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RULES FOR THE NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD IN- 
PERSON PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER THE PROPOSED 

NUNAVUT POLAR BEAR CO-MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

April 14th 2017 
 
THE PURPOSE of this Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) in-person public 
hearing is to consider the Government of Nunavut- Department of Environment’s  
Proposal for Decision to the Board (Proposal) seeking approval of the Nunavut Polar Bear 
Co-Management Plan. The Proposal, along with other documents comprising the best 
available information to date, is available for review or download from the NWMB’s 
website (www.nwmb.com). 
 
HEARING RULES: 
 

1. The NWMB (the Board) shall provide notice to the public at least thirty (30) days 
prior to the deadline for filing hearing submissions. 
 

2. Any interested person or body may file with the Board a written submission and 
supporting documentation1 in response to the Proposal for approval of the Nunavut 
Polar Bear Co-Management Plan– duly translated into Inuktitut or English as the 
case may be – by no later than 5:00 p.m. (Iqaluit time) on May 19th 2017. 

 
3. Unless persuasive written and translated reasons are provided to the Board for 

late filing, the Board will not consider materials for this hearing that are not filed on 
time. 

 
4. The requirements for translation of submissions and supporting documentation 

filed with the Board does not apply to individual members of the public.  
 

5. For all others who file supporting documentation with the Board, the requirement 
for translation does not apply to such documents over ten (10) pages in length, as 
long as each supporting document that is not translated is accompanied by a 
concise, translated summary (English and Inuktitut) at least two (2) pages in 
length. 

 
6. The Board shall ensure that all materials filed with it or produced by it are made 

publicly available, subject to relevant confidentiality or privacy concerns. 

                                                           
1 “Supporting documentation” refers to one or more studies, articles, opinions or other documents separate 
from a person’s or organization’s written submission, filed as additional evidence and/or arguments in 
support of that person’s or organization’s submission. 

http://www.nwmb.com/


 
7. The NWMB shall provide simultaneous English and Inuktitut translation at the 

hearing, to the extent reasonably possible. 
 

8. A quorum of NWMB members shall be present at the hearing. 
 

9. Any representative or agent of the Government of Canada or Government of 
Nunavut, any Hunters and Trappers Organization or Regional Wildlife 
Organization, and any Inuk shall be accorded the status of party for the hearing. 

 
10. Unless invited by the Board to be a party, any other person or body wishing to be 

named as a party by the Board shall make an appropriate request in writing to the 
Board. 
 

11. All parties and other participants at the hearing are required to treat one another 
and the NWMB with respect. 
 

12. The NWMB shall provide a reasonable opportunity for oral presentations from each 
of the parties at the hearing by their choice of official, expert or counsel. 
 

13. Any member of the NWMB, the NWMB’s Director of Wildlife or the NWMB’s Legal 
Counsel may ask relevant questions of any other party at the hearing. 
 

14. Any party may ask relevant questions of any other party at the hearing. 
 

15. The NWMB shall provide members of the public in attendance at the hearing a 
reasonable opportunity to make statements and to ask questions of the parties and 
the NWMB. 
 

16. Every person at the hearing wishing to speak or ask a question shall raise his or 
her hand, and shall only speak once the NWMB Chairperson has recognized him 
or her. 
 

17. The NWMB Chairperson reserves the right to place reasonable time limits on 
presentations, statements and questions. 
 

18. The NWMB shall make an audio recording of the hearing available upon request. 



 

SUBMISSION TO THE 
NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
 

FOR Information:     Decision: X 

 

Issue:   Resubmission of the draft Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan  

 
Background   
During the development of the draft Polar Bear Co-Management Plan (the plan, 
Attachment 1) a working group was tasked with developing a replacement to the 
existing Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The working group focused on 
addressing concerns with the existing MOU and with ensuring that the plan reflects the 
jurisdictional perspective on polar bears. Overall, polar bears are doing well and have 
increased from the low population numbers of the 1960's and 70's. Public safety has 
become a serious concern as a result of the increase in population and /or changes in 
bear distribution and concentration.  

A successful polar bear management plan needs to reflect Inuit societal values and 
concerns.  It must support and ensure continued Inuit involvement in polar bear co-
management and conservation.  

The new draft plan better reflects Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and is more accessible to 
Nunavummiut. 

 

Current Status  
The Department of Environment (DOE) has incorporated many of the comments 
received during the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) Written Public 
Hearing (September – October 2015) into the draft plan, which has improved the 
document. When reviewing comments received, DOE considered what was heard from 
and said to communities and Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTO's) during 
consultations. Where possible, efforts were made to modify language or to better 
represent the position that was being proposed. 

 



Consultations 
The initial consultations and summary were provided with the original DOE 
submission. Additional consultations were undertaken after revisions were made to 
the draft to address comments received during the NWMB Written Public Hearing. 
These consultations were undertaken during October and November of 2016. DOE 
presented the revised draft plan to the Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWO's) at 
their Annual General Meetings, as well to the Nunavut Inuit Wildlife and 
Environment Advisory Committee (NIWEAC) during its fall meeting. The NIWEAC 
was instrumental in developing the initial draft in 2014. The Consultation Summary 
for those meetings is included as Attachment 2 of this document. The current draft 
Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan reflects input received from those 
meetings.  

DOE also sought a second review of the draft plan from Environment and Climate 
Change Canada (ECCC) and their feedback was incorporated, as ECCC was the 
most critical commenter during the NWMB Written Public Hearing.  ECCC’s 
comments were also reflected in other reviews, notably by Parks Canada and 
World Wildlife Fund. This second ECCC review resulted in additional edits to better 
clarify language in the draft plan.  

 
Recommendation 
DOE requests that the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board approve the revised 
Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan. 

 
 
Attachments 
1) Draft Polar Bear Co-Management Plan 
2) Consultation Summary 
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NUNAVUT POLAR BEAR CO-MANAGEMENT PLAN 
(to replace existing Memoranda of Understanding) 

PREFACE 
Management of polar bears in Canada is conducted at the territorial and provincial level. 
Federal lands, such as Migratory Bird Sanctuaries, National Wildlife Areas and National 
Parks, are managed for conservation purposes and may include management for polar 
bears. In addition, there is recognition that management requires coordination of 
national efforts. In Nunavut, management of wildlife is governed by the Nunavut Land 
Claims Agreement (NLCA). The NLCA requires that Inuit play an effective role in all 
aspects of wildlife management. The management of polar bears shall acknowledge the 
best available scientific knowledge and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ). The process for 
decision-making is clearly defined under the NLCA. 

The Nunavut Minister of the Environment and the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
(NWMB) hold the ultimate responsibility and primary responsibility for wildlife 
management, respectively, under the NLCA. The NWMB has the responsibility of 
approving management plans (Article 5 section 5.2.34 d(i)). This plan has been 
prepared in cooperation with Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., the Department of Environment, 
Regional Wildlife Organizations, Hunters and Trappers Organizations, and Inuit 
community members from throughout Nunavut. 

Successful management of polar bears depends on the commitment and cooperation of 
all co-management partners involved in implementing the directions set out in this plan. 

Implementation of this management plan is subject to appropriations, priorities, and 
budgetary constraints of the participating jurisdictions and organizations. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This management plan has been developed cooperatively by co-management partners 
to improve the existing polar bear management regime in Nunavut. It replaces the 
Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) that have directed management efforts to date. 
These efforts have been instrumental in facilitating the recovery of polar bear 
populations from the lows of the1950s, while maintaining harvest opportunities for Inuit.  

This intent of this plan is: 1) to provide guidance and direction to co-management 
partners for decision-making; and 2) identify goals and objectives for polar bear 
management. Improved communications, co-management partner participation, and 
cooperation will be fundamental to the plan’s success. 

Previous management relied heavily on scientific monitoring and modeling to determine 
sustainable harvest rates. This scientific approach has been effective and will continue, 
but now allows for full participation of Inuit. Improved collection and use of Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) and increased Inuit participation in all aspects of management 
are central to the goals of this plan. 
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1.     INTRODUCTION  
Management of polar bears in Nunavut predates the Nunavut Land Claims 
Agreement (NLCA) by several decades. In the 1960s and 70s, harvest restrictions 
were placed on Inuit with little or no consultation. Restrictions (e.g., limiting the 
number of polar bears harvested per year per subpopulation) were the primary 
means of population recovery in regions where abundance was reduced as the result 
of unsustainable harvest. Since then, implementation of the NLCA, and improved 
research and understanding of polar bear biology has strengthened management  
and increased Inuit involvement. Over the last 50 years polar bear management has 
focused on recovery of polar bear numbers, which has largely been achieved.  The 
focus of polar bear management now shifts to maintaining, or reducing numbers in 
areas where public safety is a concern and/or where there are detrimental effects on 
the ecosystem due to increased numbers of polar bears. This plan has been 
developed to guide polar bear management in Nunavut through 2026, and explicitly 
recognizes the requirement to engage Inuit in polar bear management. 
 
Inuit hunter observations indicate that polar bear numbers have increased from the 
population lows of the 1950s and 60s. This is confirmed by scientific studies on Most 
Nunavut subpopulations. During this time period, polar bears did not pose a serious 
threat to human safety; Inuit did not worry about going camping in those days and life 
generally existed in seasonal camps where families were safe. Today, however, 
safety concerns, in part, result from increased polar bear numbers in some Nunavut 
subpopulations. Increased interactions may also be due to changes in the distribution 
of bears from being on sea-ice to being on land for longer periods, and change in 
Inuit settlement away from a dispersed lifestyle to one with established communities.  
 
Despite scientific and traditional knowledge/IQ indicating that polar bear numbers 
have increased since the 1950s, conflict exists between Inuit observations and public 
perspective on the status of the species. Pressure to conserve and protect polar 
bears from national and international environmental and non-governmental 
organizations, climate change advocates, and the general public at large has created 
contention about the status of polar bear populations. Inuit believe there are now so 
many bears that public safety has become a major concern. Public safety concerns, 
combined with the effects of polar bears on other species that Inuit and scientists are 
observing (e.g., ringed seal and water fowl populations) suggest that in many 
Nunavut communities, the polar bear may have exceeded the co-existence threshold 
of Nunavummiut.  

 
“…in my lifetime we have seen opposite ends of the spectrum where 

 when I was a child we saw no bears and now we can see  
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40 bears a year near town” Sandy Akavak, Elder, Kimmirut 
 

In Canada, polar bears have been managed to increase populations since the 1970s, 
largely through sustainable hunting practices. Prior to the fur trade and whaling, polar 
bears were predominantly harvested by indigenous peoples. The increase in whaling 
sealing, fur trade and Arctic explorations during the late 1800s and early 1900s 
resulted in Arctic-wide increases in polar bear hunting by non-indigenous people. The 
five polar bear range states, Russia, Canada, the United States, Norway and 
Greenland, agreed that the polar bear needed protection to prevent a further decline, 
and the Agreement on the Conservation of Polar Bears was signed in 1973. 
Management of polar bears has since evolved to include setting sustainable harvest 
levels, maximizing harvest through sex-selective harvesting, reporting and submitting 
harvest data and samples, as well as non-quota limitations (NQLs) that include 
protection of family groups. Although seen by some Inuit as restrictive, these NQLs 
are supported by the Nunavut Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs).   
 
Although Inuit support Nunavut’s polar bear management efforts, they are directly 
affected by increased polar bear abundance from the standpoint of personal safety 
and property damage (e.g., cabins and food caches). Restrictions such as these, as 
well as public safety and property damage concerns potentially undermine Inuit 
support when population numbers are perceived to be high.  

2. GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
The following principles will guide conservation and management decisions within the 
framework of the NLCA: 

 
• To integrate Inuit societal values and Inuit traditional knowledge, collectively 

called Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ), in polar bear management; 
• Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and scientific knowledge will be considered in decision-

making. Both perspectives, always taken/considered together, will continue to 
inform decision-making; 

• To consider public safety in management actions; 
• To consider the ongoing social, cultural, and economic value of the polar bear in 

decision-making; 
• To consider other aspects of the ecosystem when we consider polar bears;  
• Polar bears will be managed at the subpopulation level, and their status will be 

assessed regularly to ensure that information is available for timely conservation, 
and long-term sustainability; 
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• Where there are threats of serious or irreparable damage to polar bear 
populations or habitat, lack of certainty will not be a reason for postponing 
reasonable or precautionary conservation measures. 

3. GOAL OF THE POLAR BEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN 

To maintain viable and healthy polar bear subpopulations for current and future 
generations, and to ensure that polar bears remain an integrated and functioning 
part of the ecosystem while monitored and appropriate harvests are allowed. 

4. SPECIES DESCRIPTION 
Inuktitut name – Nanuq, Nanuk 
English name – polar bear  
French name – Ours blanc 
Scientific name – Ursus maritimus (Phipps 1774) 

 
4.1 Status:  

Canada: Special Concern (Species at Risk Act) 2011 
IUCN: Vulnerable (2015) 
Nunavut Wildlife Act: Not assessed 
 
4.2 General description 

The polar bear is a member of the order Carnivora and the family Ursidae. It is the 
top terrestrial predator in the arctic marine environment. Polar bear breeding biology 
is characterized by low reproductive rates, a long life span, and late sexual maturity.  

Webbed and enlarged front paws make the polar bear a strong swimmer and its 
curved claws are well-suited for “hooking” seals, their primary food source. Other 
adaptations to the Arctic environment include furred pads (improved insulation and 
traction) on the paws, and black skin (absorb solar energy). Polar bear fur usually 
appears to be white, but it may also be yellowish or off-white, depending on the time 
of year and sex. Polar bears exhibit extraordinary strength when crushing through 
sea ice, digging into birth and haul-out lairs of seals, and moving large boulders to 
access meat caches. Adult males are larger (up to 300 cm long) and heavier (800-
1000 kg) than adult females, which do not usually exceed 400 kg in weight and 250 
cm in length.  
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4.3 Distribution 

4.3.1 Global range  

Polar bears occur as a circumpolar species in the sub-arctic and arctic regions of the 
northern hemisphere. It was initially believed that they represented a single 
population that ranged throughout the Arctic, with animals being carried passively on 
the sea ice by currents. However, satellite telemetry studies and mark-recapture data 
have shown that they do not wander throughout the Arctic, but rather show seasonal 
fidelity to local areas. Movements and distributions are mainly determined by sea ice 
which is used as a platform for feeding, mating, and denning. Globally, all polar bears 
are divided into 19 “subpopulations”, 13 (excluding bears of the Arctic Basin) of which 
are in Canada (Figure 1). There is an estimated world population of about 26,000 
(95% Confidence Interval 22,000 – 31,000) polar bears. Approximately 14,000 to 
16,000 polar bears are found in Canada (See Appendix A for current status). The 
majority of Canada’s polar bear subpopulations are found in Nunavut.  

4.3.2 Nunavut range 

As of 2016, there are 12 recognized subpopulations of polar bear within Nunavut 
(Baffin Bay, Davis Strait, Southern Hudson Bay, Western Hudson Bay, Foxe Basin, 
Kane Basin, Lancaster Sound, Norwegian Bay, Gulf of Boothia, M'Clintock Channel, 
Viscount Melville Sound, and Northern Beaufort Sea). Eight of these subpopulations 
are shared with other jurisdictions and user-groups and four are entirely within 
Nunavut (Figure 1). A more detailed background and description of Nunavut’s polar 
bear subpopulations is provided in Appendix B.  
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Figure 1. Canadian and Nunavut (dark grey) polar bear subpopulations [BB = Baffin Bay; DS = Davis 
Strait; SH = Southern Hudson Bay; WH = Western Hudson Bay; FB = Foxe Basin; GB = Gulf of 
Boothia; MC = M’Clintock Channel; LS = Lancaster Sound; KB = Kane Basin; NW = Norwegian Bay; 
VM = Viscount Melville Sound; NB = Northern Beaufort Sea; SB = Southern Beaufort Sea.  

4.4 Biology 

4.4.1 Life cycle and reproduction  

Breeding occurs between March and June. When a male mates with a female, 
ovulation is induced, although implantation of the fertilized egg is delayed until 
October. Female age at first reproduction ranges between four and seven years of 
age, with most subpopulations having females producing litters by age six. By age 
six, male polar bears are normally reproductively mature, however younger males 
often do not reproduce due to competition from older and bigger males. It appears 
that most males are entering the reproductive segment of the population between 
eight and ten years old. 

Pregnant females prepare and enter maternity dens in late fall and the cubs, normally 
one or two, are born between November and early January.  IQ suggests that the 
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timing of birth is later in higher latitudes. In northern subpopulations dens are 
generally excavated in snow, and are then covered and closed by snowdrifts. They 
are frequently located on islands or land that is near the coast and adjacent to areas 
with high seal densities in spring.  An anomaly to this pattern of behaviour is the 
maternity dens for the Western Hudson Bay and Southern Hudson Bay polar bears: 
their dens are up to 120 km inland at traditional denning areas, and initially dug in 
soil.  

At birth, cubs weigh approximately 0.6 kg. They are nursed inside the den until 
sometime between the end of February and the middle of April. By this time, cubs 
weigh 10-12 kg.  A new litter is produced after three years of raising cubs, making the 
average inter-litter interval approximately 3.6 years. 

4.4.2 Natural mortality and survival 

Aside from humans, polar bears have been observed and documented as posing a 
threat to other polar bears. Inuit and scientists have observed predation by wolves on 
polar bear cubs-of-the-year. Walruses have also been reported to kill polar bears in 
self-defence, but this is infrequent. Every main life history stage of a polar bear has 
different challenges, such as hunting success and experience, and hierarchical rank; 
therefore the survival rates vary accordingly. Moreover, the survival rates for these 
life stages also vary slightly among subpopulations because of the differences in 
ecosystem productivity and seasonal ice duration.  

Biologists recognize four important age categories: 1) cubs-of-the-year; 2) yearlings 
and sub-adults, 3) prime-age adults, and 4) senescent adults. These categories are 
also divided by sex because males generally have lower survival rates than females. 
In the wild, the maximum age is estimated to be 30 years.  

Inuit recognize 11 different age categories/class of polar bears. They are 1) 
Atiqtaqtaq – a newborn cub, 2) Atciqtaq – a cub, 3) Piaraq – a cub that is with its 
mother, 4) Advarautaq – a cub that is about one year old, 5) Nalitqaihiniq – when a 
cub is a little bigger than an advarautaq (a bit bigger than a sled dog, about the 
height of the mother’s belly), 6) Namiaq – offspring that is the same size as its 
mother, 7) Nukaugaq – a young male, 8) Tadzaq – an adult female, 9) Anguruaq – a 
full grown male, 10) Arnaluit – a pregnant female, 11) Piaralik – a female with cubs. 
Although some of these age categories are general and specific for the same age, 
they represent the diverse understanding Inuit have of polar bears. 

4.4.3 Diet 

Polar bears are carnivorous. Throughout their Nunavut range, ringed, bearded and 
harp seals make up most of the polar bear’s diet. Other species like walrus, beluga 
whale, narwhal, bowhead whale, birds, and harbour seal are also preyed upon 
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opportunistically. Polar bear also eat eggs, berries, and seaweed.  

Polar bear diet varies throughout the year, and across its range. Primary feeding 
tends to be in spring when seal pups are abundant; however, polar bears will hunt 
and scavenge throughout the year, feeding opportunistically on vegetation, berries, 
eggs, and birds. Fish and ringed seals are also successfully preyed upon when there 
is little or no sea ice in summer.  

Polar bears are well-adapted to times of food abundance and shortages. When food 
is in high abundance, polar bears can increase their body mass significantly. When 
food becomes scarce or unavailable, polar bears can live off their stored fat reserves.  

4.4.4 Habitat  

Polar bears can be found in all coastal and offshore areas of the Canadian subarctic 
and arctic. Access to land is essential during the ice-free periods, but also for mid-
winter denning. They also use the marine environment for hunting marine animals.  
Polar bears have adapted to all types of sea ice, and are strong swimmers capable of 
traveling long distances in open water. Inuit have observed that bears can exist in 
open water and on sea ice for the majority of their lives (the Inuktitut term for this is 
tulayuituq).  

In Nunavut, polar bears den mostly on land. Denning sites are locations that have 
sufficient snow cover in early winter for the construction of the dens. Dens can also 
be found on moving multi-year ice and areas of annual rough ice. All maternity 
denning sites are important areas because they provide shelter for the mother and 
offspring.  All maternity denning sites are protected under the Nunavut Wildlife Act. 

5. BACKGROUND 
5.1 Historical perspective 

The polar bear management system in Nunavut dates back to the Northwest 
Territories, prior to the creation of Nunavut. This system includes setting of harvest 
quotas (now called Total Allowable Harvest or TAH), instituting harvest seasons, and 
harvest reporting and sample submission. After the creation of Nunavut, memoranda 
of understanding for each subpopulation were implemented between the DOE and 
each RWO and HTO to guide harvest and management. 

5.2 The Nunavut perspective 

Management in Nunavut has focused on sustainable harvest using  population 
estimates derived from scientific studies. Although abundance in most 
subpopulations was low prior to the 1970s (the reason for the Agreement on the 
Conservation of Polar Bears), many have recovered or increased since that time. As 
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of 2016, the statuses of the 12 subpopulations in Nunavut are determined to be: 3 
uncertain, 1 likely decline, 4 likely stable, 2 stable, and 2 likely increase (see 
Appendix A). Nunavummiut believe that polar bears have become less afraid of 
humans and more likely to damage property, as the result of an apparent increase in 
polar bears in some areas. In Nunavut, human safety and the right of Inuit to harvest 
are high priorities. Increased interactions between humans and bears, and a right to 
protect human safety and property have led to an increase in defence kills. 
Considering all removals come off the TAH this can lead to a reduction in the 
community harvest, resulting in a loss of opportunity for traditional harvesting 
activities.  

5.3 Legislative frameworks and agreements 

In Nunavut, wildlife is managed according to Article 5 of the Nunavut Land Claims 
Agreement. Article 5 sets out the creation of the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
(NWMB), which is the primary instrument of wildlife management in Nunavut. It 
defines the roles of the NWMB, government, Hunters and Trappers Organizations 
(HTOs), and Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWOs). 

The Nunavut Wildlife Act sets out harvest management, licensing, reporting and 
sample submission. Further details on management, including research, harvest, and 
TAH determinations have been detailed in previous Memoranda of Understanding 
(MOUs) developed for all subpopulations (12) jointly with RWOs, Hunters and 
Trappers Organizations HTOs and the Department of Environment (DOE). These 
MOUs shall be replaced with this management plan. Enforcement provisions are in 
place in regulations under the Wildlife Act. 

