᑐᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᑕᕝᕙ 
ᑭᐅᖦᖤᕈᓂᐅᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐄᓘᕝᕙ, ᐋᒡᒐᓘᕝᕙ? ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
 
 
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ. ᒪᒥᐊᓇᕐᓗ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖓ ᑭᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᓐᖏᓇᒃᑯ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᓂ. ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᓪᓕᖅᑎᒍᓐᓇᕈᑦᑎᒍ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓇ ᓲᕐᓗ  
 



 

 59

it is written that way, I would like our legal 
advisor to explain why it’s like that and what 
would happen if the references to IQ were put 
back in, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
 
Chairman (interpretation): Thank you. 
Perhaps, Minister, if you can respond to this 
by correspondence because we are out of 
time. Our hearing is almost over. I would like 
to explain that we could probably spend the 
whole day and all night and tomorrow and 
next month continuously asking you 
questions. That has become quite obvious. I 
would just like to recognize my Committee 
colleagues because education is very 
important and it is extremely useful in 
Nunavut.  
 
(interpretation ends) Minister, I’m going to be 
unfair to you and give you 60 seconds for 
your closing comments. Minister Joanasie. 
 
Hon. David Joanasie (interpretation): Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to thank you 
all, the Standing Committee, and also the 
witnesses who came to speak before us: 
Nunavut Tunngavik, the coalition of DEAs, 
the teachers association, the Gjoa Haven 
District Education Authority, the Iqaluit 
District Education Authority, the Languages 
Commissioner of Nunavut, and the 
Representative for Children and Youth who 
were able to come here.  
 
I especially give a big “thank you” to my 
staff, my officials that have been able to be 
with me here, and to the teachers in the 
schools. I am very grateful to them because 
they work for education for our children so 
their learning can continue successfully. 
Whenever we can, let’s thank our teachers in 
our schools. I thank you too. I’ll end it here 
now. I thank everyone for the many hours that 
were spent in planning for today’s hearing. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᑯᖓᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᓵᕈᕕᐅᒃ, ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᒻᒪᖔᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑐᕆᐊᖃᕈᑦᑕ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᕈᓂ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᖅ 
ᐃᑦᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ.  
 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕ, ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 
ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᔫᓪᓗᐊᕈᑦᑎᒍ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᓂᖅᕼᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕋᑉᑕ, 
ᑲᑎᒪᓐᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᒋᐊᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᓂᓪᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᕼᐅᐊᖅᑐᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᕼᐊᖅ, 
ᐅᑉᓗᓗᑦᑖᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑑᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑕ ᐅᓐᓄᐊᓗᒃᑖᖅ 
ᐊᖃᒍᓗᒃᑖᖅ ᐱᓇᕼᐅᐊᕈᕼᐃᖅ ᑕᖅᑭᓗᒃᑖᖅ 
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᖅᑑᓪᓗᐊᕋᑦᑕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᕐᒪᑦ. 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑎᒃᑲ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᕼᐅᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᕼᐋᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒻᒪᑦ, 
ᐱᓪᓗᐊᕕᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᓕᓪᓗᐊᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.  
 
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐱᐊᓂᒍᑎᒃᕼᐊᒥᒃ (ᑐᓵᔨᑎᒍᑦ) 
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑲᐃᓐᓇᓕᕐᓚᒋᑦ 60 ᓴᑲᓐᓯᒥᒃ 
ᒪᑐᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕋᒃᑭ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ 
ᔪᐊᓇᓯ.  
 
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ ᑕᐃᕕᑎ ᔪᐊᓇᓯ: ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, 
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᕈᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᔅᓯ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᔪᓯᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕝᕗᖓ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑕ, 
ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᒥᓯᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑕᖅᑲᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒫᓃᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ. 
 
 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᒃᑲ 
ᐅᕙᓃᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦᑕᐅ ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᕈᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, 
ᖁᔭᒋᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᒃᑲ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕙᒻᒪᑕ ᕿᑐᓐᖓᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖁᔨᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕈᑦᑎᒍ ᖁᔭᒋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒍ 
ᐃᓕᓴᐃᔨᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖁᔭᒋᒐᔭᖅᑕᓯᑦᑕᐅᖅ. 
ᑕᕝᕗᖓ ᐃᓱᓕᒍᑎᒋᓕᕐᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᕙᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒃᓱᕐᔪᐊᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓱᑎ, ᖁᔭᒋᕙᒃᑲ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ. ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑖᖅ.  
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Chairman (interpretation): Thank you, 
Minister and your officials, for being 
available for our hearing. Our hearing is over. 
The Standing Committee will still have to 
work on Bill 25. I am pointing out now that 
although our hearing is over, our work will 
not end here. I would like to let the people of 
Nunavut know that.  
 
All of our staff, Stephen, Siobhan, I thank you 
very much, as well as our legal advisor, 
Michael, and the interpreters, who are quite 
able. The interpreters help a lot during 
meetings.  
 
>>Applause 
 
Also, we cannot forget our page, Kim 
Qavavau, who was here for the entire hearing, 
doing it alone.  
 
>>Applause 
 
Recognizing the clock, as it is lunchtime, the 
hearing is adjourned. Thank you very much. 
 
>>Committee adjourned at 12:05 
 

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ: ᒪ’ᓇ. ᒪ’ᓇ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑎᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕋᔅᓯ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᑕ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪ 
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᕼᐅᓕᒡᒪᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᖑᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑑᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑕ ᕼᐅᓕ ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒥᖓ 
ᒪᓕᒐᒃᕼᐊᖅ 25 ᒥᒃᕼᐋᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᕼᐅᐊᖅᕼᐅᖓ, 
ᕼᐆᕐᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓐᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕋᓗᐊᖅᐸᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᓚᓐᖏᒻᒥᔪᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
 
 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᓯᑏᕙᓐ, ᓴᕚᓐ ᒪ’ᓇᑦᑎᐊᒥᐊᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔨᕗᑦ ᒪᐃᑯᓪ, ᐋᒻᒪ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᕼᐋᔩᑦ 
ᐊᔪᓐᖏᑐᔾᔫᒻᒪᑕ, ᒪ’ᓇᑦᑎᐊᒥᐊᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕐᔪᐊᖅᑕᕐᒪᑕ 
ᑐᕼᐋᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑕᒫᑦ.  
 
>>ᐸᑦᑕᑐᖅᑐᑦ 
 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᒍᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎ, ᐱᔨᑲᑖᖅ ᑭᒻ 
ᖃᕙᕙᐅᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᓃᖏᓐᓇᕋᕕᑦ ᒪ’ᓇᑦᑎᐊᒥᐊᖅ 
ᐃᓄᑑᕋᐅᔭᖅᖢᓂᓗ.  
 
>>ᐸᑦᑕᑐᖅᑐᑦ 
 
ᑕᐃᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᕼᐊᐅᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᓗᒍᓗ 
ᓂᕆᓐᓇᕼᐃᒻᒫᖅᕼᐅᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓐᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᕼᐅᓕᑉᐳᖅ. 
ᒪ’ᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥᐊᖅ.  
 
>>ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ 12:05ᒥ 

 