In Nunavut, each of the co-management partners fulfills its respective role as defined 
in the NLCA (see Figure 2). This plan applies to the Nunavut Settlement Area as 
defined in Section 3.1.1 of the NLCA. 

In 2011 the polar bear was listed under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) as a 
species of special concern. While there are no associated effects on Inuit harvest or 
management actions, a national management plan must be developed according to 
SARA legislation in order to prevent a species from becoming threatened or 
endangered. This Nunavut-based management plan may be adopted, in whole or 
part, as part of the national plan. 

In 1973, Canada was a signatory to the International Agreement on the Conservation 
of Polar Bears. The Agreement holds member states accountable for taking action to 
protect the ecosystems in which polar bears live, paying special attention to places 
where polar bears den, feed, and migrate. Range states also must manage polar 
bear populations in accordance with proper conservation practices, based on best 
available scientific data. Recently, range states have agreed to include Inuit 
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traditional knowledge as part of the body of knowledge to be considered for polar 
bear conservation and management. There also exist inter-jurisdictional agreements 
between Canada and Greenland in Davis Straits, Baffin Bay and Kane Basin 
subpopulations, and Canada and the United States on polar bears in general. 

6. POLAR BEAR CO-MANAGEMENT IN NUNAVUT 
The following co-management partners participate in polar bear management, their 
roles are defined in full detail in Section 5 of the NLCA. A brief summary is provided 
below, however the NLCA is the guiding document. Figure 2 illustrates not only the 
partners but decision-making process. 

6.1 Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.  

Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated represents all Inuit beneficiaries in the Nunavut 
Settlement Area, in line with the NLCA that was signed in 1993 by the Inuit of 
Nunavut and the Government of Canada. The NLCA is constitutionally protected 
under Canada’s Constitution Act, 1982. 

6.2 NWMB   

The NWMB’s role is defined in the NLCA, sections 5.2.33 and 5.2.34. Its role consists 
of, but is not limited to, setting Total Allowable Harvest rates (TAH) and Non Quota 
Limitations (NQLs). In addition, it approves management plans and the designation of 
rare species. 

6.3 RWOs 

The role of RWOs is defined in section 5.7.6 of the NLCA. The role of the RWOs 
includes, but is not limited to, regulating the activities of HTOs in their regions, 
including allocating TAH among communities, and distributing any accumulated 
harvest credits (1 un-harvested bear equals 1 credit, see Appendix C) as required to 
cover accidental, defence, or illegal kills. The RWOs may also return credits annually 
to augment a community’s harvest. Credits may not be transferred between 
communities that share a population without the written consent of the community 
that accumulated the credit. 

6.4 HTOs   

The role of HTOs is defined in sections 5.7.2 and 5.7.3 of the NLCA. These roles 
include, but are not limited to, regulating the harvesting activities of their members, 
including all beneficiaries within the community. They allocate tags for species with 
TAH, and set harvest seasons. As per the NLCA, the HTOs may develop rules for 
non-quota limitations. They open and close their polar bear hunting seasons to 
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optimize polar bear hunting for their communities and determine if sport hunts will be 
allowed in the community.  

6.5 Government of Nunavut  

The Nunavut Minister of Environment retains the ultimate authority over polar bear 
management in Nunavut as per the NLCA.  DOE staff conduct research, work to 
collect IQ, and make management recommendations to the NWMB for decision. 
Conservation Officers enforce the Nunavut Wildlife Act and its regulations. DOE 
implemented new programs starting in 2013 to reduce human-bear conflicts, and to 
reduce and compensate for damage to property as a result of bears. 

6.6 Government of Canada 

Under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA), Environment and Climate Change 
Canada is responsible for completing a national management plan for polar bears, 
and has responsibilities for the management of listed species where they occur on 
federal land. The Government of Canada is responsible for managing polar bears 
and their habitat on federal lands under the jurisdiction of the federal Minister of 
Environment (National Wildlife Areas and Migratory Bird Sanctuaries, National Parks, 
National Park Reserves and National Historic Sites). The Government of Canada 
contributes to scientific knowledge of polar bears through research and helps to 
coordinate polar bear management across the country. Canada signs international 
agreements on behalf of all jurisdictions and has responsibilities to coordinate 
international management actions for polar bears, with the advice of the co-
management boards and jurisdictions. It is involved in international polar bear 
management including the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species 
(CITES) and the 1973 Agreement on the Conservation of Polar Bears. 
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Figure 2. The Co-Management Framework in Nunavut (after Obbard et al. 2010). 

7. CONSERVATION THREATS AND CHALLENGES 
Nunavut has a management system whereby threats of any kind, including those 
posed by industrial activity or climate change, can be identified and responded to 
relatively quickly. For example, if a significant reduction in the body condition, 
recruitment, or overall abundance of a subpopulation is detected and attributed to a 
threat, the appropriate action can be taken to implement conservation measures to 
stop or mitigate these changes. The following are current threats, or threats expected 
to occur within the 10 year life of this plan. 

7.1 Industrial activity  

There is considerable potential in Nunavut for industrial activities to be harmful to 
polar bears and their habitat. There are several active and proposed mines, and 
other industrial pursuits, that could affect bears directly, or through increased 
shipping traffic and pollution. Noise and disturbance from humans or exploration 
activity in any form near dens could cause disturbance, the abandonment of 
offspring, or the displacement of denning bears if it is not carefully planned and 
controlled. Any shipping activities through primary feeding areas may lead to 
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disturbance and reduce the hunting success of polar bears. These activities could 
also increase the abandonment of seal dens. If industrial activities (e.g., oil or gas 
exploration and development, shipping, mining exploration and operations) lead to an 
oil spill in sea ice habitat, polar bears and seals will be directly exposed to oil, with 
effects ranging from ingestion of oil, hair loss, kidney failure, and ultimately death. 
Increasing industrial activities may cause an increase in the local human population 
(both the indigenous population and non-indigenous people), the amount of refuse, 
and other wildlife attractants. As a consequence, bear-human encounters are also 
likely to increase, leading to a potential increase of injury and/or mortality. 

7.2 Tourism 

There always has been a great interest in the Arctic and its resources and wildlife. 
This interest has recently grown as the result of easier access to remote destinations 
across the Arctic. Any increase in human activity (e.g. by boat, ATV and snowmobile 
traffic) increases the amount of disturbance to polar bears. Currently, Nunavut does 
not have a polar bear viewing tourism industry as sophisticated as Manitoba, but 
various locations in Nunavut offer similar opportunities that could become focal points 
for intense polar bear viewing. Although some side effects of tourism can be 
controlled by proper policies and management, the cumulative impacts of several 
negative stressors (e.g. disturbance, environmental changes, and contaminants) is 
not clear and therefore warrant heightened awareness. 

7.3 Pollution/contaminants 

Polar bears are at the top of the Arctic food chain, and as such accumulate high 
levels of various environmental pollutants through the food they ingest. A majority of 
these polluting compounds, mostly organochlorines, reach the Arctic via wind and 
ocean currents from industrialized areas. These compounds are usually fat soluble 
and remain in fat tissue, with concentrations accumulating progressively at higher 
levels throughout the food chain. It has been demonstrated that various 
organochlorines are passed from mothers to cubs through their milk. 

How these pollutants and chemical compounds affect polar bear populations and 
their health and fitness over the long-term is not well known. However, it is very likely 
that their survival and their immune and reproductive systems are negatively 
affected. With new pollutants and uncertain long-term impacts for polar bears, a 
combined and reinforced response to these stressors is anticipated. 

7.4 Habitat alteration 

7.4.1 Climate change 

Climate change is affecting terrestrial and marine environments in Nunavut. Although 
there is growing scientific evidence linking the impacts of climate change to reduced 
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body condition of bears and projections of population declines, no declines have 
currently been attributed to climate change. IQ acknowledges that polar bears are 
exposed to the effects of climate change, but suggests that they are adaptable. It is 
challenging to predict and mitigate the effects of climate change on the polar bears’ 
sea ice habitat. Active management and increasing the frequency of subpopulation 
assessments will allow for more responsive decision-making in response to climate 
change. The loss of annual sea ice in southern subpopulations may be offset by 
improvements to heavy multi-year ice in other portions of the range. Subpopulation 
boundaries may shift as bears adapt to fluctuations in their environment. 

“..people (in the south) think climate change will hurt polar bears 
but the bears will adapt, and there will always be an arctic and ice” 

Leopa Akpalialuk, Pangnirtung HTO board member 

7.4.2 Denning 

Other important habitat includes denning and coastal areas used as summer retreat 
areas during ice free periods. In Nunavut, most polar bears den on land, either along 
the slopes of fiords, or on peninsulas or islands. All maternity denning sites are 
important areas because they provide shelter for the mother and offspring, and 
contribute to the growth of the population. 

A significant amount of polar bear habitat, including known denning areas, are 
currently within the boundaries of  national parks, territorial parks, or other protected 
areas, such as Migratory Bird Sanctuaries and National Wildlife Areas. Existing 
protected areas will play an increasingly important role in the face of growing 
development in the Arctic.   

7.5 Population boundaries 

The division of polar bears into subpopulations is based on movement patterns 
estimated from satellite telemetry data, as well as tag returns of harvested bears. 
Although boundaries are accepted for management purposes, it is understood that 
bears occasionally move across these artificial boundaries at times, moving and 
responding to their environment. It is important to recognize that these boundaries 
have formed the basis for management actions for over four decades, and have been 
beneficial to managers for setting harvest levels and for researchers focusing their 
population assessment studies. 

Contrary to the scientific view of subpopulations above, Inuit believe that polar bears 
travel regularly among different geographic areas of Nunavut and that there may be 
fewer than 13 subpopulations in Canada.  As the understanding of the structure of 
polar bear populations improves, there will be an ongoing need to review current 
subpopulation delineation. Ongoing studies using satellite telemetry collars may 
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provide information that could result in boundary changes.  It will remain a challenge 
to balance Inuit perspective on population structure with current subpopulation 
designations. Maintaining Inuit support for subpopulation boundaries is fundamental 
to the success of polar bear management in Nunavut. Reconciling IQ with scientific 
knowledge as it evolves will be a necessary but considerable challenge. 

7.5 Polar Bears and People 

Inuit and their ancestors have been living in close proximity to polar bears for 
thousands of years. The human population in Nunavut is currently higher than it has 
ever been and continues to grow, with most of the population concentrated in 25 
communities.  At the same time, it is recognized that, in many areas across Nunavut, 
there are more bears now than 40 or 50 years ago. Human-bear interactions have 
increased and led to an increase in defence of life and property kills (DLPK) of polar 
bears.  

These DLPKs are included in the TAH and reduce Inuit hunting opportunities. 
Defence kills occur in communities and on the land in hunting and fishing camps. 
Inuit have stored meat for centuries in traditional meat caches, both within small 
traditional camps on the land, and within communities. The loss of nutritious food due 
to polar bear depredation is a significant cost to Inuit.  

Reduced hunting opportunities and associated loss of meat and hide are only part of 
the impact Inuit feel from harvest restrictions. There is also an impact on the transfer 
of Inuit knowledge and culture over time when restrictions are put in place. 

“…it is like ripples in a pond, we lose the hide and the meat and the hunt,  
but there is also loss of culture and knowledge. We no longer travel to the  

areas we used to hunt polar bears, so a generation has no knowledge  
of the land and traditional camping areas, we no longer have sport  

hunters so we no longer keep dog teams and we cannot pass on that 
 knowledge, we no longer have skins to handle and women cannot  

pass on the skills to prepare and sew.” 
 David Irqiut, HTO Director and Elder, Taloyoak 

7.7 Inter-jurisdictional considerations  

In Nunavut, eight of 12 polar bear subpopulations are shared with other jurisdictions. 
The shared populations are Northern Beaufort Sea and Viscount Melville Sound 
(shared with NWT*), Foxe Basin (shared with Quebec*), Southern Hudson Bay 
(shared with Ontario* and Quebec*), Western Hudson Bay (shared with Manitoba*), 
Davis Strait (shard with Labrador*, Quebec* and Greenland*), and Baffin Bay and 
Kane Basin (shared with Greenland). Cooperative efforts on research and 
consultation between jurisdictions should be encouraged as part of these efforts. 
Current jurisdictional efforts to consider combined total allowable removal levels 
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between jurisdictions are a positive step for cooperative management however this 
remains a significant challenge due to the complexities of multiple jurisdictions and 
land claims. 
(*This denotes a simplified relationship between jurisdictions and does not reflect the respective sub-
jurisdictional entities and their stakeholders and boards). 

7.8 Trade 
The 1973 Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna 
and Flora (CITES) has been in effect in Canada since July 1975. Polar bears are 
included in Appendix II to the Convention which means that trade is allowed under 
strict conditions including that it must be non-detrimental to the species and CITES 
permits are required. 

As the responsible authority for the implementation of CITES, Environment and 
Climate Change Canada (ECCC) must determine if the export or import of a species 
would be detrimental to the survival of that species. Such “non-detrimental findings” 
(NDFs) are a requirement of the Convention. The international export of polar bears 
from Canada is considered non-detrimental (with the exception of export of bears 
harvested from the Baffin Bay subpopulation).  

Given the shared jurisdiction for wildlife in Canada, coordination among provincial 
and territorial jurisdictions is required to ensure that total removals among 
jurisdictions within shared subpopulations is sustainable and defendable at the 
national and international level. 

Ongoing domestic and international export of polar bear parts, such as hides, 
depends on sound harvest reporting and sustainable harvest levels. Communities 
have unanimously supported efforts to maintain international trade options for polar 
bears as an important component of community economic development. The listing 
of polar bears on CITES Appendix I would have a negative impact on conservation 
efforts as the economic benefit to communities will be reduced and the incentive to 
manage for abundant populations will be lost. In September 2015 the Animal 
Committee of CITES determined that the current trade in polar bear hides and parts 
is not detrimental to the survival of the species in the wild. 

8. MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES 
The following  five main components are considered important for co-management 
partners to achieve the goal of the management plan: 

• Harvest management (Angujaujunnaqtunik Aulattiniq) 
• Information and knowledge gathering (Qanuqtuurniq) 
• Habitat management and environmental stewardship (Avatitinnik Kamatsiarniq) 
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• People and bears (Inuillu Nanuillu) 
• Working together (Piliriqatiginniiq) 

8.1 Harvest management and objectives (Angujaujunnaqtunik Aulattiniq) 

8.1.1 Harvest Management  

Legislated harvest restrictions have been the primary management tool used to 
facilitate the recovery of polar bear populations throughout Nunavut. As new 
information becomes available, co-management partners work together to establish a 
Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) for each polar bear population. The TAH represents 
the total number of polar bears that can be harvested according to the management 
objective of the subpopulation. These numbers are based on detailed scientific data, 
population trends, IQ, and past harvest information.  

Once the TAH is established, local communities are given the choice whether they 
wish to harvest the set number of bears for their own needs or to allocate a portion of 
the total for sport hunts.  All bears harvested, whether for subsistence purposes, 
sport hunts, or in defence of life/property, are accounted for and subtracted from the 
annual TAH of the nearest community. In the event that human-caused mortality 
exceeds the annual TAH of a particular community, additional tags will be issued and 
will be counted as part of the following year's TAH. Any portion of the TAH that goes 
unused will be counted as credits, which can then be used in subsequent years. This 
accounting regime is known as the Flexible Quota System – refer to Appendix C for a 
detailed discussion.   

While the TAH for each polar bear population is subject to change, the following 
harvest restrictions are legislated in the Nunavut Wildlife Act and do not vary 
according population dynamics or annual removals: 

1. No person shall harvest a polar bear that is under three years of age unless 
a. It appears to be abandoned by its mother; or 
b. Its mother was killed or harvested as an emergency kill in accordance 

with section 97 of the Act and there is little likelihood of it surviving. 
2. No person shall harvest a female polar bear that is accompanied by a bear 

that is or appears to be under three years of age (A polar bear is deemed to 
be three years old on the first day of the January that follows the third summer 
after its birth). 

3. No person shall harvest a female polar that is in a den or that is constructing a 
den. 

The use of Non Quota Limitations, including seasonal harvest restrictions, sex 
selective harvesting (the harvest of two males for every one female), and the 
protection of family groups are also important components of Nunavut’s polar bear 



Nunavut Polar Bear Management Plan, October 2016   Page 22 
 

harvest management regime. 

8.1.2 Selective Harvesting 

Selective harvesting of wildlife populations is a common management practice 
whereby individuals of a certain age, sex or body size are selectively harvested in 
order to achieve a specific management goal. In Nunavut, the use of age and sex 
selective harvesting has been used to recover polar bear populations, while 
maximizing harvest opportunities for Inuit. 

Sex-Selective Harvesting 

Polar bears are a polygynous species, which means that one male often mates with 
multiple females during a single breeding season. Accordingly, a few male bears are 
capable of siring many offspring. Females on the other hand generally only mate 
once every 2-4 years because they must give birth and raise their young alone. 
Therefore, the number of females in a given population is the most important factor 
affecting future abundance and population growth.  

Scientific modeling has shown that harvesting 2 males for every 1 female is the best 
way to increase/maintain polar bear populations, while simultaneously maximizing 
the harvest for Inuit. Harvesting at a ratio of 1 male for every 1 female is possible but 
would likely require the adoption of lower, more conservative harvest rates for most 
populations. 

Age-Selective Harvesting 

As noted above, only those bears that are three years of age and older are allowed to 
be harvested. This is meant to ensure polar bear populations remain stable via the 
recruitment of new cubs.  

8.1.3 Harvest Reporting and Monitoring 

Timely harvest reporting and sample collection are essential components of any 
wildlife management system. They provide invaluable information about population 
health, and are required to maintain international trade in polar bear parts. The 
following body parts shall be collected from each polar bear that is harvested in 
Nunavut:   

(a)    lower jaw          

(b)    baculum (penis bone), as proof  of sex in the case of males    

(c)    ear tags, if present        

(d)    straight line body length and chest girth 

(e)    other samples or measurements, as required. 

(f)    additional samples and measurements (e.g., body condition, body size, etc.)  
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It is recognized that consultation and training may be required before additional 
information can be collected. Hunters will be paid for samples at a rate determined by 
the Department of Environment. In the event of a defence of life or property kill 
(DLPK) the Superintendent of Wildlife (GN) may authorize payment for samples 
collected by HTOs or individuals on behalf of the Department in the absence of a 
Conservation Officer in the community. 

The parts that show the age, sex and species of a polar bear are: teeth for the age, 
the jaw or skull for the species, the baculum for the gender, and a meat sample for 
genetic identification of the sex if no baculum was provided. DNA determination will 
constitute evidence of the sex. If the reported sex is different from the genetic result, 
the genetic result is considered the final sex determination for TAH purposes. 

Potential future harvest management actions may include: 

1) If a decline in a population is noted by science/IQ and the objective is to increase 
or maintain the population, actions may include: 

• Reduce the TAH, or institute a moratorium until the desired target number is 
 reached; 

2) If an increase in a population is noted by science/TK and the objective is to 
decrease or maintain the population, actions may include: 

• Increase or maintain the TAH; however, If the TAH is increased, appropriate 
 monitoring must be conducted as a follow-up to measure the success of the 
 management action; 

3) If a population is determined to be stable by science/TK and the objective is to 
maintain the population at the current level actions may include: 

• Maintain the current harvest conditions unless there is evidence of declining body 
 condition, recruitment, etc.   

As a future option to address the concerns of public safety and potential new 
subpopulation management objectives, the following objectives will be considered as 
new information (subpopulation inventories) becomes available:  

1) When the status, trend, and management objective of a particular population can 
support it: 

• Eliminate the sex-selective harvest (i.e. harvest 1:1 male to female). As 
discussed  above, harvesting polar bears at a 2 male:1 female ratio maximizes the 
number of bears that Inuit can harvest; accordingly, switching to a 1:1 harvest will 
likely result in a reduced TAH. DOE will consider these requests on a case-by-case 
basis, and only as new information becomes available; 
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8.2 Information and knowledge gathering (Qanuqtuurniq) and objectives  

8.2.1 Gaining knowledge 

To date, most polar bear research has focused on the estimation of population 
abundance and trends, and the delineation of population boundaries using physical 
mark-recapture and telemetry collars. However, Inuit resistance to these research 
methods has resulted in a shift to less invasive methods, including genetic mark-
recapture studies and aerial surveys. These methods do not require the handling of 
bears, but they must be done more frequently because they do not provide the same 
degree of detailed information about the individual polar bears or the populations in 
general.  

DOE has implemented various new research methods to monitor Nunavut's polar 
bear populations that require less or no handling, addressing hunters concerns. That 
means that a variety of information that biologists previously obtained through 
research activities is no longer available. Information obtained through prior research 
on growth, development, and variation of bears across Nunavut can now be collected 
through hunters. Communities and hunters can provide this information voluntarily to 
accommodate this loss of data by collecting additional information to supplement 
population data information. This will aid in understanding polar bear biology and 
ecology in a broader context. 

In addition to ongoing scientific research and monitoring, improvements are being 
made in the collection of IQ for use in decision-making. Inuit observe bears year 
round and provide current and historical knowledge that help in decision-making. 
Harvester observations of body condition can be used to help infer health, as can 
observations of reproductive success, such as bears with single cubs, twins and 
triplets. On its own, this information may not be enough for decision-makers, but 
when used mutually with other sources of knowledge, the decision making process is 
strengthened. 

The following objectives are aimed at providing information that will help in making 
decisions: 

• Increase the frequency of population surveys and monitoring; 

• Continue to improve Inuit involvement and participation in research; 

• Improve and continue gathering and archiving IQ in relation to polar bears and 
their habitat; 

• Improve and continue to gather supplementary information of harvested bears by 
hunters; 

• Continue to develop and evaluate new and less invasive methods of research; 
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• Consider not only the effects of ecosystem changes on polar bears, but also how 
polar bears affect other species, specifically ringed seals and eider ducks; 

• Continue genetic research and collaring to clarify potential boundary changes 
where needed and supported by communities; 

• Continue to review developing knowledge when considering boundary changes to 
reflect Inuit knowledge; 

• Improve information reporting related to polar bears and bear-human interactions; 

• Improve the analysis of bear-human interactions to determine causes and potential 
mitigation measures; 

• Continue traditional mark-recapture and delineation studies using collars where 
needed and supported by communities, or when alternative studies do not provide 
sufficient data for management decisions. 

8.2.2 Research  

The Department of Environment intends to conduct population inventories of each 
subpopulation on average every 10 years (depending on the monitoring techniques 
applied). Harvest statistics and sample collection will be ongoing in order to further 
aid management decisions. When possible, a concurrent IQ study will be conducted 
to complement the population inventory. A schedule of subpopulation inventories and 
IQ studies is found in Appendix D.  

Community residents (with priority to HTO members) shall have the opportunity to 
participate in polar bear research projects. HTOs will have input into the proposed 
studies and IQ will be used to guide research efforts. 

In addition to the ongoing population monitoring conducted by DOE, other partner 
organizations and individuals conduct research on polar bears throughout Nunavut. 
Some of these initiatives include research examining the impacts of contaminants 
and climate change on polar bear populations, ecological studies, feeding studies 
and many others. The information gathered through these projects will be considered 
in management decisions as well. 

While the Government of Nunavut has invested considerable effort into the 
development and use of less invasive research methods to study polar bears, there 
may be instances when collaring and physical mark-recapture studies are needed to 
collect more detailed information about a particular population or populations. The 
Government of Nunavut will seek the support of HTOs prior to implementing studies 
that utilize these methodologies. 

Physical mark-recapture and collaring studies require researchers to use 
immobilizing drugs in order to safely handle polar bears. When a bear has been 
immobilized within one year of the date of harvest, $1000.00 compensation will be 
paid to the hunter who harvested the polar bear. HTOs will be consulted and 
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informed of all research initiatives involving the use of chemical immobilization; 
harvesters can consult their local Conservation Officer to determine whether a bear 
has been previously immobilized. Any damage to the hide from research activities will 
be compensated for based on the reduced amount of the hide’s market value. Also, 
any bear killed during DOE polar bear research activities will receive a tag from the 
nearest community and the community will be paid $5,000.00 in compensation from 
the appropriate government authority. These compensation amounts will be reviewed 
during the 5 and 10 year reviews of the plan. ECCC and Parks Canada also have 
guidelines for research-related polar bear mortality. HTOs are encouraged to 
negotiate compensation packages with other researchers or companies that may 
destroy a bear in defence of life and property when the community reviews the 
respective research or development permits. 

8.3 Habitat management and environmental stewardship (Avatitinnik 
Kamatsiarniq) objectives 

Polar bears use most parts of the Arctic and sub-arctic habitat in which they live. 
From annual and multi-year ice to open water and land, they are always moving. 
Ensuring that polar bear habitat remains available and usable will take significant 
effort because of the magnitude of the Arctic and the fact that many threats originate 
elsewhere. Stewardship can be partially achieved through regulatory processes that 
occur within Nunavut. However, contaminants that are brought north by wind and 
ocean currents and climate change are issues that occur far beyond Nunavut. 

Current habitat stewardship is further supported by the existing parks and protected 
areas in Nunavut, including National Parks, Territorial Parks, Migratory Bird 
Sanctuaries, and National Wildlife Areas. 

Objectives that promote stewardship and protect habitat must be local and also 
consider the broader causes and issues. These objectives include: 

• Ensure that stakeholders have the resources and information to participate 
effectively in regulatory reviews, such as Environmental Impact Assessments;  

• Improve monitoring for contaminants in order to respond to potential health 
concerns resulting from consumption; 

• Consider how increasing shipping and resource development activities may 
affect individual polar bears and populations, both separately and cumulatively;  

• Focus research to improve the understanding of climate change impacts, both 
negative and positive, on ecological conditions that are important to polar bears 
and that inform conservation and management actions; 

• Identify important habitats for polar bears and implement appropriate habitat 
protection measures through cooperation with appropriate agencies; 
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• Consider the creation of special management areas, parks, and other land use 
designations for additional habitat protection and stewardship. 

8.4 People and bears (Inuillu Nanuillu) and objectives 

The polar bear maintains a position of significant cultural importance to Inuit. 
Harvesting polar bears for meat, tradition, and economic benefit is still very important, 
and the harvest of one’s first bear is a significant milestone in a hunter’s life. 
Minimizing the number of bears that are killed in defence of life and property (DLPK) 
and maintaining the traditional harvest are important to all communities. 

When a DLPK happens, the hide, meat, and all parts of harvested polar bears are 
turned over to the local HTO after the Conservation Officer has determined that it is a 
legitimate DLP kill.  When there is an irregular or illegal kill, the Conservation Officer 
will seize the parts of the bear necessary to complete the investigation. The 
specimens of the killed bear are collected as normal. When it has been determined 
that the kill was accidental or a DLPK, the Conservation Officer shall ensure that all 
seized parts from the kill are turned over to the local HTO. The cleaning and drying of 
the hide is the responsibility of the HTO because the HTO retains the hide. In all 
cases, the hides in question must be properly stored and preserved and returned to 
the HTO as soon as possible to prevent damage and loss of economic revenue. 

If there is any dispute about the distribution of the hide, meat, or parts of the bear 
from a DLPK, the decision is deferred to the appropriate RWO. There is no payment 
to the HTO or the hunter for specimens, or for cleaning and drying the hide of a bear 
taken illegally. As per the Nunavut Wildlife Act, all seized parts from bears taken 
illegally are disposed of as directed by the judicial authority. 

The following objectives are aimed at reducing bear-human conflict and reducing 
injury/mortality: 

• Continue to develop and implement community bear plans; 

• Hire bear monitors when needed and train and equip them; 

• Continue to develop and improve methods for protecting people, property, and 
meat caches; 

• Ensure that the Wildlife Damage Compensation and Wildlife Damage Prevention 
Programs are functional and being used; 

• Improve communications to the public about bear safety, deterrence, and 
available programs; 

• Work with Hamlets and HTOs to improve local storage for meat in camps and 
communities as part of the bear-human conflict prevention program. 

 



Nunavut Polar Bear Management Plan, October 2016   Page 28 
 

8.5 Working together (Piliriqatiginniiq) and objectives 

8.5.1 Within Nunavut 

This plan was developed with the direction of a co-management working group and 
the participation of all HTOs and communities. This is a positive step in improved 
cooperative management, and the following objectives will help to further improve 
cooperation within Nunavut: 

• Involve Inuit in research, including design, field studies and reporting; 

• Improve the collection and archiving of IQ so that it is accessible for planning and 
decision-making. 

8.5.2 Between jurisdictions 

Working together should also take place at the inter-jurisdictional level. Polar bear 
inter-jurisdictional agreements should be developed for all subpopulations that are 
shared with Nunavut. Domestic agreements are underway for some subpopulations 
and already exist between Canada and the United States, and Canada and 
Greenland. User-to-user groups should also pursue agreements on shared 
populations; one such agreement already exists in the western portion of the 
Kitikmeot and the Inuvialuit in NWT.  

The following objectives will help to foster improved cooperation beyond Nunavut: 

• Foster user-to-user agreements between Inuit organizations and other 
jurisdictions; 

• Work toward developing compatible management regimes for shared 
populations; 

• Build cooperative research programs in areas such as population monitoring, 
contaminants monitoring, and traditional knowledge studies; 

• Continue to improve coordination between different levels of government and 
partners. Environment and Climate Change Canada, Parks Canada, DOE, 
RWOs and HTOs all have a role and an interest in implementation of this plan; 

• Work toward joint decision-making processes involving all the boards linked to a 
shared subpopulation 

8.5.3 Sharing information and knowledge 

Simply having knowledge is not enough to manage the species. Ensuring that 
knowledge and information are shared will help all co-management partners to make 
better informed decisions. Currently, information flow is sporadic and all parties need 
to make improvements.  This is best done by formalizing information sharing through 
communications and outreach: 
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• Develop a communications strategy for sharing information; 

• Develop data sharing agreements with other agencies and jurisdictions; 

• Ensure that the results of studies, both scientific and IQ, are shared with all co-
management partners; 

• Continue to contribute to the Polar Bear-Human Interaction Management 
System, work with the human-bear conflict subcommittee of the Range States 
and outside organizations to quantify and characterize successful polar bear 
deterrent measures. 

9. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN 
Achieving the objectives identified above will require cooperation of co-management 
partners, jurisdictions and significant investment of financial and human resources. 
No changes to existing TAH will occur until new information becomes available, the 
current management objective of managing for maximum sustainable harvest will 
continue. New information (see Appendix D) will be presented to the NWMB (when 
available) along with a review of the management objective for the subpopulation and 
a review of any new scientific research or IQ study. At that time, a new TAH will be 
recommended that is consistent with the subpopulation management objective and 
the objectives of this plan. 

The co-management structure in Nunavut requires an NWMB decision for any 
change to TAH, management objectives, or NQL. It is difficult to predetermine which 
action, or actions, will be undertaken within the co-management framework and as a 
result of the NWMB decision-making process as each individual scenario will have 
its own set of circumstances, including management objective, Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit, population size and trend, as well as population projections 
under differing harvest scenarios. As the primary decision-making body, the NWMB 
makes decisions, and no plan or action can be prejudged in this format. This does 
not mean that action will not be taken, as the goal of the management plan is "To 
maintain viable and healthy polar bear subpopulations for current and future 
generations, and to ensure that polar bears remain an integrated and functioning 
part of the ecosystem while monitored and appropriate harvests are allowed.", rather 
that the outcome will be based on the best available information at the time. In that 
context, the following are examples, identified by co-management partners, of what 
actions may be taken in order to implement this plan.  
 
Prior to action being taken, there will be appropriate consultation and dialogue with 
co-management partners and neighbouring jurisdictions to ensure success.  
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9.1 Harvest Management 

Management Action Priority Timeline 
Undertake a review of the sustainable removal rates 
 for females high 3 years 

Test revisions to the flexible quota system to ensure 
they are administratively feasible (revisions will 
switch to a 1:1 reduction in TAH the following year for 
overharvest, i.e. if one female is overharvested the 
reduction will be only one female the following year (If 
a female overharvest cannot be accommodated 
through credits or from the following year’s TAH than 
regular flex quota reductions will apply were male 
credits will go into the bank as opposed to being 
automatically available). 

high 2 year 

Expand and increase harvest bio-characteristics 
reporting upon  peer review of research objectives high 5 year 

Improve handling of hides  taken as DLPK to ensure 
no loss in hide value high Ongoing 

Ensure harvest reporting and sample submission is 
adequate to address needs high Ongoing 

Develop a training program for Inuit in communities to 
establish an Inuit data collection program for hunter 
effort and interviews and collection of polar bear bio-
characteristics  

moderate 5 years 

 

9.2 Information and Knowledge Gathering (Qanuqtuurniq): Actions 

Habitat Management and Environmental Stewardship (Avatitinnik Kamatsiarniq): 
Actions 

Management Action Priority Timeline 
Develop a knowledge and information sharing 
framework for co-management partners High 2 years 

Gather local and Inuit knowledge and incorporate into 
planning and decision-making High Ongoing 

Strive to increase the involvement of Inuit in 
research, planning, and decision-making  High Ongoing 

Conduct population assessments as per the High Ongoing 



Nunavut Polar Bear Management Plan, October 2016   Page 31 
 

inventory schedule and make the results publicly 
available in a timely manner 
Continue to develop, evaluate and apply research 
techniques that will provide the essential information 
with minimal or no impact on polar bears 

Medium Ongoing 

Develop a 25 year research strategy for polar bear 
ecosystem-based monitoring identifying and 
prioritizing research gaps  

Medium 2017 

Build partnerships with external researchers and 
governments to increase DOE capacity both for 
science and IQ, and implement the 25 year research 
strategy through outside funding and partnerships 

Medium Ongoing 

 

9.3 Habitat Management and Environmental Stewardship (Avatitinnik 
Kamatsiarniq) Actions 

Management Action Priority Timeline 
Encourage the development, sharing and 
implementation of best management practices with 
stakeholders, tourism operators,  and industry 

Moderate Ongoing 

Seek to build capacity in all co-management 
organizations to better participate in regulatory review 
processes 

Moderate Ongoing 

Continue to participate in the contaminant monitoring 
program for polar bears Moderate Ongoing 

Study effects of marine shipping and development of 
mitigation measures Moderate 10 years 

 
9.4 People and Bears (Inuillu Nanuillu) Actions 

Management Action Priority Timeline 
Seek program funding to train and equip bear guards High Ongoing 
Develop educational material (e.g., posters, fact 
sheets, website material) for communities, tourists, 
mining camps, etc., on best practices to minimize 
human-bear interactions 

High Within 2 years 

Develop, adopt and implement community bear 
management plans and community human-bear-
interaction protocols 

Moderate Within 3 years 

Develop a communications plan and education 
materials for bear safety Moderate Within 3 years 
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Conduct a review of Damage Compensation and 
Damage Prevention Programs  Moderate Within 3 years 

 
9.5 Working Together (Piliriqatiginniiq) Actions 

Management Action Priority Timeline 
Seek cooperative research partners to build further 
capacity in IQ studies and scientific research High Ongoing 

Build capacity in HTOs to provide support and 
participation in research projects High Within 3 years 

Develop a knowledge and information sharing 
framework for co-management partners High  2 years 

Identify inter-jurisdictional agreements near 
completion and ensure resources to finalize High Ongoing 

Identify inter-jurisdictional agreements that need to 
be pursued and ensure resources to initiate Moderate 3 years 

Explore research agreements with neighboring 
jurisdictions for shared populations Moderate 5 years 

Improve cooperation with federal agencies such as 
Parks Canada and Canadian Wildlife Service  so that 
their land management efforts also support this plan 

Moderate 5 years 

10. PLAN REVIEW 
To ensure that the goal and objectives of this management plan have been realized, 
it is essential to measure progress as the plan is implemented. At 5 and 10 years, a 
co-management working group will conduct a mid-term review of objectives  with 
respect to progress made. Where objectives have been met, they will be revised 
according to current needs. Where objectives have not been met, additional actions 
and new timelines may be identified. Co-management is an ongoing effort that 
evolves in line with available knowledge and information. The review will consider the 
number of polar bears in each subpopulation, their health, the trends (population, 
reproduction, survival rates etc.), the conservation of habitat (largely the sea ice, but 
also denning areas), the reduction of human-bear conflict occurrences and resulting 
decrease in DLPKs, and the incorporation of IQ. 
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A - 2016 PBTC Status Table 

1. Purpose 
Under its Terms of Reference, the Polar Bear Technical Committee (PBTC) is to 
provide an annual report to the Polar Bear Administrative Committee (PBAC) on the 
status of each of Canada’s 13 sub-populations of polar bears that is based upon the 
best available scientific information and Traditional Ecological Knowledge. 

This document defines the various terms used in the Status Table and the basis on 
which the status of each sub-population was assessed by the PB TC in February 2014. 

2. Definitions 

2.1 Population estimate  
The most recent estimate of abundance reviewed and accepted by the PBTC. 

2.2 Historic Trend  
Historic trend is the PBTC’s assessment of changes in abundance that a sub-population may 
have experienced since the signing of the international Agreement on the Conservation of 
Polar Bears (1973), which led to current management practices and research. The most 
recent population estimate and the first comparable documented historic estimate are 
examined. If a direct comparison of abundance estimates cannot be made or there is only a 
single estimate of abundance, other lines of evidence may be used in this assessment. 

2.3 Recent Trend (15 Years Ago to Present)  
Recent trend is the PBTC’s assessment of the direction of abundance over the last 15 
years. The objective of this assessment is to inform the P BAC as to whether a sub-
population has increased, decreased, or remained stable. Recent trend is assessed by 
comparing the most recent population estimate to the previous population estimate. If a 
direct comparison of population estimates cannot be made or is not applicable, other lines of 
evidence such as population viability analyses, productivity indicators, and recent harvest 
pressure may be used to infer any changes in recent abundance. 

2.4 Local and/or TEK assessment  
This column represents known documented traditional ecological knowledge or Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit on the status of each of the polar bear subpopulations. 

2.5 Future Trend (Present to 10 Years into the Future)  
Future trend is the PBTC’s assessment of the anticipated direction of abundance. The objective 
of this assessment is to inform the PBAC as to whether a sub-population is likely to increase, 
decrease, or remain stable over the next 10 years. Multiple lines of evidence including but not 
limited to population estimates, population viability analyses, productivity indicators, harvest 
pressure, and traditional ecological knowledge may be used in this assessment. 
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2.6 Potential Maximum Removals  
The annual total number of human-caused polar bear mortalities from a sub-population allowed 
under quota(s), Total Allowable Harvest, Total Allowable Take, and\or voluntary agreements. 
When the annual harvest is reported it generally include all human caused mortalities including 
DLPs, mortalities due to research, and mortalities due to human activities e.g. consumption of 
toxic materials related to development. 

3. Historic Trend Assessment 

3.1 Steps to Assess Historic Trend  
Compare current population estimate with the first documented and comparable historic 
population estimate. When a current estimate is directly comparable to an historic estimate, a 
designation without any qualifier (i.e. reduced, stable, or increased) may be used. 

If the current estimate is not directly comparable to an historic estimate because of 
differences in study area, or methods, a comparison may be made but any assessment of 
changes in abundance are inferred. In this case, a qualifier is required (i.e. likely reduced, 
likely stable, or likely increased). 

When population estimates cannot be compared, other lines of evidence such as the most 
recent population attributes of the sub-population (e.g. age structure) may be used to infer 
changes in the abundance of the sub-population. This does not include TEK. Again, a 
qualifier is required (i.e. likely reduced, likely stable, or likely increased). 

When there is insufficient information or lack of confidence in available 

information to make an assessment of change in abundance, the sub-population is assessed 
as uncertain. 

Additional text is provided in the comments section of the status table. It includes listing items 
such as major threats and other lines of evidence that may have been used. 

3.2 Status Designations 
Reduced  Current population estimate is statistically significantly lower than historic population  
   estimate 

Stable  Current population estimate is not different from historic population estimate 

Increased Current population estimate is statistically significantly higher than historic   
   population estimate 

Likely Reduced Current or inferred current population abundance is lower than historic or   
   inferred historic population abundance 

Likely Stable Current or inferred current population abundance is not different from historic   
   or inferred historic population abundance 

Likely Increased Current or inferred current population abundance is higher than historic or   
   inferred historic population abundance 

Uncertain Insufficient information or lack of confidence in available  
   information to make an assessment 
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4. Recent Trend Assessment 

4.1 Steps to Assess Recent Trend  
Compare current population estimate with previous population estimate assuming current 
population estimate is appropriately recent. When a current estimate is directly comparable to 
its previous population estimate, a designation without any qualifier is made (i.e. reduced, 
stable, or increased). 

If the current estimate is not directly comparable to its previous population estimate because of 
differences in study area, methods, or is outdated, and cannot be updated by PVA, a 
comparison may be made but any assessment of changes in recent population abundance are 
inferred and a qualifier is required (i.e. likely reduced, likely stable, or likely increased). 

When population estimates cannot be compared or are not applicable to assess recent trend, 
other lines of evidence such as the most recent population attributes of the sub-population 
(e.g. age distribution) may be used to infer any changes in the abundance of the sub-
population. This does not include TEK. Again, a qualifier is required (i.e. likely reduced, likely 
stable, or likely increased). 

When there is insufficient information or lack of confidence in available information to make an 
assessment of changes in population abundance, the sub-population is assessed as 
uncertain. 

Additional text is provided in the comments section of the status table. It includes listing items 
such as major threats and other lines of evidence that may have been used. 

4.2 Recent Trend Designations  

Decline  Current population estimate is statistically significantly lower than previous  
   population estimate 
Stable  Current population estimate is not different from previous population estimate 
Increase Current population estimate is statistically significantly 
   higher than previous population estimate 
Likely Decline Current or inferred current population abundance is lower 
   than previous or inferred previous population abundance 
Likely Stable Current or inferred current population abundance is not different from   
   previous or inferred previous population abundance 
Likely Increase Current or inferred current population abundance is higher than previous or  
   inferred previous population abundance 
Uncertain Insufficient information or lack of confidence in available  
   Information to make an assessment 

5. Future Trend Assessment 
5.1 Steps to Assess Future Trend  

Compare current population estimate with future population estimate but not exclusive to a 
population viability analysis (PVA). P VAs are considered in the assessment as long as the data 
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derived vital rates used to generate the simulations are not older than 15 years. In all these 
cases, a qualifier is required (i.e. likely reduced, likely stable, or likely increased). 

In addition to PVAs, other lines of evidence (e.g. body condition, litter size, sea ice trend, TEK) 
may be used to predict future trend of a sub-population. 

When there is contradictory evidence, insufficient information or lack of confidence in available 
information to make an assessment of future changes in population abundance, the sub-
population is assessed as uncertain. 

Additional text is provided in the comments section of the status table. It includes listing items 
such as major threats and other lines of evidence that may have been used. 
5.2 Future Trend Designations 
Likely Decline Future population abundance predicted to be lower than current population  
   abundance 
Likely Stable Future population abundance predicted not to be different from current   
   population abundance 
Likely Increase Future population abundance predicted to be higher than current population  
   abundance 
Uncertain Contradictory evidence, insufficient information, or lack of confidence in   
   available information to make an assessment. 
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Subpopulation Estimate ±2 SE 
or 95% 

CI 

Year of  
Population

Estimate 

Method Historic  
Trend 

Local and/or TEK 
assessment 

Recent trend Future 
trend 

Historic 
annual 

removal (5 
yr mean) 

Historic 
annual 

removal (3 
yr mean) 

Historic 
annual 

removals 
(last year) 

Potential Maximum 
Removals (last year) 

Comments/Vulnerabilities/Habitat Jurisdiction 

Baffin Bay 2,074 1542-
2606 1997 1 M\R likely 

reduced 
stable2 likely decline3 uncertain 

4 146 136 136 133 (NU:65+GL:68) 
currently being reassessed, high harvest, decline in sea ice, increased shipping NU, GL 

Davis Strait 2,158 1833-
2542 

2007 5 M\R likely 
increased 

increased6 likely 
increase7 

likely 
decline 8 110 114 95 QC + 75 

(NU:61+NL:12+GL:2) 
based upon 2007 survey information, high harvest; decline in sea ice; NU, QC, NFLD 

& Lab, GL 

Foxe Basin 2,580 2093- 2009-10 9 A stable increased10 stable11 likely 
t bl 12

106 103 114 QC + 123 long term decline in sea ice; potential for increased shipping for mineral extraction NU, QC 

Gulf of Boothia 1,592 870-
2314 2000 13 M\R likely 

stable 
increasing14 likely stable15 likely 

stable 16 60 62 67 74 
Current and projected habitat change may affect productivity of ecosystem. Subpopulation has high 

vital rates and low harvest. 

NU 

Kane Basin 164 94-234 1997 17 M\R likely 
reduced 

Increasing 18 Uncertain 19 uncertain 
20 5 5 3 11 (NU:5+GL:6) currently being reassessed, likely a sink population connected with Baffin Bay, small population, 

decline in sea ice; 

NU, GL 

Lancaster 
Sound 2,541 1759-

3323 1995-7 21 M\R likely 
stable 

Increasing 22 Uncertain 23 uncertain 
24 87 85 80 84 

historic sex-skewed harvest, habitat decline, potential for increased shipping for mineral extraction NU 

M'Clintock 
Channel 284 166-

402 2000 25 M\R likely 
reduced 

stable 26 likely 
increase27 

uncertain 
28 3 4 5 5 

increasing oil/gas development; loss of multi-year ice; currently being reassessed NU 

Northern 
Beaufort Sea 1,291* n/a 2006 29 M\R likely 

stable 
stable 30 likely stable31 likely 

stable 32 43 39 35 77 (NU:6+ NWT:71) 
TEK study complete; increasing oil/gas development; decline in sea ice; NU, NWT 

Norwegian Bay 203 115-
291 1997 33 M\R uncertain stable 34 uncertain 35 uncertain 

36 2 2 1 4 
small, isolated population NU 

Southern 
Beaufort Sea 1,215* n/a 2006 37 M\R uncertain stable 38 likely 

decline39 
likely 

decline 40 40 32 22 56 (US:35 + ISR:21) 

Bromaghin et al. 2015 under review by Polar Bear Technical Committee - more indepth discussion to 
happen in 2017; annual variability in ice conditions results in changes in density; bears are shifting to 

NB because of ice conditions; TK study completed; potential for oil/gas development 

US, YK, NWT 

Southern 
Hudson Bay 943 658-

1350 2012 41 A stable 
stable James Bay; 
increased in East 

Hudson Bay 42 
stable 43 uncertain

44 59 46 43 45 (NU:20 + QC:24 + 
ON:1) 

Uncertain due to contradictory lines of evidence: large declines of body condition, declines in survival 
rates yet no change in abundance, TEK indicates winter body condition has not changed, TEK 

indicates that reproductive rates have improved, TEK and science indicate changes in sea ice, ice free 
season increased by 30 days between 1980-2012. recent high harvest, habitat decline; decline of 
permafrost-based denning habitat; revised voluntary harvest agreement of 45 currently in effect. 

NU, QC, ON 
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From the Polar Bear Technical Committee, 2016 (this document is revised annually by the PBTC, the most current version will always be considered as relevant at the time)  
Notes 

M/R - Physical Mark Recapture Survey 

A - Aerial survey 

n/a - not available 
* The revised estimates for NB and SB is the result of management boundary change. It is based on a USGS analysis. 
2016 PBTC Status Table Footnotes 

1. Taylor et al. 2005 

2. Dowsley 2005a; Dowsley 2005b; Dowsley 2007; Dowsley and Taylor 2006; Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) Public Hearing minutes and submissions for April 2008, September 2009; 

3. Combined harvested considered unsustainable: Taylor et al. 2005 plus simulations in PBSG 14 and 15 proceedings suggest abundance of 1,546 in 2004 

4. Vital rates for Riskman PVA are 18 years old; TEK indicates population is stable; there is current research and ongoing assessment 

5. Peacock et al. 2013 

6. Kotierk 2010a, 2010b 

7. Peacock et al. 2013; Stirling 1980. 
8. The impact of a TAH increase on the population has not been modeled; predicted trend after survey was completed at harvest levels in 2007  

was considered stable (Peacock et al. 2013); NWMB Davis Strait public hearing submissions May 16-17, 2011 

9. Government of Nunavut (GN) final report 2012 

10. Sahanatien pers. com. 7 Feb 2013; Dyck pers. com. 7 Feb 2013; Canadian Wildlife Service Nunavut consultation report 2009 

11. GN report 2012; Atkinson et al. 2010; Taylor et al. 2006; Taylor and Lee 1995 

12. No signs of deteriorating body condition or litter size (GN report 2012) 

13. Taylor et al. 2009 

14. Keith et al. 2005; Canadian Wildlife Service Nunavut consultation report 2009 
15. For the period 2000–2015, assuming all sources of removals in the population sum to 74 bears/yr, the population can be expected to persist  

at a stable population size (Taylor et al. 2009) 

16. Hunters in area reporting ice conditions have improved productivity, harvest levels remain stable (Dyck pers com. 2013) 

Viscount 
Melville Sound 161 93-229 1992 45 M\R likely 

reduced 
increased 46 likely stable 

47 
uncertain 

48 5 5 2 7(NU:3 +NWT:4) 
currently being reassessed NU, NWT 

Western 
Hudson Bay 1,030 754-

1406 2011 49 A likely 
reduced 

increased 50 likely stable51 likely 
decline 52 25 28 28 24 (NU) + Manitoba 

sea ice decline; harvest; declines in body condition and lower productivity compared to adjacent Foxe 
Basin and South Hudson Bay subpopulations; historic decline in abundance from late 1980s through 

late 1990s linked to reduced survival due to timing of sea ice breakup; recent analysis indicated 
relative stability in subpopulation from 2001-2010, a period during which there was no significant 

trend in sea ice freeze up or breakup; continued linkage between female survival and sea-ice 
conditions. 

MB, NU 
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17. Taylor et al. 2008 

18. Canadian Wildlife Service Nunavut consultation report 2009 

19. Population simulations of existing data suggest that only a very small quota (<2) may be sustained for this subpopulation (Taylor et al. 2008). 

20. Vital rates for PVA are 17 years old, current research and ongoing assessment 

21. Schwinsburg et al. 1980; Taylor et al. 2006; Taylor et al. 2008 

22. Canadian Wildlife Service Nunavut consultation report 2009 
23. For the period 1997-2012, the population would be expected to be stable under the historical harvest regimen (1993-97). At the  

current mean harvest rate of 78 bears/yr (2002-2006), we estimate that the population is more likely to decline than to increase (Taylor et al. 2008). 

24. Vital rates for Riskman PVA are 16 years old 

25. Taylor et al. 2006 

26. Inuit report that bears are moving to neighbouring areas throughout the region. (Keith et al. 2005; CWS Nunavut consultation report 2009) 

27. Likely an increase based on quantitative assessment of growth rate (Taylor et al. 2006) 

28. Vital rates for PVA are 14 years old; several research planning consultations has been completed; further consultations ongoing. 

29. Griswold et al., unpublished; Stirling et al. 2011 

30. Pokiak pers. comm. 7 Feb 2013; Carpenter pers. com. 7 Feb 2013 

31. Population size used for management was historically adjusted to 1,200 due to bias in population estimate (Amstrup et al. 2005; Stirling et al. 2011). 

32. Durner et al. 2009, Stirling et al. 2011, and TEK (Joint Secretariat, unpublished) indicate stable population and habitat conditions may improve in short-term 

33. Taylor et al. 2006; Taylor et al. 2008 

34. Canadian Wildlife Service Nunavut consultation report 2009 

35. Vital rates for Riskman PVA are 17 years old and vital rates were substituted from other populations (Taylor et al 2008); no recent work in the area 

36. Vital rates for Riskman PVA are 17 years old and vital rates were substituted from other populations (Taylor et al. 2008) 

37. Griswold et al., unpublished; USGS 2010 

38. Pokiak pers com. 7 Feb 2013; Carpenter pers. com. 7 Feb 2013 

39. Population estimate is lower but not statistically different from previous population estimates (Amstrup et al. 1986, Regehr et al. 2006). 

Quotas were based on the understanding that the total harvest of independent females would not exceed the modeled sustainable maximum of 

1.5% of the population (Taylor et al. 1987) and that a 2:1 ratio of males to females would be maintained in the total quota harvested (Stirling 2002) 
40. Based on sea ice declines (Durner et al 2009), changes in body conditions measured in Alaska (Rode et al. 2010) and modeling (Regehr et al. 2010)  

Estimated risk of future decline is based on vital rates estimated from 2001-2006 data used in demographic models that incorporate sea ice forecasts. 

41. Obbard et al. 2013 

42. NMRWB Public Hearing Inukjuak February 2014 

43. Based on comparison with previous subpopulation estimates (Obbard et al. 2013; Obbard 2008; Kolenosky 1994). 

44. Body condition decline, vital rate declines and changes in ice conditions; Inuit observations show no decline in body condition or abundance (Obbard pers. com. 2014, Obbard et al. 2013, NMRWB, unpublished) 

45. Taylor et al. 2002 

46. Canadian Wildlife Service Nunavut consultation report 2009; community consultations in 2012 and 2013 

47. Harvest managed for population growth since last survey including a 5 year moratorium; comparable litter size in 2012 (GNWT unpublished) 

48. Vital rates for Riskman PVA are 22 years old; population reassessment currently in process 
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49. Stapleton et al. 2014 

50. Canadian Wildlife Service Nunavut consultation report 2009, Kotierk 2012, NWMB Public Hearing minutes 2005; Tyrrell 2006 

51. Lunn et al. 2014 Unpublished Report 
52. Based on body condition, abundance estimates, reduced reproductive productivity, and changes in ice conditions (Stirling and Parkinson 2006,  

Stapleton et al. 2014, Lunn pers. com.) 
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Appendix B – Subpopulations and Status  
 
Appendix B I – Baffin Bay (BB) subpopulation status 

Brief history 
A 1989 subpopulation estimate of 300-600 bears was based on mark-recapture data in 
which the capture effort was restricted to shore-fast ice and the floe edge off northeast 
Baffin Island. However, Inuit knowledge indicated that an unknown proportion of the 
subpopulation is typically offshore during the spring and was unavailable for capture. A 
second study (1993-1997) was carried out during September and October, when all polar 
bears were on land and the estimated number of polar bears in BB was 2,074. In 2004, 
abundance estimates were revised to fewer than 1,600 bears, based on population viability 
simulations using vital rates from the capture study and new information that included 
Greenland's harvest records. This resulted in significant reductions in TAH that are still in 
place in 2016. A genetic mark-recapture survey was completed in 2013 and a new 
population estimate will be available in late 2016. 
 
Current Status:  2,074 bears (1997) 
   Science – reduced  
   IQ – stable  
   current TAH – Nunavut 65 
                                                     – Greenland 67 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH when 
the new inventory study is complete. 

• Communities believe that the population size is sufficient and should not be managed for 
increase. New combined TAH for Nunavut and Greenland will be based on new population 
estimates and recommendations from scientific working groups on what a sustainable 
harvest would be to keep the population stable at that level. 

• Upon receipt of the new population assessment and establishment of a sustainable TAH 
seek a review of the non-detrimental findings to allow for the export of hides and other bear 
parts. 

• Re-assess the population boundary between BB and KB 
• Increase cooperation between all jurisdictions that share this population to ensure a 

sustainable harvest 

Appendix B II – Davis Strait (DS) subpopulation status 

Brief history 
The initial subpopulation estimate of 900 bears for DS was based on an estimated 
correction from the original mark-recapture calculation of 726 bears, which was felt to be too 
low. In 1993, the estimate was increased to 1,400 bears and then to 1,650 in 2005. These 
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increases were to account for the bias as a result of springtime sampling, the fact that the 
existing harvest appeared to be sustainable and was not having a negative effect on the age 
structure, and traditional knowledge that suggested more bears had been seen over the last 
20 years. The most recent inventory of this subpopulation was completed in 2007; the new 
subpopulation estimate is 2,158. The population is characterized by low recruitment rates 
and high population density where sea ice conditions are deteriorating and variable. A new 
2-year study is planned to begin in 2017. 
 
Current status:  2,158 bears (2007) 
   Science – not reduced 
   IQ – increased  
   current TAH   – Nunavut = 61 
                                           – Nunavik = 32 
                                      – Nunatsiavut = 12 
     – Greenland = 3 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain current population abundance and review management objective and TAH when a 
new inventory study is complete. 

• Re-assess the FB/DS boundary near Kimmirut.  
• Increase cooperation among all jurisdictions that share this population to ensure a 

sustainable harvest 
• Hold joint hearings of relevant boards 
• Encourage inter-jurisdictional discussions between user groups to identify appropriate 

allocation between regions 

Appendix B III – Southern Hudson Bay (SH) subpopulation status 

Brief history  
The initial estimate of population numbers came from a three-year (1984-1986) mark-
recapture study, conducted mainly in the Ontario portion of the subpopulation. This study 
and the more recent telemetry data have documented seasonal fidelity to the Ontario coast 
during the ice-free season, and some intermixing with the Western Hudson Bay and Foxe 
Basin subpopulations during winter months. In 1988, a population-modeling workshop 
suggested an increase in the calculated subpopulation estimate from 900 to 1,000 bears, 
because portions of the eastern and western coastal areas were not included in the area 
during original sampling. Additionally, the area away from the coast may have been under-
sampled due to difficulties in locating polar bears inland (i.e., below the tree line). Thus, 
some classes of bears, especially pregnant females, were believed to be under-sampled. A 
new analysis of the 1984-1986 capture data produced an estimate for the study area of 634 
and, for 2003-2005, 673. In addition, there are some areas in which it is unsafe to capture 
bears. An aerial survey conducted between 2011 and 2012 by Ontario estimates the SH 
abundance at 951 bears. A voluntary inter-jurisdictional harvest agreement was agreed 
upon which expires in 2016. 
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Current status:  943 bears (2016) 
   Science – stable  
   IQ – increasing 
   current TAH – Nunavut = 25 (Voluntary agreement reduced it to 20   
   expires 2016) 
                                                 – Ontario = 3 
                                                  – Quebec = 22 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain current population abundance and review management objective and TAH when a 
new inventory study is complete. 

• Increase cooperation among all jurisdictions that share this population to ensure a 
sustainable harvest 

• Help Quebec to develop a management plan and system to ensure that TAH is respected 
and followed and all harvesting is reported.  

• Continue with inter-jurisdictional user-to-user discussions to ensure agreement on the fair 
allocation of the agreed TAH. 

Appendix B IV – Western Hudson Bay (WH) subpopulation status 

Brief history  
The subpopulation was estimated to be 1,194 in 1987 and 935 in 2004. Before 1998, the 
subpopulation had apparently remained the same, indicating that DOE research conducted 
in 2011 using aerial surveys provided a new estimate of 1,030 bears. However, this estimate 
and the previous one have overlapping confidence intervals, suggesting no change, 
although techniques of past research projects differed. A recent new analysis by 
Environment and Climate Change Canada also confirmed that the population remained 
stable at least for the past 10 years. 
 
Current status:  1,030 bears (2013)  
   Science – stable 
   IQ – increase  
   current TAH – Nunavut = 28 
                                                 –  Manitoba = 8 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH when 
a new inventory study is complete. 

• Increase cooperation with Manitoba  

Appendix B V – Foxe Basin (FB) subpopulation status 

Brief history  
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A total subpopulation estimate of 2,119 was developed in 1996 using mark-recapture 
analysis based on tetracycline biomarkers. IQ suggests that the subpopulation of polar 
bears has increased (GN consultations in FB communities 2004-2009); the subpopulation 
estimate was increased to 2,300 bears in 2005 based on IQ. The 2009-2010 aerial surveys 
produced a new population estimate of 2,580, indicating that the population has remained 
relatively stable over time.  
 
Current status:  2,580 bears  
   Science – stable  
   IQ – increasing  
   current TAH – Nunavut = 123 
                                        –  Nunavik = 7 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH when 
a new inventory study is complete. 

• Increase cooperation among all jurisdictions that share this population to ensure a 
sustainable harvest 

• Hold joint board hearings and meetings 

Appendix B VI – Gulf of Boothia (GB) subpopulation status 

Brief history 
Based on IQ, a recognition of sampling deficiencies, and polar bear densities in other areas, 
an interim subpopulation estimate of 900 was established in the 1990s. After a mark-
recapture survey between 1998 and 2000, the subpopulation was estimated to number 
1,592. The status of GB is stable, or slightly increasing. A new 3-year population study 
began in 2015. 
 
Current status:  1,592 bears (2000) 
   Science – not reduced  
   IQ – increasing  
   current TAH – Nunavut = 74 
 

Subpopulation recommendations:  
• Maintain current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH when 

the new inventory study is complete. 

Appendix B VII – M’Clintock Channel (MC) subpopulation status 

Brief history 
An estimate of 900 bears was derived from a six-year study undertaken in the mid-1970s. 
Following the completion of a mark-recapture inventory in the spring of 2000, the 
subpopulation was estimated to number 284. A moratorium was put in place, followed by a 
significantly reduced harvest that was in place until 2015/16 where an increase in TAH 
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occurred. The management objective for this population is recovery. A genetic mark-
recapture study was started in 2014 and will be completed by 2017. Communities indicate 
that there has been a recovery in the bear population since the TAH reduction and that 
bears are seen in areas now where in previous years none were present. The number of 
bears currently in MC was deemed to be "about right" by locals, with few if any individuals 
supporting an increase above the current population level.  The new estimate will likely be 
available in 2017. 
 
Current status:  284 bears (2000) 
   Science – reduced, but likely increasing  
   IQ – increasing  
   current TAH – Nunavut = 12 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH when 
the new inventory study is complete. 

Appendix B VIII – Lancaster Sound (LS) subpopulation status 

Brief history 
The subpopulation estimate of 2,541 is based on an analysis of both historical and current 
mark-recapture data up to 1997. This estimate is considerably larger than a previous 
estimate of 1,675 that included Norwegian Bay. Currently, there are no data available to 
assess the population size. 
 
Current status:  2,541 bears (1998) 
   Science – stable  
   IQ – n/a 
   current TAH – Nunavut = 85 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH when 
a new inventory study is complete. 

Appendix B IX – Kane Basin (KB) subpopulation status 

Brief history 
The size of the subpopulation was estimated to be 164 bears, based on a mark-recapture 
study undertaken between 1994 and 1998. The small population was believed to be in 
decline due to overharvesting, and a collaborative study between Greenland and Nunavut 
was begun in 2011 to examine population boundaries and abundance. The final year of a 
genetic mark-recapture study was completed in the spring of 2014. A new estimate will be 
available in 2016. 
 
Current Status:  164 bears (1997)  
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   Science – reduced  
   IQ – stable  
   current TAH – Nunavut = 5 
     Greenland = 3  
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH when 
the new inventory study is complete. 

• Re-assess population boundaries between BB and KB 
• Work closely with Greenland to ensure that a sustainable harvest occurs  

Appendix B X – Norwegian Bay (NW) subpopulation status 

Brief history 
The current (1993-97) estimate is 203. Data collected during mark-recapture studies and 
from satellite radio tracking of adult female polar bears, indicate that most of the polar bears 
in this subpopulation are concentrated along the coastal tide cracks and ridges along the 
north, east, and southern boundaries. This population is genetically distinct compared to 
other polar bear populations. 
 
Current status:  203 bears (1998) 
   Science – data deficient  
   IQ – n/a  
   current TAH – Nunavut = 4 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain the current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH 
when the new inventory study is complete. 

Appendix B XI – Viscount Melville Sound (VM) subpopulation status 

Brief history 
The current subpopulation estimate of 161 was based on a mark recapture survey 
completed in 1992. GNWT is currently completing a mark-recapture study and a new 
estimate should be available in 2017. 
 
Current status:  161 bears (1992) 
   Science – data deficient 
   IQ – increasing  
   current TAH – Nunavut = 3 
              – NWT  = 4 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain the current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH 
when the new inventory study is complete. 
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• Increase cooperation among all jurisdictions that share this population to ensure a 
sustainable harvest. 

Appendix B XII – Northern Beaufort Sea (NB) subpopulation status 
Brief history 
The 1998 subpopulation estimate was 1,200 bears. A 2006 mark-recapture survey 
suggested that the size of the NB subpopulation has remained stable at approximately 980 
bears. 
 
Current status:  980 bears (2006) 
   Science – stable  
   IQ – increasing  
   current TAH – Nunavut = 6 
             – NWT = 71 
 
Subpopulation recommendations:  

• Maintain the current population abundance and review management objectives and TAH 
when the new inventory study is completed. 

• Increase cooperation among all jurisdictions that share this population to ensure a 
sustainable harvest. 

Appendix C – Flexible quota system 

Rationale and administration of the flexible quota system 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The flexible quota system for polar bears assumes that the annual maximum sustainable 
yield of males and females for a given population has been divided among the communities 
that share the population. Each community receives its share of the maximum sustainable 
harvest of males and females as an annual baseline allocation. For polar bears, the 
maximum harvest that can be sustained is realized when the harvest is two males for every 
female. However, not every community can harvest exactly two males per female every 
year. In some years, the full allocation may not be taken. In other years, the kill may exceed 
the annual base allocation of males or females. The flexible quota calculation takes these 
variations into account: 

1) Any “credits” from previous years when not all the bears were harvested, 

2) The total number of males killed or removed from the population, and; 

3) The total number of females killed or removed from the population. 

ADMINISTRATION/ACCOUNTING 
The flexible quota system is nothing more than a system for administering the portion of the 
total population maximum sustainable yield. First, the sustainable yield of males and 
females for a given population must be identified. If a subpopulation has management 
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objective that requires a TAH to be above the maximum sustainable yield to reach a specific 
objective then that must first be identified. Then the base annual allocation for each 
subpopulation is established and the flexible quota system is used to adjust the TAH as 
required to keep the harvest within the management objective.  

Simulation modelling has shown that, for polar bear populations, about twice as many males 
as females can be harvested. The sustainable number of females is defined as the number 
that can be removed without causing a decline in the number of females in the population 
(generally considered to be approximately 1.5 % of the population). However, it is different 
for the males. Because the males do not produce the cubs, twice as many can be taken. A 
2M:1F harvest sex ratio does reduce the number of males in the population to about 70% of 
the number that would be present if the harvest were unselective. The mean age of the 
males in the population is also reduced by about two years. However, this has the effect of 
focusing the harvest on younger males in the more abundant age classes. We assume that 
the females can still find mates and that younger bears mate just as successfully as older 
bears. The available data support this. There is no evidence of diminished reproduction, 
even in populations where it is clear that over-harvesting has depleted the males. Males are 
reproductively mature by the time they are between 4 and 5 years old, and on average 
females are only available to mate every two years because of extended parental care. 

The annual base allocation value is an annual allotment that does not vary. However, if a 
community over-harvests either males or females in a given year, that over-harvest must be 
compensated for by reducing the annual actual allocation.  

The actual sex ratio is only taken into consideration when the kill of females has exceeded 
the sustainable number (i.e., the actual allocation for that year). The reason is to avoid 
penalizing a community that shuts down the harvest when the last female has been taken.  
It is the number of bears taken that really matters. The proportion of females in the harvest 
is only an indication of what the sex ratio for the next year will be. As long as a community 
has not exceeded the allowable kill of males or females, there is no reduction in TAH, 
regardless of the sex ratio of the kill.  

Credit is given for any unused current allocation of males and females. The credits can be 
either male or female. Credits are specific to a given subpopulation and cannot be used for 
other subpopulations. Credits shall be administered by the responsible RWO and the RWO 
shall make the allocation of credits as appropriate. If a female credit is requested, there 
must be a male credit available to exchange, because there cannot be more negative male 
credits than positive female credits.  It is sustainable to over-harvest the males as long as an 
equivalent number of females is under-harvested. As long as there is at least one positive 
female credit for each negative male credit, there is no reduction to the TAH. This means 
that as long as the total TAH is not exceeded, and as long as the females are not over-
harvested, the TAH for the following year will stay at the maximum base allocation. 

Credits are a special case because they represent individuals that were not taken, so they 
are in addition to the estimated population. Credits are administered separately. Credits 



Nunavut Polar Bear Management Plan, October 2016   Page 49 
 

accumulate until the next population inventory, and then they are zeroed because the total 
population is taken into effect when a new TAH is determined.  

1. All human-caused mortality to polar bears will be taken from the TAH of the nearest 
community. In the event that the human-caused mortality exceeds the TAH, extra tags will 
be issued and the TAH for the following year will be correspondingly reduced in line with the 
flexible quota system. 

2. A naturally abandoned cub will be counted as a natural death and not counted against 
the TAH. 

3. Any bear that is found near death can be killed as a humane action and, once the 
Conservation Officer has certified that the bear was near death, the humane kill will not be 
counted against the TAH. 

4. When a Nunavut beneficiary kills a bear, the tag will come from that person’s home 
community if that community has a TAH in the population that the bear was harvested from. 
Otherwise, the nearest community must provide the tag. 

5. When a female with cubs, yearlings, or juveniles is killed, the cubs, yearlings and 
juveniles are also regarded as killed (even if they run away). For TAH determination 
purposes, the cubs and yearlings are counted as males and only ½ tag each. The juveniles 
are counted as whole tags of whatever sex they are.  If the cubs run away after the female is 
killed, the cubs are counted as ½ tag and all male, however the yearlings and the juveniles 
are each counted as whole tags and the sex is counted as ½ male and ½ female. 

6. If credits are available, they may be used to address all types of kills, including 
accidental, illegal, and defence kills.  

7. If a community shuts down its harvest after exceeding the maximum allowable females, 
the unused tags are counted as harvested males for calculating the proportion of 
females only so as not to penalize the community for shutting down the harvest before 
filling all the tags. If a community does not exceed the current allocation for females, for TAH 
calculation purposes the harvest sex ratio is assumed to be 0.33 (i.e., 2 males:1 female). 

8. Subpopulation credits accumulate until the next population inventory results are final. 
Then all credits are set back to zero because the new TAH is based on the new population 
information, and the entire sustainable take is allocated to the new TAH. Any credits will be 
realized as TAH increases if the population information was accurate and the credits are not 
used. The communities then resume collecting credits from the new start, as before. 
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Appendix D – Research Schedule 

Proposed schedule to conduct subpopulation status by scientific method and collection of 
IQ, as of 2016 

This schedule is tentative and assumes full availability of funds and human resources. The priorities 
and needs may shift over the coming years, which will affect timing of this schedule. TBD-To be 
determined 

Appendix E - Literature Reviewed  

Amstrup, S. C. 1993. Human disturbances of denning polar bears in Alaska. Arctic, 46: 246-
250. 

 
Amstrup, S. C. 2003. Polar bear. Pp. 587–610 in Wild mammals of North America: biology, 

management, and conservation. 2nd Edition. G.A. Feldhamer, B.C. Thompson, and J.A. 
Chapman (eds). John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, MD. 

 biology, management, and conservation. 2nd Edition. G. A.  

Subpopulation Previous survey 
year and method 

Next survey year 
and method 

Previous IQ 
survey 

Proposed IQ 
survey 

Baffin Bay 2011-2013 
Genetic mark-

recapture 

2021 
To be determined 

2015 2022 

Davis Strait 2005-2007 
Mark- recapture 

2017-18 
Genetic mark-

recapture 

2007-2008 2018 

Foxe Basin 2010-2011 
Aerial survey 

2017 
Aerial survey 

2008-2009 2018 

Gulf of Boothia 1998-2000 
Mark -recapture 

2015-2017 
Genetic mark-

recapture 

n/a 2017 

Kane Basin 2012-2014 
Genetic mark 
recapture and 
aerial survey 

2021 
To be determined 

n/a 2024 

Lancaster Sound 1997 
Mark-recapture 

2018-20 
To be determined 

n/a 2019 

M’Clintock Channel 1998-2000 
Mark-recapture 

2014-2017 
Genetic mark 

recapture 

2002-2006 2016 

Northern Beaufort Sea 2006 
Mark-recapture 

2019 n/a TBD 

Norwegian Bay 1998 
Mark-recapture 

2018 
To be determined 

n/a 2018 

Southern Hudson Bay  2016 
Aerial survey 

2013 TBD 

Viscount Melville 2012-2014 
Mark-recapture 

TBD n/a TBD 

Western Hudson Bay 
and Southern Hudson 

Bay 

2011 
Aerial survey 

2016 
Aerial survey 

2011-2012 2021 
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Executive Summary 
 

Government of Nunavut, Department of Environment (DOE) representatives conducted consultations 
with the three Regional Wildlife Organizations and the Nunavut Inuit Wildlife and Environment Advisory 
Committee (NIWEAC) between 15 October and 7 November 2016. The primary purpose of these 
consultations was to advise co-management partners of revisions to the draft Polar Bear Co-
Management Plan that were made as a result of input received during the Nunavut Wildlife 
Management Board (NWMB) public hearing process.  

Although there was significant consultation to develop the draft submitted to the NWMB for approval in 
the fall of 2015, relevant comments and edits received during the written public hearing held by the 
NMWB resulted in edits to the draft. The changes to the draft were largely organizational and for 
provision of further clarity. A high level review and explanation of what was changed and why, as well as 
changes that were suggested and not made, were considered by the working group. The Regional RWOs 
Annual General Meetings were an appropriate venue for those consultations, as well as the NIWEAC fall 
meeting, as this meeting was instrumental in formulating the original working draft in 2014. 

This report attempts to summarize the comments made by participants at the meetings and how those 
comments were addressed. 
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Preface 

This report represents the Department of Environment’s best efforts to accurately capture and translate 
all of the information that was shared during consultation meetings with the RWOs and NIWEAC.   

The views expressed herein do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of Environment or the 
Government of Nunavut. 
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1.0 Summary Purpose and Structure 

This summary is intended to summarize comments, questions, and concerns raised during consultation 
meetings held with the RWOs and the NIWEAC on the Draft Polar Bear Co-Management Plan (PBMP). 
Although there was significant consultation to develop the draft submitted to the NWMB for approval in 
the fall of 2015, relevant comments and edits received during the written public hearing held by the 
NMWB resulted in edits to the draft. The changes to the draft were largely organizational and for 
provision of further clarity. A high level review and explanation of what was changed and why, as well as 
changes that were suggested and not made, were considered by the working group. 

2.0 Purpose of Consultations 
The primary purpose of the consultations was to engage the RWOs in a dialogue on the current status of 
the draft PBMP and to present revisions to the draft that were made as a result of comments received 
during the NWMB’s written public hearing.  This approach was advised by the NWMB. It is important to 
note that any revisions to the draft were only considered if they were consistent with what was heard 
from communities, and what was said to communities, during consultations. 

2.1 Format of Meetings 
The consultations were held during the AGMs of the three RWOs and the fall meeting of NIWEAC. All 
meetings were chaired by the respective Board Chairperson. A DOE representative was on the agenda to 
present the information at DOE's request. The presentation (Appendix A) lasted approximately 45 
minutes with questions following ranging from 30-45 meetings per meeting.  The translations were 
conducted simultaneously during the meetings. 

2.2 Meeting Participants 
All meetings were attended by Board members at each of the three RWOs and Chaired by the respective 
RWO Chairman.  Additional participants were from the Nunavut Inuit Wildlife Secretariat, NWMB, 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Environment and Climate Change Canada, and Nunavut Tunngavik 
Inc. The representative from DOE was Chris Hotson. 

3.0 Consultation Summary 

The development of the PBMP has been lengthy with community consultations on the draft occurring in 
the winter of 2014, and regional follow up meetings occurring in the spring of 2014. It was determined 
that consultation with stakeholders (e.g. RWOs) was appropriate to inform them of the current status of 
the PBMP and to advise what changes had occurred to the draft PBMP since its submission to the 
NWMB for approval in 2015. Presenting to the RWO AGMs and the NIWEAC fall meeting was considered 
appropriate stakeholder consultation to allow for advice and input on the process and to allow for 
further dissemination to Hunters and Trappers Organizations through their participation on the RWO 
Boards. The PowerPoint presentation as well as the current draft PBMP was also sent to each HTO for 
information following the AGMs. This approach to disseminating the information enabled those Board 
members who were in attendance at the AGMs to update their respective HTO Boards. 
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The presentation reviewed what has been done to date and then explained specific changes that were 
made to the draft (e.g. splitting threats and challenges into two sections, splitting industrial activity and 
tourism into two threats, changing the wording of the roles of Parks Canada and ECCC, plus editorial 
fixing). It was explained that some comments received during the written public hearing were 
considered but not included when making edits to the draft as they would not have enhanced the 
quality or clarity of the draft (e.g. a comment that there are not more bears than in the 1960’s, which 
did not correspond with what was heard during consultations).  

The questions received during this round of consultations were similar to what was heard during initial 
consultations with HTOs and communities. Most were queries as to whether the plan was addressing 
issues that Inuit have stated are important throughout the consultations and development of the PBMP.  

These questions are listed below along with an explanation of what was said at the time, or how the 
issue was resolved after the consultations. 

• There are too many bears now - this perspective has been adequately included in the draft as 
proposed. 

• Public Safety is a concern with the perceived higher concentrations of bears - this has been 
covered in the draft and specific actions developed to help address this concern including: 1) 
improved education for bear safety; 2) improved training for polar bear monitors for 
communities; 3) better access to deterrent methods (bear bangers/ flares etc.). 

• Cabin /property damage is a problem and the compensation programs are difficult to access - 
this has been addressed in the draft and actions developed to address this concern include 
reducing the complexity of forms and providing assistance in completing forms through 
Conservation Officers in the communities. 

• Negative and inaccurate public opinion about status of polar bears - the concern is that world 
media misrepresents the status of polar bears while Inuit are experiencing high concentrations of 
bears and public safety concerns. Although negative public opinion and inaccuracies  are beyond 
the scope of the PBMP, there is a strong message in the draft that: 1) bears pose a safety risk; 2) 
there are too many bears in some areas and other species (birds and seals) are being harmed; 
and 3) Inuit have been managing the species well. 

• Loss or damage to hides being held while under investigation for Defense Kills - this concern is 
identified in the draft PBMP and actions to resolve investigations in a timely manner and to 
ensure no loss in hide value are identified.  

• A concern was raised about a recent event where an Inuk hunter was in a community other than 
his own and had a Defense of Life and Property Kill. The question arose regarding this incident 
and what community the tag was to come from - the hunter’s home community or the 
community he was visiting - A review of the previous Memorandum of Understanding's text and 
the current draft PBMP text was undertaken and the current draft was revised to remove the 
uncertainty in that situation. 

4.0 Conclusion- Next Steps 

The Department of Environment considered the comments and suggestions received during the 
consultation meetings in finalizing the draft plan for resubmission to the NWMB Public Hearing Process.  
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Submission to the NWMB is expected in February 2017. The expectation is for the Nunavut Land Claims 
Agreement decision-making process to be completed, and for the PBMP to be implemented, on July 1, 
2017.
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Appendix A- Presentation used during consultation meetings 
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ᑲᑎ

ᒪᑎ
ᑦᑎ

ᓂ
ᕐᒥ
 ᕿ

ᒥᕐ
ᕈᔭ

ᐅ
ᓗ
ᑎ
ᒃ 
ᐊ
ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 

ᐋ
ᖅ
ᑭᒋ

ᐊ
ᖅ
ᑕᐅ

ᓗ
ᑎ
ᒃ 
ᓯᕗ

ᓪᓕ
ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
ᑦ 
ᐊ
ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 ᕿ

ᒥᕐ
ᕈᓗ

ᒋᑦ
 ᐊ

ᐅ
ᓚ
ᑦᑎ

ᔨᑦ
 

ᑐᕌ
ᒐᕆ

ᔪᒪ
ᔭᖓ

ᑦ 
ᐅ
ᐱ
ᕐᖔ

ᖓ
ᓂ
 2

01
5

•
ᐃ
ᖃ
ᓇ
ᐃ
ᔭᕐ
ᕕ
ᖓ

ᓂ
 ᐊ

ᕙ
ᑎ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᔨᒃ
ᑯᑦ

 ᕿ
ᒥᕐ
ᕈᓗ

ᑎ
ᒃ 
ᓇ
ᐃ
ᒡᓕ

ᒋᐊ
ᖅ
ᓯᒪ

ᔪᓂ
ᒃ 
ᐊ
ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 

ᐱ
ᔭᖅ

ᓂ
ᖅ
ᓯᑎ

ᒋᐊ
ᖅ
ᓯᒪ

ᔪᓂ
ᒃ

ᑭᓱ
ᓃ
ᒃ 
ᐱ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᓯᒪ

ᓕ
ᖅ
ᐱ
ᑖ?

W
ha

t h
av

e 
w

e 
do

ne
?

•
Co

ns
ul

te
d 

w
ith

 a
ll 

co
m

m
un

iti
es

 in
 th

e 
w

in
te

r o
f 2

01
5

•
Re

vi
se

d 
an

d 
fin

al
ize

d 
a 

dr
af

t b
as

ed
 o

n 
in

pu
t

•
He

ld
 re

gi
on

al
 m

ee
tin

gs
 to

 re
vi

ew
 a

nd
 im

pr
ov

e 
dr

af
t a

nd
 

re
vi

ew
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an
ag

em
en

t o
bj
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tiv
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 in

 sp
rin

g 
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15
•

An
 in

te
rn

al
 D

oE
 re

vi
ew

 sh
or

te
ne

d 
an

d 
sim

pl
ifi

ed



ᓄ
ᓇ
ᕗ
ᒻᒥ ᐆ

ᒪᔪᓕ
ᕆ
ᔨᕐᔪᐊ

ᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎ

ᒪᔨᖏ
ᓂ
ᑦ ᐱ

ᓕ
ᕆ
ᐊ
ᖑ
ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ
•

ᑐᓂ
ᔭᐅ

ᓗ
ᑎ
ᒃ ᓄ

ᓇ
ᕗ
ᒻᒥ ᐆ

ᒪᔪᓕ
ᕆ
ᔨᕐᔪᐊ

ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎ
ᒪᔨᖏ

ᓐᓄ
ᑦ ᐊ

ᒻᒪᓗ
 

ᐅ
ᐸ
ᒃᑎ

ᑦᑎ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᓂ
ᖏ

ᓄ
ᑦ ᑎ

ᑎ
ᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ

ᒃ ᓈ
ᓚ
ᒡᓂ

ᖃ
ᒃᑎ

ᑦᑎ
ᑎ
ᓗ
ᒋᑦ

•
ᓄ
ᓇ
ᕗ
ᒻᒥ ᐆ

ᒪᔪᓕ
ᕆ
ᔨᕐᔪᐊ

ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎ
ᒪᔨᖏ

ᑦ ᕿ
ᒥᕐᕈᓗ

ᑎ
ᒃ 

ᐅ
ᖃ
ᐅ
ᓯᕆ

ᔭᐅ
ᓯᒪᔪᓂ

ᒃ ᐱ
ᔭᐅ

ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖅ
ᑐᓂ

ᒃ ᑎ
ᑎ
ᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᑎ

ᒍ 
ᓈ
ᓚ
ᒡᓂ

ᖃ
ᒃᑎ

ᑦᑎ
ᑎ
ᓗ
ᒋᑦ ᐊ

ᒻᒪᓗ
 ᓄ

ᖃ
ᖅ
ᑎ
ᓗ
ᒍ ᑲᑎ

ᒪᓂ
ᖅ

•
ᒥᓂ

ᔅᑕ ᐃ
ᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅ

ᓯᐅ
ᕈᑎ

ᖃ
ᖁ
ᓗ
ᒍ ᐅ

ᖃ
ᐅ
ᓯᕆ

ᔭᐅ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖅ
ᑐᓂ

ᒃ 
ᐱ
ᔭᐅ

ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖅ
ᑐᓂ

ᑦ The N
W

M
B Process

•
Subm

itted to N
W

M
B and they held a w

ritten 
hearing

•
N

W
M

B review
ed input received during w

ritten 
hearing and adjourned m

eeting
•

Asked M
inister to consider input received



ᐱ
ᔭᕇ

ᕈᑎ
ᖏ

ᑦ 
ᑭᒥ

ᕐᕈ
ᔭᐅ

ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑖ
•

ᐊ
ᕙ
ᑎ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᔨᒃ
ᑯᑦ

 ᕿ
ᒥᕐ
ᕈᓗ

ᑎ
ᒃ 
ᐃ
ᓘ
ᓐᓇ

ᓕ
ᒫᖏ

ᓂ
ᑦ 

ᐅ
ᖃ
ᐅ
ᓯᒃ
ᓴᕆ

ᔭᐅ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖅ
ᑐᓂ

ᑦ
•

ᐊ
ᓯᕈ

ᒃᑕ
ᐅ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖅ
ᑐᑦ

 ᑎ
ᑎ
ᕋᒃ
ᓯᒪ

ᔪᑦ
 ᓴ

ᖅ
ᑭᑕ

ᐅ
ᖁ
ᓗ
ᒋᑦ

 
ᐃ
ᓱᒫ

ᓗ
ᑕᐅ

ᔪᑦ
•

ᐊ
ᓯᖏ

ᓐᓂ
ᑦ 
ᐊ
ᓯᕈ

ᐃ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖏ

ᑦᑐ
ᑦ 
ᐱ
ᔾᔪ
ᑎ
ᒋᓗ

ᒍ 
ᐊ
ᔾᔨ
ᒋᓚ

ᐅ
ᖏ

ᒪᒋ
ᑦ 

ᑐᓴ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖅ
ᑕᑦ

ᑕ 
ᐊ
ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 ᐅ

ᖃ
ᐅ
ᓯᕆ

ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖅ
ᑕᑦ

ᑕ

•
Do

E 
re

vi
ew

ed
 a

ll 
in

pu
t

•
M

ad
e 

so
m

e 
ch

an
ge

s t
o 

te
xt

 to
 re

fle
ct

 c
on

ce
rn

s
•

Di
d 

no
t m

ak
e 

ot
he

r c
ha

ng
es

 b
ec

au
se

 it
 w

as
 

co
nt

ra
ry

 to
 w

ha
t w

e 
he

ar
d 

an
d 

w
ha

t w
e 

sa
id

Re
su

lts
 o

f t
he

 re
vi

ew



ᐊ
ᓯᕈᑕᐅ

ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ ᓯᕗ
ᓪᓕ

ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
ᑦ

•
ᐱ
ᒃᑲᓐᓂ

ᕈᒪᓚ
ᐅ
ᕋᑦᑕ ᐅ

ᖃ
ᐅ
ᓯᖃ

ᒃᑐᓂ
ᒃ ᓯᓚ

ᐅ
ᑉ 

ᐊ
ᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂ

ᖓ
ᓂ
ᑦ

Changes to the draft
•

W
anted m

ore detail on clim
ate change



ᐊ
ᓯᕈ

ᑕᐅ
ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ 
ᓯᕗ

ᓪᓕ
ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
ᑦ

•
ᓯᕘ

ᕋᓇ
ᕈᑎ

ᔪᑦ
 ᐊ

ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 ᐱ

ᓕ
ᕆ
ᐊ
ᕆ
ᓇ
ᓱᒋ

ᐊ
ᓕ
ᑦ 
ᒫᓐ

ᓇ
 

ᒪᕐ
ᕈᐃ

ᓕ
ᖓ

ᓕ
ᕐᒪ
ᑕ 

ᑎ
ᑎ
ᕋᒃ
ᓯᒪ

ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ

Ch
an

ge
s t

o 
th

e 
dr

af
t

•
Th

re
at

s a
nd

 C
ha

lle
ng

es
 is

 n
ow

 tw
o 

se
ct

io
ns



ᐊ
ᓯᕈᑕᐅ

ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ ᓯᕗ
ᓪᓕ

ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
ᑦ

•
ᐱ
ᔪᒪᓚ

ᐅ
ᕋᑦᑕ ᓴᓇ

ᕕ
ᖁ
ᑎ
ᕐᔪᐊ

ᑦ ᐱ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᓂ
ᖏ

ᓐᓂ
ᑦ 

ᐊ
ᕝᕗ

ᑎ
ᓯᒪᓗ

ᑎ
ᒃ ᐳ

ᓚ
ᕋᑦᑐᓕ

ᕆ
ᓂ
ᕐᒥᑦ

Changes to the draft
•

W
anted industrial activity separated from

 
tourism



•
ᐱ
ᔪᒪ

ᓚ
ᐅ
ᕋᑦ

ᑕ 
ᐊ
ᓯᕈ

ᕐᓂ
ᖏ

ᓐᓂ
ᑦ 
ᐅ
ᖃ
ᐅ
ᓯᖅ

ᑕᖏ
ᑕ 

ᐱ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᐊ
ᖏ

ᑕ 
ᐊ
ᕙ
ᑎ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᔨᒃ
ᑯᑦ

 ᐊ
ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 ᓯ

ᓚ
ᐅ
ᑉ 

ᐊ
ᓯᔨ

ᖅ
ᐸ
ᓪᓕ

ᐊ
ᓂ
ᖓ

ᓂ
ᑦ 
ᑲᓇ

ᑕᒥ
 (
EC

CC
) 
ᐊ
ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 

ᒥᕐ
ᖑ
ᐃ
ᖅ
ᓯᕐ
ᕕ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᔨᒃ
ᑯᑦ

 ᑲ
ᓇ
ᑕᒥ

 (
PC

)

ᐊ
ᓯᕈ

ᑕᐅ
ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ 
ᓯᕗ

ᓪᓕ
ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
ᑦ

Ch
an

ge
s t

o 
th

e 
dr

af
t

•
W

an
te

d 
ch

an
ge

s t
o 

th
e 

w
or

di
ng

 o
f r

ol
e 

of
 

EC
CC

 a
nd

 P
C



•
ᐱ
ᔪᒪᓚ

ᐅ
ᕋᑦᑕ ᓇ

ᓂ
ᑦᑎ

ᓯᖏ
ᑦ ᐱ

ᖃ
ᓯᐅ

ᔭᐅ
ᓯᒪᖁ

ᓪᓗ
ᒋᑦ

ᐊ
ᓯᕈᑕᐅ

ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ ᓯᕗ
ᓪᓕ

ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
ᑦ

Changes to the draft
•

W
anted references included



•
ᐱ
ᔪᒪ

ᓚ
ᐅ
ᕋᑦ

ᑕ 
ᐱ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᒋᐊ

ᕈᑎ
ᒃᓴ

ᑦ 
ᑎ
ᑎ
ᕋᒃ
ᓯᒪ

ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ 
ᓴᖖ

ᒋᔫ
ᓗ
ᑎ
ᒃ

ᐊ
ᓯᕈ

ᑕᐅ
ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ 
ᓯᕗ

ᓪᓕ
ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
ᑦ

Ch
an

ge
s t

o 
th

e 
dr

af
t

•
W

an
te

d 
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tio
ns

 se
ct

io
n 

m
or

e 
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st



Sam
ple Action Table

M
anagem

ent Action
Priority

Tim
eline

U
ndertake a review

 of the sustainable rem
oval rates

for fem
ales

high
3 years

Test revisions to the flexible quota system
 to ensure they 

are adm
inistratively feasible (revisions w

ill sw
itch to a 1:1 

reduction in TAH
 the follow

ing year for overharvest, i.e. if 
one fem

ale is overharvested the reduction w
ill be only one 

fem
ale the follow

ing year (If a fem
ale overharvest cannot 

be accom
m

odated through credits or from
 the follow

ing 
year’s TAH

 than regular flex quota reductions w
ill apply 

w
ere m

ale credits w
ill go into the bank as opposed to being 

autom
atically available).

high
2 year

Expand and increase harvest bio-characteristics reporting 
upon  peer review

 of research objectives
high

5 year

Im
prove handling of hides  taken as D

LPK to ensure no 
loss in hide value

high
O

ngoing

Ensure harvest reporting and sam
ple subm

ission is 
adequate to address needs

high
O

ngoing

D
evelop a training program

 for Inuit in com
m

unities to 
establish an Inuit data collection program

 for hunter effort 
and interview

s and collection of polar bear bio-
characteristics 

m
oderate

5 years



•
ᐃ
ᖃ
ᓇ
ᐃ
ᔭᓕ

ᖅ
ᑎ
ᑦᑎ

ᓗ
ᑕ 

ᑎ
ᑎ
ᕋᒃ
ᓯᒪ

ᔪᓕ
ᕆ
ᔨᒥ

ᒃ 
ᒥᑭ

ᓂ
ᖅ
ᓴᐅ

ᖁ
ᓗ
ᒋᑦ

 ᐊ
ᔾᔨ
ᒌᓗ

ᐊ
ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ 
ᐊ
ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 

ᐱ
ᐅ
ᓂ
ᖅ
ᓴᐅ

ᓕ
ᖅ
ᑎ
ᒋᐊ

ᕐᓗ
ᒍ 

ᓯᕗ
ᓪᓕ

ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
 

ᐅ
ᖃ
ᓕ
ᒫᒐ

ᑦᑎ
ᐊ
ᕙ
ᐅ
ᓂ
ᖅ
ᓴᐅ

ᖁ
ᓗ
ᒍ

ᐊ
ᓯᕈ

ᑕᐅ
ᓂ
ᖏ

ᑦ 
ᓯᕗ

ᓪᓕ
ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
ᑦ

Ch
an

ge
s t

o 
th

e 
dr

af
t

•
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r r
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ng



•
ᐱ
ᔪᒪᓚ

ᐅ
ᕋᑦᑕ ᐃ

ᑲᔪᖅ
ᓱᐃ

ᓂ
ᖅ
ᓴᓂ

ᒃ 
ᖃ
ᐅ
ᔨᓇ

ᓱᐊ
ᑎ
ᐅ
ᓂ
ᕐᒧᑦ

ᒪᑯᓂ
ᖓ

ᓕ
 ᐊ

ᓯᕈᐃ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖖ
ᒋᓚ

ᒍᑦ

W
hat w

e did not change
•

W
anted m

ore supporting science



•
ᐃ
ᓱᒫ

ᓗ
ᑕᐅ

ᔪᓂ
ᒃ 
ᒪᑯ

ᓂ
ᖓ

 ᓂ
ᕿ
ᒃᓴ

ᓂ
ᒃ 

ᕿ
ᒡᓂ

ᒋᔭ
ᐅ
ᔪᑦ
 ᐊ

ᑲᐅ
ᖖ
ᒋᓕ

ᐅ
ᕈᑕ

ᐅ
ᓂ
ᖏ

ᓐᓂ
ᑦ

ᒪᑯ
ᓂ
ᖓ

ᓕ
 ᐊ

ᓯᕈ
ᐃ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖖ
ᒋᓚ

ᒍᑦ

W
ha

t w
e 
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d 
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t c

ha
ng

e
•

W
an

te
d 

m
or

e 
su

pp
or

tin
g 
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e



•
ᓇ
ᓗ
ᓇ
ᖏ

ᓐᓂ
ᖓ

ᓄ
ᑦ ᐃ

ᓄ
ᐃ
ᑦ 

ᑕᑯᖃ
ᑦᑕᕐᓂ

ᖅ
ᓴᐅ

ᓕ
ᕐᒪᑕ ᓇ

ᓄ
ᕐᓂ

ᒃ 
ᓇ
ᒥᑐᐃ

ᓐᓇ
ᑲᓴᑦᑎ

ᐊ
ᖅ
 ᓄ

ᓇ
ᓂ

ᒪᑯᓂ
ᖓ

ᓕ
 ᐊ

ᓯᕈᐃ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖖ
ᒋᓚ

ᒍᑦ

W
hat w

e did not change
•

The fact that people see m
ore bears in alm

ost 
all areas



•
ᑐᑭ

ᓯᓇ
ᕐᓂ

ᖓ
 ᐊ

ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 ᐱ

ᓕ
ᕆ
ᔪᑕ

ᐅ
ᓇ
ᓱᐊ

ᕐᓂ
ᖓ

, 
ᐋ
ᖅ
ᑭᒃ

ᓯᖁ
ᓗ
ᒍ 

ᐸ
ᕐᓇ

ᒍᑎ
ᒥᒃ

 ᐱ
ᐅ
ᓂ
ᖅ
ᓴᒃ

ᑯᑦ
 

ᑭᒡ
ᒐᖅ

ᑐᐃ
ᓗ
ᓂ
 ᐃ

ᓄ
ᖕᓂ

ᑦ 
ᑕᐅ

ᑐᒐ
ᕆ
ᔭᐅ

ᔪᓂ
ᒃ 

ᐊ
ᒻᒪ
ᓗ
 ᐅ

ᒃᐱ
ᕆ
ᔭᐅ

ᔪᓂ
ᒃ

ᒪᑯ
ᓂ
ᖓ

ᓕ
 ᐊ

ᓯᕈ
ᐃ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖖ
ᒋᓚ

ᒍᑦ

W
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e 
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ng

e
•

Th
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•
ᐱ
ᔪᒪᓚ

ᐅ
ᕋᑦᑕ ᐃ

ᑲᔪᖅ
ᓱᐃ

ᓂ
ᖅ
ᓴᓂ

ᒃ ᖃ
ᐅ
ᔨᓇ

ᓱᐊ
ᑎ
ᐅ
ᓂ
ᕐᒧᑦ

•
ᐃ
ᓱᒫᓗ

ᑕᐅ
ᔪᑦ ᓂ

ᕿ
ᒃᓴᕆ

ᔭᐅ
ᓗ
ᑎ
ᒃ ᕿ

ᒡᓂ
ᔭᐅ

ᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃ
ᒪᓐᓇ

ᐅ
ᓗ
ᓂ

•
ᓇ
ᓗ
ᓇ
ᖏ

ᓐᓂ
ᖓ

ᓄ
ᑦ ᐃ

ᓄ
ᐃ
ᑦ ᑕᑯᖃ

ᑦᑕᕐᓂ
ᖅ
ᓴᐅ

ᓕ
ᕐᒪᑕ ᓇ

ᓄ
ᕐᓂ

ᒃ 
ᓇ
ᒥᑐᐃ

ᓐᓇ
ᑲᓴᑦᑎ

ᐊ
ᖅ
 ᓄ

ᓇ
ᓂ

•
ᑐᑭᓯᓇ

ᕐᓂ
ᖓ

 ᐊ
ᒻᒪᓗ

 ᐱ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᔪᑕᐅ

ᓇ
ᓱᐊ

ᕐᓂ
ᖓ

, ᐋ
ᖅ
ᑭᒃᓯᖁ

ᓗ
ᒍ 

ᐸ
ᕐᓇ

ᒍᑎ
ᒥᒃ ᐱ

ᐅ
ᓂ
ᖅ
ᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅ

ᑐᐃ
ᓗ
ᓂ
 ᐃ

ᓄ
ᖕᓂ

ᑦ ᑕᐅ
ᑐᒐᕆ

ᔭᐅ
ᔪᓂ

ᒃ 
ᐊ
ᒻᒪᓗ

 ᐅ
ᒃᐱ

ᕆ
ᔭᐅ

ᔪᓂ
ᒃ

ᒪᑯᓂ
ᖓ

ᓕ
 ᐊ

ᓯᕈᐃ
ᓚ
ᐅ
ᖖ
ᒋᓚ

ᒍᑦ

W
hat w

e did not change
•

W
anted m

ore supporting science
•

Concerns about m
eat caching as

•
The fact that people see m

ore bears in alm
ost all areas

•
The tone and intent, to develop a plan that better 
represents w

hat Inuit see and believe



ᐱ
ᖃ
ᑖᓂ

 
ᐱ
ᓕ
ᕆ
ᐊ
ᖑ
ᔭᕆ

ᐊ
ᓖ
ᑦ

•
ᑕᒪ

ᓐᓇ
 ᓯ

ᕗ
ᓪᓕ

ᖅ
ᐹ
ᖅ
ᓯᐅ

ᑎ
 

ᓴᕿ
ᑎ
ᑦᑎ

ᖁ
ᓗ
ᒍ 

ᑐᓴ
ᓚ
ᐅ
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May 24, 2017  

Daniel Shewchuk 

Acting Chairperson 

Nunavut Wildlife Management Board  

P.O. Box 1379, 

Iqaluit, NU 

X0A 0H0 

 

Dear Mr. Shewchuk:  

Re: Public Hearing of the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) to consider the 

revised Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan, Iqaluit, Nunavut, June 6-8, 2017 

Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI) appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the 

Nunavut polar bear co-management plan.   

 

A. GENERAL COMMENTS 

These comments are based on the consultations conducted by the Government of Nunavut. 

1) Several HTOs especially in the Baffin and Kitikmeot region expressed concern over the 

male sex selective harvest.  For example, during consultations in the Baffin and 

Kitikmeot region, communities expressed problems with the 2:1 sex ratio for at least two 

major reasons.  Firstly, for some areas, there are fewer females available.  Secondly, the 

high penalties that communities experience in quota reductions the following year(s) 

when females are overharvested.  A 1:1 ratio was provided as a solution but the response 

by Government to this change remains uncertain.  For example, we suspect that the 

communities would be very surprised to learn that their total TAH would lowered. This 

would result if the Government response was not to increase the number of available 

females but instead lower the number of available males to meet the 1:1 sex ratio. 

 

2) Inuit have repeatedly expressed that bears move between the current subpopulation 

boundaries.  For example, affected communities have expressed that Gulf of Boothia and 

M’Clintock Channel subpopulations share polar bears.  Inuit have also expressed that 
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bears move and mix within Hudson Bay. A recent study provides evidence for fine-scale 

structure, but there remains varying levels of gene flow between clusters within the 

Hudson Bay region (Viengkone et al. 2016
1
). 

 

3) Inuit and NTI have also expressed concerns over the management and application of the 

flexible quota system. For example, when there has been application for credits, the 

release of tags by the Government has sometimes been forwarded to the NWMB for 

approval. This is considered an unnecessary administrative step.  It is expected that the 

TAH will continue to be provided to the RWOs for allocation to communities and that 

credit requests will be satisfied in a reasonable amount of time.   

 

B. DETAILED RECOMMENDATIONS 

NTI’s detailed recommendations are made in order to 

 improve the plan’s descriptions of Nunavut Agreement requirements, 

 clarify responsibility for the plan,   

 clarify the intent of the plan, and 

 add a recommendation regarding the federal government’s implementation of the 

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES).    

Author 

On the title page, identify the Government of Nunavut as the plan’s author. 

Proponent, and approval process 

In the Preface or Executive Summary, note that the Government of Nunavut is proposing that the 

NWMB approve this management plan. In addition, note that the plan will be adopted upon the 

NWMB’s decision being accepted or varied by Nunavut’s Minister of Environment. 

References to the Nunavut Agreement 

Throughout the document, replace “Nunavut Land Claims Agreement” or “NLCA” by “Nunavut 

Agreement” or “Agreement”. 

PREFACE – page 1 

In the first paragraph, fourth sentence, add the following underlined words:  

                                                           
1 Viengkone M., A.E. Derocher, E.S. Richardson, R.M. Malenfant, J.M. Miller, M.E. Obbard, 

M.G. Dyck, N.J. Lunn, V. Sahanatien, and C. Davis. 2016. Assessing Polar Bear (Ursus 

maritimus) population structure in the Hudson Bay region using SNPs. Ecology and Evolution 

6(23): 8474-8484. 
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“The Nunavut Agreement recognises Inuit harvesting rights and requires that Inuit play an 

effective role in all aspects of wildlife management.” 

In the second paragraph, second sentence, add the following underlined words: 

The NWMB has the discretionary responsibility of approving management plans (Article 

5 section 5.2.34 d(i)) 

In the second paragraph, reword the last sentence as follows: 

(from)  This plan has been prepared in cooperation with Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., the 

Department of Environment, Regional Wildlife Organizations, Hunters and Trappers 

Organizations, and Inuit community members from throughout Nunavut. 

(to)    This plan has been prepared by the Department of Environment in cooperation with 

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Regional Wildlife Organizations, Hunters and Trappers 

Organizations, and Inuit community members from throughout Nunavut. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – page 2 

In the second paragraph, reword the first sentence as follows: 

(from)  This intent of this plan is: 1) to provide guidance and direction to co-management 

partners for decision-making;    

(to)      [same as above, except delete “and direction”]  

Note:  NTI does not understand this management plan as intended to trigger the 

Government’s duty to implement NWMB decisions, or to give mandatory 

instruction to the Government, NWMB, RWOs or HTOs.  The Preface, for 

example, states that “[i]mplementation of this management plan is subject to 

…priorities … of the participating jurisdictions and organizations.”      

TABLE OF CONTENTS – pages 3-5 

Add the following new subheadings:  

6.1 Decision criteria  

6.2 Principles of Conservation 

Add a new sub-heading, “6.3 Co-Management Partners”, and re-number the current sections 

6.1-6.6, 6.3.1-6.3.6.   

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS – page 5 

Place the acknowledgements at the end of the document. 

1. INTRODUCTION – page 6 

In the first paragraph, reword the second sentence as follows:  
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(from)  Restrictions (e.g., limiting the number of polar bears harvested per year per 

subpopulation) were the primary means of population recovery in regions where 

abundance was reduced as the result of unsustainable harvest. 

(to) Restrictions (e.g., limiting the number of polar bears harvested per year per 

subpopulation) were the primary means of population recovery in regions where 

abundance had been reduced [].  

2. GUIDING PRINCIPLES – page 7 

Reword the last guiding principle as follows:  

(from)  Where there are threats of serious or irreparable damage to polar bear populations 

or habitat, lack of certainty will not be a reason for postponing reasonable or 

precautionary conservation measures. 

(to)  Inuit harvesting will be limited for conservation reasons only to the extent that a  

limitation is necessary and only according to the Principles of Conservation. Subject to 

those requirements of the Nunavut Agreement, lack of certainty will not be a reason for 

postponing [] conservation measures where there is a sound and credible case, based on 

evidence, that a risk of serious or irreparable damage to polar bear populations or habitat 

exists,  

Note: This recommendation reflects s. 5.3.3 of the Nunavut Agreement, the 

Principles of Conservation, and the following statements in the Government of 

Canada’s policy on application of the precautionary approach to resource 

management: 

[the precautionary principle] “cannot be applied without an appropriate 

assessment of risks.” (page 3). …“Sound scientific information and its evaluation 

must be the basis for applying precaution” (page 7). “The emphasis should be on 

providing a sound and credible case that a risk of serious or irreversible harm 

exists” (page 7).  

 

Government of Canada, A Framework for the Application of Precaution in 

Science-based Decision Making about Risk (Privy Council Office, 2003). 

3. GOAL OF THE POLAR BEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN – page 8 

Re-word the goal as follows: 

(from) To maintain viable and healthy polar bear subpopulations for current and future 

generations, and to ensure that polar bears remain an integrated and functioning part of 

the ecosystem while monitored and appropriate harvests are allowed. 

(to) To maintain vital and healthy polar bear subpopulations capable of sustaining 

harvesting needs for current and future generations, and to ensure that polar bears remain 
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an integrated and functioning part of the ecosystem while monitored, sustainable harvests 

occur.  

Note: This recommendation takes into account the Principles of Conservation and 

Inuit harvesting rights in the Nunavut Agreement.  

4. SPECIES DESCRIPTION - page 8 

Under 4.3.1, Global range, second last line, add “according to Canada’s Polar Bear Technical 

Advisory Group” after “current status”.   

Under 4.3.2, Nunavut range, reword the last sentence as follows: 

(from) A more detailed background and description of Nunavut’s polar bear 

subpopulations is provided in Appendix B. 

(to) A more detailed background and description of Nunavut’s polar bear 

subpopulations, together with management recommendations for each subpopulation, are 

provided in Appendix B. 

5.3 Legislative frameworks and agreements – page 13 

In the first sentence, add the words underlined below:   

In Nunavut, wildlife is managed according to Article 5 of the Nunavut Agreement. Article 

5 recognizes the right of Inuit to harvest polar bears and trade in polar bear products. It 

also sets out the creation of the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB), which is 

the primary instrument of wildlife management in Nunavut, and defines the roles of the 

NWMB, government, Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs), and Regional 

Wildlife Organizations (RWOs) 

6. POLAR BEAR CO-MANAGEMENT IN NUNAVUT – page 14 

Immediately after the title, add the following:  

The Nunavut Agreement and Wildlife Act provide the overarching criteria and principles 

under which Inuit harvesting of polar bears is managed.   

6.1 Decision criteria  

Conservation, public health and public safety are among the purposes for which Inuit 

harvesting of polar bears may be limited.  Decisions made by the NWMB and Minister 

must limit Inuit harvesting only to the extent necessary.   

 

6.2 Principles of Conservation 

Decisions made by the NWMB and Minister for conservation reasons must apply the 

following principles: 

(a) the maintenance of the natural balance of ecological systems within the Nunavut 

Settlement Area; 
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(b) the protection of wildlife habitat; 

(c) the maintenance of vital, healthy, wildlife populations capable of sustaining 

harvesting needs as defined in this Article; and 

(d) the restoration and revitalization of depleted populations of wildlife and wildlife 

habitat. 

 

Insert a new sub-heading, “ 6.3 Co-Management Partners”, immediately before the sentence 

commencing with “The following co-management partners participate”. Re-number the current 

sections 6.1-6.6 sections 6.3.1-6.3.6.   

6.1 – page 14 

Re-word the last sentence follows: 

The Nunavut Agreement is paramount over legislation, and is constitutionally protected 

under Canada’s Constitution Act, 1982. 

6.2 NWMB – page 14 

Re-word the second sentence as follows:  

(from) In addition, it approves management plans and the designation of rare species. 

(to)      In addition, it may approve management plans and the designation of rare species.  

6.6 Government of Canada – page 15 

Add the underlined sentence below:  

Canada signs international agreements on behalf of all jurisdictions and has 

responsibilities to coordinate international management actions for polar bears, with the 

advice of the co-management boards and jurisdictions. It is involved in international 

polar bear management including the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 

Species (CITES) and the 1973 Agreement on the Conservation of Polar Bears. When 

developing positions that relate to international agreements affecting Inuit harvesting 

rights in the Nunavut Settlement Area, the Government of Canada is required under the 

Nunavut Agreement to include Inuit in discussions.     

Figure 2 The Co-Management Framework in Nunavut - page 16 

Give NTI and similar organizations their own oval named “NTI and other representative 

Aboriginal Organizations”.  

Distinguish between the proposal for decision and recommendations made by other parties.  

Delete reference to polar bear MOUs.  

Give “hearings” its own box and rename this box “NWMB hearings”.  

In the box following the NWMB’s first decision, add the following: “Government accepts, is 

deemed to accept, or rejects”.  In the next oval, replace “Accepts” with “Accepted”.  



7 
 

Replace “Government” with “Minister” in the boxes.    

Remove the components referring to judicial challenges of NWMB decisions. 

Note:  The Minister’s duty to implement final NWMB decisions forthwith applies 

as soon as the decision is accepted or varied.  

Rename the last box as follows: 

(from)  Responsible Minister implements Management Action 

(to) Responsible Minister implements accepted or varied NWMB final decision.  

7.5 Population boundaries – page 18 

In the first paragraph, reword the last sentence as follows:  

(from) It is important to recognize that these boundaries have formed the basis for 

management actions for over four decades, and have been beneficial to managers for 

setting harvest levels and for researchers focusing their population assessment studies. 

(to) It is important to recognize that these boundaries have formed the basis for 

management actions for over four decades, and have been relied on by managers to set 

harvest levels and by researchers focusing their population assessment studies. 

7.8 Trade – page 20 

At the conclusion of this section, add the following:  

Under the Nunavut Agreement, Inuit have the right to sell polar bear hides outside the 

Nunavut Settlement Area and to receive an export permit for this purpose on demand 

unless there is good cause for refusal.  It is a recommendation of this plan that, when 

making and reviewing non-detriment findings under CITES, Canada’s Scientific 

Authority should presume that final decisions of the NWMB respecting TAHs reflect the 

sustainable harvest level of polar bear subpopulations in Nunavut.    

8.1.1 Harvest Management – page 21 

In the first paragraph, reword the second sentence as follows: 

(from)  As new information becomes available, co-management partners work together to 

establish a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) for each polar bear population. 

(to)   As new information becomes available, co-management partners work together to 

consider  or review a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) for each polar bear population. 

In the second paragraph, reword the first sentence as follows:  

(from)  Once the TAH is established, local communities are given the choice whether 

they wish to harvest the set number of bears for their own needs or to allocate a portion of 

the total for sport hunts 
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(to)    Where a TAH is established, HTOs have the choice whether they wish to harvest 

the set number of bears [] or to allocate a portion of the total for sport hunts. 

In the third paragraph, reword the first sentence as follows: 

(from)  While the TAH for each polar bear population is subject to change, the following 

harvest restrictions are legislated in the Nunavut Wildlife Act and do not vary according 

population dynamics or annual removals. 

(to)  While the TAH for each polar bear population is subject to change, the following 

harvest restrictions have been established by the NWMB for enactment in the Nunavut 

Wildlife Act, and do not vary according to population dynamics or annual removals. 

8.1.3 Harvest Reporting and Monitoring – page 22 

Re-word the last sentence on page 23 as follows:  

(from)  DOE will consider these requests on a case-by-case basis, and only as new 

information becomes available;  

(to)  The NWMB will consider these requests on a case-by-case basis, and only as new 

information becomes available. 

8.3 Habitat management and environmental stewardship (Avatitinnik Kamatsiarniq) 

objectives – page 26 

 

Add, following the objectives already listed, the following: 

 Generally, assist Canada to meet its obligation under Article II of the International 

Agreement on Conservation of Polar Bears to “take appropriate action to protect the 

ecosystems of which polar bears are a part, with special attention to habitat 

components such as denning and feeding sites and migration patterns.” 

9. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN – page 29 

Throughout this section, clarify where in the document the reader may find “the management 

objective for the subpopulation”.   

In the first paragraph: 

 delete the followjng statement: “No changes to existing TAH will occur until new 

information becomes available.”   

 reword the last sentence as follows:   

(from) At that time, a new TAH will be recommended that is consistent 

with the subpopulation management objective and the objectives of this 

plan. 
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(to)  At that time, a change to the TAH will be recommended that is 

consistent with the subpopulation management objective and the 

objectives of this plan. 

 add as the closing sentence: “Otherwise, changes to TAHs may be considered  

according to the NWMB decision process”.   

In the second paragraph: 

 reword the first sentence as follows:  

(from)  The co-management structure in Nunavut requires an NWMB 

decision for any change to TAH, management objectives, or NQL. 

(to) The co-management structure in Nunavut requires an NWMB 

decision for any change to TAH [] or NQL. 

Note: As stated above, NTI does not understand this plan as intended to be 

mandatory. Therefore a community, government, or any affected party should be 

free to seek NWMB review of a subpopulation management objective at any time.  

The NWMB should change such an objective on review if persuaded that the 

objective adopted in this plan should be revised.   

 reword the following phrase as per the reworded goal of the plan: 

(from)  The goal of the management plan is “To maintain viable and healthy 

polar bear subpopulations for current and future generations, and to ensure 

that polar bears remain an integrated and functioning part of the ecosystem 

while monitored and appropriate harvests are allowed. 

(to)    The goal of the management plan is “To maintain vital and healthy 

polar bear subpopulations capable of sustaining harvesting needs for current 

and future generations, and to ensure that polar bears remain an integrated 

and functioning part of the ecosystem while monitored, sustainable harvests 

occur.  

Appendix A – page 33 

Use the most up-to- date Polar Bear Technical Committee figures at the public hearing and in the 

plan submitted for approval. 

Appendix B – page 41 

Clarify throughout this Appendix whether “current … abundance” is intended to be based on the 

most recent survey results available, the figure for “current status” shown, or a different source.  

At the public hearing, after seeking the views of the HTOs, the NWMB should consider adopting 

a management objective of decreasing current abundance for the Baffin Bay and Davis Strait 

subpopulations.  
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Note: NTI understands the NWMB and Government to be managing the Davis 

Strait subpopulation, in particular, for decrease.   

 

Thank you again for this opportunity and NTI looks forward to taking part in the upcoming 

public hearing.  

Sincerely, 

 

James T. Arreak 

Chief Executive Officer 



 

 

 
May 19, 2017 
 
Mr. Dan Shewchuk 
A/Chairperson 
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
PO Box 1379 
Iqaluit, NU X0A 0H0 
 
Sent by email to: tsataa@nwmb.com 
 
 
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board’s response to the Government of Nunavut’s revised 
Nunavut Polar Bear Co-management Plan 
 
I thank you for inviting the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB) to provide a written 
submission regarding the Nunavut Department of Environment’s (DOE) revised 
polar bear management Plan. 
 
At this time, the QWB does not support the revised Plan. Therefore, the QWB 
requests that the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) does NOT approve 
the revised Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan. 
 
The revised Plan failed to adequately address the concerns and priorities of the 
QWB as documented in its letter to the NWMB in October 2015. This failure greatly 
discourages our Board in having faith that DOE wishes to, or will, adequately revise 
the Plan by addressing our concerns in substantive ways. At our November AGM in 
Iqaluit, our Board was informed that DOE had worked closely with Environment and 
Climate Change Canada to revise the plan to meet their needs, but as in the past, the 
grass-roots, on-the-ground concerns and questions of Inuit, expressed by the QWB, 
were not met by DOE and appeared to be largely ignored (see the attached pages). 
 
The QWB’s faith in the potential outcome of the Hearing process itself is also greatly 
discouraged because the NWMB decision seemed to indicate that it would follow a 
fair and equitable in-person public process but subsequently did not invite the 13 
Qikiqtaaluk Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs) to participate. When the 
hearing decision was made, a proper budgeting process should have included all 
HTOs/communities. 

mailto:tsataa@nwmb.com
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The final revised management plan will replace the current MoUs and implemented 
once approved. Because the QWB’s previous submission has been largely ignored in 
our opinion, it will probably be impossible to revise sections of the plan upon 
request by HTOs or RWO to actually meet the needs of the communities in future, if 
the current revised plan is approved. That leads the QWB to call for rejection of the 
revised plan at this time. 
 
On the attached pages, you will find more specific comments on the revised Plan 
itself, in case the NWMB or DOE may at some point decide to address them in 
demonstrable and significant ways. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
James Qillaq 
Chairperson, Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board 
 
cc. 13 HTOs in Qikiqtaaluk region 
Aluki Kotierk, President, Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 
Stanley Adjuk, Chairperson, Kivallik Wildlife Board 
Joe Ashevak, Chairperson, Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board 
Department of Environment, Government of Nunavut 
  



3 
 

Preliminary Comments on the revised Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management 
Plan 
 
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board 
 
Submitted to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
 
May 19, 2017 
 
The following comments are preliminary in nature. The Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board 
(QWB) reserves the right to make additional comments and recommendations, 
pending additional information and opinions that may arise from QWB members 
and HTO members in Qikiqtaaluk Region, or in response to other co-management 
partners. 
 

1. In the QWB’s 2015 submission to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
(NWMB), we identified that one of its top priorities was for the Nunavut 
Department of Environment (DOE) to specify actions that it will take to 
improve its communication with the co-management partners and Inuit in 
general, to allow more engagement of stakeholders, and to foster greater 
cooperation with its co-management partners. 

 
During the intervening 16 months before resubmitting its revised Plan, DOE 
did not engage the QWB to develop such actions and incorporate specify 
actions into the Plan to the best of our knowledge. In our opinion, that is a 
demonstrable failure by DOE to directly address one of the QWB’s highest 
priorities. 
 
Instead DOE have the following actions listed; all of which are overly vague, 
of inadequate priority, and most are far too long or unclear in their timelines, 
in the QWB’s opinion:  
"9.4  Develop a communications plan and education materials for bear 
safety"", Moderate priority, Timeline: Within 3 years"  
"9.3  Seek to build capacity in all co-management organizations to better 
participate in regulatory review processes"", Moderate priority, Timeline: 
Ongoing" 
9.5 "Build capacity in HTOs to provide support and participation in research 
projects", High priority, Timeline: Within 3 years 
 
In addition, during the March 2017 regular and in-camera NWMB meetings, 
representatives of DOE spoke very strongly and at length against further in-
person public hearings on a Plan that is very important to Nunavummiut. 
This is further continuing evidence that DOE does not truly appreciate the 
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needs of members of HTOs and other Inuit to present and be listened to by 
traditional means. 
 

2. In the QWB’s 2015 submission to the NWMB, we identified that a second top 
priority for the revised Plan to develop with all co-management partners 
very clear plans to collect Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) about polar bear in 
Nunavut and to develop methods to substantively incorporate IQ into future 
management of polar bears.  
 
The QWB devoted over 2 pages of our 2015 submission to this topic! That is a 
very clear expression of how important this issue is. We will not repeat all 
that here again. 

 
During the intervening 16 months before resubmitting its revised Plan, DOE 
did not engage the QWB in an effort to develop specific and substantial 
actions for the collection and development of IQ about polar bears and their 
management. In our opinion, that is a demonstrable failure by DOE to 
directly and seriously address yet another of the QWB’s highest priorities. 
 
In the revised Plan, we did not see any clear and high priority actions on this 
topic; only vague objectives without priority assignments, like: 8.2.1 
"Improve and continue gathering and archiving IQ in relation to polar bears 
and their habitat" and 8.2.2 "When possible, a concurrent IQ study will be 
conducted to complement the population inventory.” 
 
This is unsatisfactory in our opinion. Elders pass away on an on-going basis. 
Each passing is a critical loss of knowledge. The QWB has never envisioned 
that the value of IQ collection and research is dependent on the timing of 
DOE's scientific inventories. Apparently, DOE does not see IQ as being of 
value in its own right. 
 
Independently, QWB has taken steps to further investigate and has begun to 
develop an applicable IQ strategy. From 1980s through the early 2000s, 
viable, scientifically peer-reviewed and published IQ research methods and 
management strategies were successfully developed and implemented in 
conjunction with South Baffin caribou. That IQ work included but was not 
limited to: historical and current distribution and abundance knowledge (as 
expressed by Inuit), ecology and habitat relationships over a period of 90 
years, plus reliable and subsequently proven concepts and predictions by 
Inuit, even including an IQ-based management plan (that was not 
implemented). A similar strategy and methodology can be implemented for 
polar bear populations in Qikiqtaaluk. 
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Now, the QWB calls on DOE to commit to providing significant financial 
resources to fully enable the QWB itself to build and lead a team of experts 
and future trained Inuit to develop and implement an on-going polar bear IQ 
research program that in future will provide significant input to a series of 
community-based and sub-population-based management plans. We call on 
DOE to commit to funding this QWB-led program in the Nunavut Polar Bear 
truly-Co-Management Plan, as a high priority to begin by October 2017. 
 

3. In the QWB’s 2015 submission to the NWMB, we called for a section in the 
plan on the dangers of polar bears, to ensure that the plan speaks to the very 
real danger that polar bears pose to people. 

 
We note that in the Introduction of the revised Plan that DOE now recognizes 
that Inuit have seen that most polar bear populations are increasing, while 
science seems to see that most populations are either stable or declining. We 
believe that the scientific evidence for such conclusions is weak, for example, 
as evidenced by the recent change in the interpretation of the trend of Baffin 
Bay bears dating back to 2012-13. 
 
In the Introduction of the revised Plan, it also states that the focus of polar 
bear management supposedly now shifts to maintaining, or reducing 
numbers in areas where public safety is a concern and/or where there are 
detrimental effects on the ecosystem due to increased numbers of polar 
bears. However, there appears to be little follow through in the rest of the 
document.  
 
For which populations does this new focus apply?  
 
In our reading, the Plan does not give new and clear management objectives 
in section 8.1.3, either in general or for specific populations that comply with 
this supposed new focus. 
 
For example, eliminating sex-selective harvest is stated as being dependent 
on status, trend and management objective. Among the 3 stated management 
objectives, there is no option to allow a decline to continue through 
harvesting in a case where there may be public safety concerns. Accordingly, 
the Plan states that once a decline is detected, the TAH has to be reduced, 
and this requirement is not made contingent on issues of public safety!  
 
A table(s) is needed to show the HTOs and RWOs what the full array of TAH, 
trend and management objectives that may be considered. 
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Serious and sincere engagement by DOE of the stakeholders is required to set 
population objectives based on public safety and ecosystem conditions, and 
IQ is critical to develop and negotiate such objectives. 
 
Further, the revised Plan presents the issue of public safety from a bear-
centered view, most often as DLPK. That is as a killed bear.  
 
References to "fear" felt by Inuit are missing, as are words like “danger” and 
“attack”, words which QWB purposely used in its 2015 submission because 
they properly reflect the reality in the communities. It appears to us that DOE 
does not take this issue and reality seriously! 
 
Related to this, is the issue of: “How many bears are enough? How many are 
too many?” And “What are the target population sizes desired by biologists?” 
 
Inuit have been asking these questions for decades without any substantial 
replies giving clear targets! 
 
As climate changes, bears may be moving toward communities, so there 
could be a growing problem. Inuit know that polar bears are highly adaptable 
animals, which can deal with highly varied and changing ecological 
conditions. They are adapted to climatic conditions of southern Hudson Bay 
to Kane Basin and the Canadian High Arctic Islands. Inuit know the 
adaptability of bear, they respect bears greatly for this adaptability. Just 
because bears may change in physical condition, there is no evidence that we 
know of that proves that populations will decline as a result. And thus, there 
is no evidence that TAHs should be reduced because of climate change or 
changing condition of bears. But that is the implication whenever 
governments and their biologists talk about climate change. 
 
On the other hand, Inuit recognize that climate change is more likely to bring 
bears into closer proximity to humans, causing public safety issues. While 
bear populations remain resilience to population declines in the face of 
climate change, in the opinion of knowledgeable Inuit. 
 
The Plan must identify actions that WILL be taken to develop target 
population levels for all populations in Nunavut. These target population 
levels must be developed in close and full collaboration with ALL HTOs and 
RWOs, and public safety issues must be incorporated into the setting of 
population targets. 
 
As already stated by the QWB in 2015, sections on public safety must be 
added for background information and in terms of action items. In addition, 



7 
 

the concept of human-tolerance for polar bears in and around communities 
needs to be an integral component for developing population target levels.  
 
As well, a much stronger and more serious commitment to on-going 
community-based public-safety monitoring and deterrent programs with 
very clear and measurable actions must be added to the Plan. 
 

4. The Plan should address how DOE will advocate and justify for removal of 
polar bears as “special concern” under SARA, removal of all negative NDFs by 
the federal government, and allowance of unsold hides when negative NDFs 
are removed. Clear action items on these issues are required. 

 
5. The analyses and interpretation of study results must become an open and 

collaborative process. RWOs must be able to assign knowledgeable 
representatives to collaborate in the interpretation of the results of surveys 
and other scientific studies. These representatives may be traditionally 
trained Inuit and scientifically trained persons as the RWOs may chose.  
 
After the survey of the Baffin Bay sub-population, the PBTC, PBAC and 
scientific Authority could not finalize how to interpret with the results. Three 
communities are still waiting 5 or 6 years after the survey was completed. 
This situation is wholly unacceptable, TAH decisions must be more efficient! 
 
Future studies require guaranteed publication of results in a timely manner. 
As a high priority, the recommendation of new TAHs must be dealt within no 
more than 2 years after the completion of field surveys or studies, and within 
1 year if management objectives change in the absences of new surveys. 
 
As well, once the QWB is funded to undertake IQ research, the results of IQ 
research must be equitably incorporated into all management decisions with 
comparable timelines, to enable more efficient decision making of 
management objectives, target population levels and TAH determinations. 
 

6. With support from NTI, the three RWOs have advocated to completely 
abolish the intrusive science or drugging any polar bears. In our opinion, 
section 8.2.2 (Page 25, 5th paragraph) should be completely removed. 

 



 













 





 



 

To Board of 

Nunavut Wildlife Management Review Board 

Iqaluit, Nu 

 

May 17, 2017 

 

RE: Resubmission of the Draft Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan 
Review 

Mittimatalik HTO Board has reviewed the Resubmission of the Draft Nunavut 
Polar Bear Co-Management Plan and have following comments and suggestion 
based on their review.  

1.  Mittimatalik HTO would like to see Polar Bear Quota be removed within 
Baffin Region and Baffin Bay area; for reason being; 

- Quota for Nunavut Beneficiaries should not be necessary to hunt Polar Bear 
because quota is useless for Inuit hunters, as we don’t have benefit to sell 
furs to outside Canada and UK was not to transport Polar Bear furs anymore 
from Baffin Bay area. Quota should only belong to Sport’s Hunter’s. 

1. If re-movement of Quota becomes effective or approved. We would want the 
Hunter’s and Trapper’s Organization to Manage and Administer the Total 
Allowable Harvest in order to maintain the Polar Bear population. And establish 
a Polar Bear Administrative Committee to regulate and enforce the Polar Bear 
harvest and to come up with good plans about Total allowable Harvest of Polar 
Bear    

2. If quota can’t be removed we would like our Polar Bear quota increased to 80 
Total Allowable Harvest because 21 Total Allowable Harvest is too low as Polar 
Bears population have been increasing. It’s becoming a concern within our 
Wildlife and Environment. And increasing of Polar Bears has been causing so 
much disturbance within the food we eat; the caches of meats that are trying to 
be harvested by hunters are just getting eaten by Polar Bears. Not just the food 
we eat is being disturbed. Polar Bears are also being seen more getting close to 
the Communities that can cause danger to the community or even harm to 

 
Mittimatalik Hunters & Trappers Organization  
u5tmbo4u xaNh4goEp4f5 urQx3ix3‰̀t9l vg3pctšq5 
P. O. Box 189, Pond Inlet, Nunavut X0A 0S0 
ttc4f= !*(, utmbo, kǸK, X0A 0S0 
Tel: (867) 899-8856 Fax: (867) 899-8095 
sc`ltz: G*^&H *((_**%^ hvJ4f: G*^&H *(( *)(% 
Email: htopond@qiniq.com 

mailto:htopond@qiniq.com
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anyone. Also cabins are getting destroyed by Polar Bears. Hunter’s work very 
hard to hunt and to harvest good food but the caches of meats are just getting 
eaten by Polar Bears therefore we want hunters to be compensated if the cache 
of meats gets eaten by Polar Bear or If cabin were destroyed by Polar Bear for 
reason being Gas, food supplies and Bullets are very expensive to buy and a lot 
of hunters are unemployed and work hard to harvest food for the community  

 

3. Baffin Bay Polar Bear quota is being shared by 3 communities. We feel that 
each communities should have separate Quota. We want to see each 
communities have separate quota reason Polar Bear quota is too low when it’s 
shared by    

 

2. Balancing Female and Male Polar Bear hunting 

 We would like the Polar Bear hunting to be more balanced. For reason being 

- Female Polar Bears with cubs have been seen more getting close to 
communities than male Polar Bears and it seems to be becoming more common 
and concerning because female Polar Bears are increasing because male 
Female Polar Bear with cubs are more increasing than Male Polar Bears are 
harvested more everywhere in Nunavut and Female Polar Bears are not getting 
cubs as they should because male Polar Bears are decreasing. And Female 
Polar Bears with cubs are known to be more dangerous to harm than male Polar 
Bear. Also sometimes Female Polar Bears get mistaken for male Polar Bear. 
Hunter’s sometimes catch Female Polar Bear by mistake, when a hunter 
catches female Polar Bear by mistake 2 tags have to be eliminated. We would 
like that removed  
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
The system

 also prohibits harvest of 
fam

ily groups, bears in dens, or cubs.


H

ow
ever, for cultural reasons, a cub 

can be harvested through a request to 
the G
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unavut.


The sex selective system
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eans that 
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ale can be harvested for every 
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ales that are harvested.


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m
unity has been follow

ing 
this system

 and has not expressed any 
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ale sex ratio harvest.

•
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m
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from

 unused harvest from
 

previous years as perm
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through the flexible quota 
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•
Since 2014, the com

m
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has respected a user to user 
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ent 
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2005/2006
25 (17 M

ales: 8 Fem
ales)

25 (16 M
ales: 9 Fem

ales)

2006/2007
25 (17 M

ales: 8 Fem
ales)

25 (17 M
ales: 8 Fem

ales)

2007/2008
25 (17 M

ales: 8 Fem
ales)

25 (18 M
ales: 7 Fem

ales)

2008/2009
25 (17 M

ales: 8 Fem
ales)

26 (18 M
ales: 8 Fem

ales)

2009/2010
25 (17 M

ales: 8 Fem
ales)

25 (17 M
ales: 8 Fem

ales)

2010/2011
25 (17 M

ales: 8 Fem
ales)

30 (21 M
ales: 9 Fem

ales)

2011/2012
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ales)
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ales)

2012/2013
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ales: 8 Fem
ales)
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ales: 4 Fem

ales)

2013/2014
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ales: 8 Fem
ales)
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ales)
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2015/2016
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ales)
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ales: 6 Fem

ales)

2016/2017
25 (17 M

ales: 8 Fem
ales)

20 (13 M
ales: 7 Fem

ales)

Totals
300 (204 M

ales: 96 Fem
ales)

294 (204 M
ales: 90 Fem

ales)
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

By using the system
, the 

Sanikiluaq H
TO

 has 
helped conserve the polar 
bear population, through a 
sustainable harvest.


The H

TO
 has responsibly 

and successfully m
anaged 

the system
 and polar bear 

harvest for m
any years.
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System

 N
unavut


Sanikiluaq is an excellent exam

ple of how
 H

TO
’s in 

N
unavut conduct responsible harvest practices that 

are sustainable and respectful of the principles of 
conservation.

Thank You



Here are some of the things that the Arviat HTO representative Thomas Alikaswa will 
talk about during the Polar bear Co-Management Plan hearing in Iqaluit. 
 
 
Gordy: They only use the data that is found outside of Churchill. (Number of bears that 
are counted outside of Churchill) 
 
Dick: Why don’t they count the bears that are in zoos across Canada and in the US? 
 
Thomas: Arviat gets tags from Churchill since the 60’s up to today. We need to have 
our own tags now. 
 
Gordy: Susan Crawford might now a lot about polar bears. I know her through Twitter. 
Maybe we can contact her and work with her regarding the polar bears. 
 
Sam: International Fur Trades are pricing the polar bear skins at the lowest price. The 
market value is making a lot of money through polar bears but they are buying from 
Inuit for cheap 
 
Mary Issumatardjuak 
Arviat HTO Acting Manager 
PO Box 529 
Arviat, NU X0C 0E0 
Phone: (867) 857-2636 
Fax: (867) 857-2488 
 



 









 



WWF-Canada 

318 Creekside Village 

P.O. Box 1750 

Iqaluit, Nunavut 

Canada  X0A 0H0 

 

 Tel: (867) 222-1276 

Toll-free: 1-800-267-2632 

Fax: (416) 489-3611 

ca-panda@wwfcanada.org 

wwf.ca 

 
 

May 19th, 2017 

 

Daniel Shewchuk 

Acting Chairperson, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

P.O. Box 1379 

Iqaluit, Nunavut, X0A 0H0 

 

Via email: receptionist@nwmb.com 
 

Dear Mr. Shewchuk: 

 

Re: Comments on Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan 

 

On behalf of WWF-Canada, thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Nunavut Polar 

Bear Co-Management Plan. We acknowledge the hard work from the Government of Nunavut (GN) 

that has gone into the drafting of this plan, including the many improvements from the previous draft, 

specifically the section on climate change and the addition of priorities and timelines for 

implementation.  

 

We recognize the difficulty associated with drafting a management plan for such a wide-ranging 

species with multiple subpopulations and varying conservation perspectives. Few species elicit as wide 

a variety of viewpoints on the status, management goals, and future projections as polar bears, both 

within Nunavut and abroad. It is with these considerations in mind that we submit our comments on 

the co-management plan. 

 

Section 2 – Guiding principles 

 

The guiding principles for this plan are strong, and if adhered to, will ensure the proper management of 

polar bears in Nunavut. Of particular note is the need to ‘ensure that subpopulation information is 

available for timely conservation decisions and long-term sustainability’, and the acknowledgement 

that a ‘lack of certainty will not be a good reason for postponing reasonable or precautionary 

conservation measures’. In order to properly implement these two guiding principles, the GN will need 

to continue to invest heavily in polar bear monitoring and fulfill the survey schedule as listed in 

Appendix D. Obtaining updated population estimates for the Norwegian Bay, Northern Beaufort Sea, 

and Lancaster Sound subpopulations, all scheduled for assessment in 2018, is an especially high 

priority.  

 

Section 5.3 – Legislative frameworks and agreements 

 

Interjurisdictional agreements between Nunavut and neighboring provinces, territories and nations will 

be crucial to the success of both the Nunavut co-management plan, and the federal Species at Risk Act 

plan. We urge the GN to treat the renewal, and where necessary, development of interjurisdictional 

agreements with the highest priority.  



   

 

 

The implementation of this plan will also need to consider the Circumpolar Action Plan (CAP) for 

polar bears, signed by the Government of Canada in 2015. While not a direct signatory, many of the 

actions in the CAP will be the responsibility of the GN. WWF will be creating a scorecard to monitor 

the implementation of the CAP across the range of the polar bear, and we look forward to engaging 

with both the Government of Canada and the GN to highlight the successes of the CAP and identify 

areas in need of further investment.  

 

Section 7.4.1 – Climate change 

 

Climate change represents one of the best understood threats to polar bears, but also the most 

challenging threat to combat at the local level. This draft of the plan includes greater reference to the 

anticipated negative effects of climate change on bears from a scientific perspective. While the vast 

majority of subpopulations are currently stable, the future trends are an area of concern. It will be 

important to continue to monitor the effects of climate change on polar bears to test the varying 

hypotheses regarding polar bears and declining sea ice, using both Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and 

science.    

 

Section 7.4.2 – Denning 

 

While some denning areas are currently protected in Nunavut, the identification and protection of 

additional areas will be a necessary action of this plan. Multiple stakeholders and many of the 

community delegates at the March 2017 Qikiqtani public hearing for the Nunavut Land Use Plan 

(NLUP) expressed a strong desire to protect additional denning areas by land use designations. In 

many ways, the NLUP is the ideal avenue to pursue denning area protections, as the areas are not 

permanent, can include only seasonal restrictions, and can be altered according to changing 

community needs or shifts in polar bear distribution. As this plan moves into the implementation 

phase, we strongly encourage the GN to continue to engage with the Nunavut Planning Commission 

(NPC) to assign Special Management Area status to all known polar bear denning areas in Nunavut 

that seasonally prohibit incompatible uses that could disturb denning bears during the denning season.  

 

Section 7.5 – Population boundaries 

 

The proper management of polar bears in Nunavut will require accurate management unit designations 

to maximize harvest opportunities while ensuring sustainable subpopulations. As sea ice continues to 

decline, changes in subpopulation structure and distribution are expected. Currently, collaring studies 

are the only means by which these boundaries can be assessed and remain a necessary aspect of polar 

bear management.  

 

Section 7.8 – Trade 

 

WWF does not support uplisting polar bears on the Convention of International Trade in Endangered 

Species (CITES), and publicly commented against the September 2015 proposal to list polar bears on 

Appendix 1. The development and implementation of both the Nunavut and federal polar bear 

management plans will strengthen the case against an Appendix 1 listing. However, further actions, 

such as assigning a Special Management Area land use designation to all denning areas, continuing to 

monitor subpopulation structure and distribution through collaring studies, and increasing investment 



   

 

in attractant management and the development of deterrent techniques to minimize human-polar bear 

conflict will further strengthen the non-detrimental finding from CITES and maintain the international 

trade of polar bears.  

 

Section 8.1.3 – Harvest reporting and monitoring 

 

If the objective is to decrease or maintain the population, and the total allowable harvest (TAH) is 

increased, it is noted that ‘appropriate monitoring must be conducted as a follow-up to measure the 

success of the management action’. The scale of what is considered ‘appropriate monitoring’ in this 

provision should be at the very least broadly defined in this plan so that the response of the GN can be 

evaluated following such a decision.  

 

Section 8.2.1 – Gaining knowledge 

 

The GN should improve information reporting related to polar bears and bear-human interactions 

through better attendance at the Polar Bear Specialists Group working group on human-polar bear 

conflict, and by contributing all available data to the Polar Bear Human Information Management 

System (PBHIMS). The GN should also prioritize research into the effectiveness of conflict mitigation 

techniques and attractant management in communities in conjunction with the hamlets and Hunters 

and Trappers Organizations across the territory. These actions may increase the polar bear co-existence 

threshold of Nunavummiut and avoid situations where the TAH is increased to manage human-polar 

bear conflict, which could be negatively perceived in international fora.  

 

Section 8.3 – Habitat management and environmental stewardship (Avatitinnik Kamatsiarniq) 

 

The GN should work with co-management partners to lead the way on research quantifying the effects 

of disturbance from industrial development on polar bears, from an IQ and science perspective. In the 

absence of concrete information on this subject, incompatible activities that could disturb denning 

polar bears need to be seasonally prohibited through land use designations.  

 

The Last Ice Area (LIA), located in the High Arctic adjacent to the islands of the Canadian Arctic 

archipelago, is the area where summer sea ice will persist the longest based on climate modelling. 

Regardless of the debate on the importance of sea ice to polar bears, it is likely that the vast majority of 

polar bears will follow the sea ice. The management of the LIA, as critical polar bear habitat, will be a 

very important aspect of future iterations of this plan.  

 

Section 9 – Implementation of the Plan 

 

It is understood that while this plan is prescriptive in some regards, many management actions will 

come down to case-by-case decisions from the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board and subsequent 

decisions from the GN Minister of Environment. It will be important for both of these bodies to 

recognize and consider each of the objectives of this plan and interjurisdictional and international 

commitments when making decisions.  

 

We applaud the addition of priority-setting and timelines for the management actions of this plan. 

However, given the short timeframe (less than five years) and ongoing nature of many of these actions, 

we believe that more frequent progress reporting is necessary, especially in the initial stages of the 



   

 

plan, we suggest an interim report be drafted two years after the plan is implemented to track the 

progress of the plan and identify areas of improvement.  

 

Section 9.3 – Habitat management and environmental stewardship (Avatitinnik Kamatsiarniq) 

actions 

 

One particular action that we feel is not sufficiently prioritized is the study of the effects of marine 

shipping and development of mitigation measures on polar bears. Industrial development pressure is 

high in the Arctic, and the current ten-year timeline does not address the need to better understand the 

effects of disturbance on polar bears in order to allow for much needed industrial development while 

mitigating the impacts to wildlife. This action needs to be elevated to high priority and a timeline of no 

more than five years, with work beginning as soon as feasible.  

 

Section 10 – Plan Review 

 

As the jurisdiction with the most polar bears in the country, Nunavut’s plan will be the cornerstone of 

polar bear management in Canada. As noted above, an interim review should come after two years so 

that problems can be identified. This is a first generation plan, and a review will not be onerous. WWF 

will also conduct a review of the progress of the plan after two years, which we hope will be a 

productive exercise to identify roadblocks that need to be addressed before the 5 year review mark.  

 

Concluding remarks 

 

WWF-Canada is supportive of this draft of the Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan. We have 

suggested minor revisions for consideration by the NWMB and the GN in their final drafting of the 

plan. We have also included areas of emphasis and future actions that will be necessary during the 

implementation of the plan, and we look forward to continued discussions on these topics. We thank 

the NWMB and the GN for the opportunity to submit comments which we feel will improve the plan, 

and look forward to expressing our points and hearing from others at the hearing in June in Iqaluit.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

 

Brandon Laforest 

Senior Specialist, Arctic Species and Ecosystems 

WWF-Canada 

 

 

C.c. Jason Akearok, Executive Director, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

C.c.  Vicky Sahanatien, Director, Wildlife Management, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

C.c.  Sarah Spencer, Wildlife Management Biologist, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
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Reference Comment 

General 
comment 

It would be preferable if citations were included in the text. This is particularly relevant 
in situations when factual scientific or IQ information is presented. 

Change to Environment and Climate Change Canada throughout document 

Change Parks Canada to Parks Canada Agency 

p. 2, Executive 
Summary 

The Executive Summary describes key procedural and administrative elements of the 
management plan (i.e., it was cooperatively developed, it is intended to replace the 
MOUs that have directed management efforts to date, and it emphasizes the central 
role that IQ plays alongside science in decision making). However, the Executive 
Summary does not describe key biological and legislative considerations. This 
information should be included. 

For example, in the Inuvialuit Settlement Region Polar Bear Joint Management Plan 
the summary includes paragraphs describing the relevant federal and NWT at-risk 
listing designations for polar bear that led to the plan being developed, the 
conservation goal in the ISR (long-term population persistence while maintaining 
traditional Inuvialuit use), and the principle threats and challenges facing the species 
(detrimental human activities, climate change). Similarly, the Recovery Strategy for 
Polar Bear (Ursus maritmus) in Ontario includes an overview of the species distribution 
and its status in the province, critical habitats for protection (maternal denning sites, 
spring feeding areas and fall staging areas), and an overview of the main threats and 
challenges as identified by Ontario (climate change, mortality from negative human-
bear interactions). 

p. 6, Introduction It would be beneficial to include an explanation as to why this plan has been 
developed and Nunavut’s key role in global polar bear management and conservation. 
With respect to the former, a federal management plan became legally required upon 
designation of the polar bear as a species of Special Concern in 2011. Recognizing that 
the provinces and territories have the primary responsibility for management of polar 
bears, there was agreement that the national plan would include a compendium of 
regional/jurisdictional plans. With respect to Nunavut’s role in polar bear 
management, the territory is home to 12 of the world’s 19 subpopulations 
representing more than half the world’s polar bears and, therefore, management 
actions taken by Nunavut are of paramount importance for ensuring long-term 
persistence of the species. 

Although the rationale for why the polar bear has not been listed as an at-risk species 
under the Nunavut Wildlife Act is clearly explained in the document, it would 
strengthen Canada’s ability to communicate a stewardship message to domestic and 
international audiences if the document was to strike a more judicious tone with 
respect to the conservation concerns that are commonly advanced for polar bear.  
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While stakeholders in Nunavut may not be in complete agreement about the level of 
risk to polar bear population viability posed by climate change and other threats listed 
in the National Polar Bear Conservation Strategy for Canada (2011), it is in the national 
interest that Nunavut’s Plan acknowledges these concerns, articulates an 
understanding of their basis, and makes it clear that Nunavut would respond with 
appropriate management actions should specific actions be deemed necessary. 

Finally, a major point of emphasis in the Introduction is public safety and the potential 
for negative impacts of polar bears on the ecosystem. While public safety is certainly a 
valid and important concern, there is little scientific support for negative ecosystem 
effects.  The text should be counter-balanced by mention of population objectives and 
a goal of ensuring that subpopulations neither increase above nor decline below 
agreed upon targets for population size.  As written, considerable detail is omitted 
with respect to the reasons human-bear conflict is on the rise (i.e., it is a potential by-
product of sea ice decline and human population expansion), the effectiveness of 
deterrence programs, and the implications that a population reduction program would 
have on harvest quotas (i.e., if the goal is to maintain bear numbers at a lower overall 
abundance then the annual total allowable harvest level would also need to be 
adjusted downward once the desired lower abundance was achieved). 

p. 7, Introduction 
para. 3 and 4 

A point of clarification with respect to how the current system of polar bear harvest 
management came into effect:  it was the international community that raised alarm 
about the non-selective and unregulated harvest of polar bears in the 1950s and 
1960s. This facilitated an international meeting in 1965 that eventually led to the 1973 
Agreement on the Conservation of Polar Bears.  It was during the drafting of the 
language of the Agreement that Canada developed a quota system in order to meet its 
commitments upon signing of the Agreement. The Nunavut MOUs came about much 
later. 

p. 7, Introduction 
para. 4 

With respect to the five polar bear range states: technically the 1973 Agreement was 
signed by Denmark because Greenland had not yet been granted control of its natural 
resources. 

p. 8. Section 3 Suggest adding a footnote that provides a definition of what a viable and healthy 
population is considered to be. 

p. 8. Section 4 Suggest adding the CITES status under 4.1 

p. 9. Section 
4.3.1, para. 3 

Globally, all polar bears are divided into 19 “subpopulations”, 13 (excluding bears of 
the Arctic Basin) of which are in Canada and/or shared between Canada and 
Greenland or the United States. 

Figure 1 Suggest shading the entire Nunavut Settlement Area so that it is clear to see that the 
Belcher Islands are part of NU. 
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p. 11, Section 
4.4.3 Diet 

Suggest a more detailed summary of scientific findings regarding the use of terrestrial 
prey items and the extent to which marine mammal versus other prey items 
contribute to polar bear condition. The scientific literature on this topic is clear and 
indicates that seals are the single-most critical component of polar bear diets; eggs, 
berries, and seaweed do not contribute significantly on a population level. 

p. 12, Section 5.2  Please clarify: “Management in Nunavut has focused on sustainable harvest using 
population estimates derived from scientific studies and IQ.”  or is the point that the 
author is trying to make that in the past decisions were made on the basis of science 
alone and only recently has IQ also been considered. 

p. 13, Section 5.3 Agreement on the Conservation of Polar Bears not International Agreement on the 
Conservation of Polar Bears 

p. 14, Section 5.3 Davis Strait not Davis Straits 

p. 14, Section 5.3 The Canada-US Agreement is limited to the Southern Beaufort subpopulation not polar 
bears in general 

p. 14, Polar Bear 
Co-Management, 
Section 6 

This section does not identify the roles for other provinces, other co-management 
boards, or other countries. These relationships influence management decisions 
(particularly harvest) in most subpopulations.   Additional text would be useful with 
respect to how harvesting rights in other jurisdictions are considered in Nunavut 
management planning (and vice versa). 

p. 15, Section 6.6 the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 
(CITES) 

p. 15, Section 6.6 With respect to international agreements: note also that polar bear are listed under 
the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS). 
While Canada is not a signatory, ECCC may be involved in meetings and discussions to 
ensure that Canada’s management of polar bears is well represented. 

p. 16, Section 7 Given the threats and their recognized and/or potential impacts on the species further 
rationale should be offered as to how a management system that permits hunting (and 
in some cases may seek to reduce population size via a managed hunt) is compatible 
with conservation goals. One useful source of information to consult would be the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service Polar Bear Conservation Management Plan, 
Section E (The compatibility of harvest with conservation and recovery) and Appendix 
C (Population Dynamics and Harvest Management). The USFWS document makes a 
strong argument that polar bears can be harvested even if they are vulnerable to 
population decline or known to be in decline so long as adequate monitoring occurs 
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and certain conditions are met with respect to harvest management practices. 

p. 16, Section 7 As suggested in the previous review of Nunavut’s Polar Bear Co-Management Plan by 
ECCC, for the Plan to be of optimal utility as a component of a federal management 
plan “Threats” should be distinguished from “Challenges”.  Threats are defined as the 
proximate activities or processes that have caused, are causing, or may cause in the 
future the destruction, degradation, and/or impairment of the species being assessed 
in the area of interest.  Thus, issues such as habitat alteration from climate change or 
disturbances from shipping qualify as threats, whereas issues such as population 
boundaries and trade are challenges to implementation, but are not in and of 
themselves threats.  Managing threats is best accomplished when they are classified, 
ranked, and specific management actions are identified to mitigate or alleviate their 
impact. 

ECCC’s suggestion is to divide Section 7 into separate sections for “Threats” and 
“Management Challenges” and for greater attention to be paid to threat assessment 
and prioritization. 

p. 16, Section 
7.4.1 

Climate change is downplayed as a conservation threat. In the Nunavut Plan it is sub-
bullet under the 4th ranked threat (habitat alteration), whereas in other assessments 
(IUCN Red List, National Polar Bear Conservation Strategy for Canada, Ontario 
Recovery Plan, ISR Joint Management Plan) climate change/sea ice loss is ranked as 
the top threat.   

Suggest making a more robust review of the scientific literature on this topic to 
demonstrate that the risks are well understood.  

The statement  “Although there is growing scientific evidence linking the impacts of 
climate change to reduced body condition of bears and projections of population 
declines, no declines have currently been attributed to climate change” is not in 
alignment with scientific evidence. See for example:   

Regehr, E.V., Lunn, N.J., Amstrup, S.C. and Stirling, I.  2007.  Effects of earlier sea ice 
breakup on survival and population size of polar bears in western Hudson Bay. Journal 
of Wildlife Management 71:2673-2683. 

Lunn, N.J., Servanty, S., Regehr, E.V., Converse, S.J., Richardson, E. and Stirling, I.  2016.  
Demography of an apex predator at the edge of its range – impacts of changing sea ice 
on polar bears in Hudson Bay.  Ecological Applications 26:1302-1320. 

p. 18, Section 7.5, 
Population 
boundaries 

Population Boundaries, not Population boundaries.  Consistent use of capital letters 
should be checked in section headings throughout the document. 

Section number is 7.5 repeated two sections in a row. 

p. 19, Section 7.5, The scientific view is that bears do not routinely travel across different geographic 
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Population 
boundaries 

regions of the Canadian Arctic (this is amply demonstrated by genetic data, telemetry 
data, and harvest recovery data).  Rather the scientific information serves as a 
quantitative basis for delineating management units considering the frequency with 
which long-distance dispersal events occur.   

p. 19, Section 7.5, 
Polar Bears and 
People 

It is worth noting that the Government of Nunavut has an effective deterrence 
program in place to reduce human-bear conflicts. 

p. 19, Section 7.5, 
Polar Bears and 
People 

Suggest providing a citation or description of the source(s) of information for the 
statement that it is recognized in many areas across Nunavut that there are more 
bears now than 40 or 50 years ago.  

p. 21, Section 
8.1.1, Harvest 
Management 

The description of harvest management is very well described. In the National Polar 
Bear Conservation Strategy for Canada (2011) harvest above quotas is listed as a 
potential threat. This is a management success and it may be useful to include harvest 
above quota as a potential threat in this management plan. The information provided 
in this section would then demonstrate that Nunavut takes the threat seriously and 
has taken appropriate management actions to ensure harvest is sustainable and 
remains so in the future. 

Small points/questions:   

Unused TAH credits are zeroed when a new population estimate is generated? 

Provisions exist that allow Elders to harvest a cub if a permit is issued in advance? 

p. 24, Section 
8.2.1, Gaining 
Knowledge 

While some data can be collected through hunters not all of the information required 
for effective management can be obtained this way.  

p. 26. Section 8.3 Suggest changing bullet: Improve monitoring for contaminants and disease in order to 
respond to potential health concerns resulting from consumption 

p. 28, Section 
8.5.2 

Clarify issues on which efforts for co-management across jurisdictions are ongoing and 
where new initiatives are required. 

p. 29. Section 9 The goal as described in the implementation section has departed from the goal as 
described earlier in the plan and particularly in relation to the goal as stated in Section 
3. 

p. 29, Section 9 No changes to existing TAH or non-quota limitations such as sex selective harvest will 
occur until new information becomes available,… 
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p. 30-32. Section 
9 – 
Implementation 
tables 

The information included in the tables is very useful. They could be improved by also 
including specific actions, timelines, and potentially financial implications for the 
involved parties. 

Suggest the action: Develop a training program for Inuit in communities to establish an 
Inuit data collection program…  be elevated to high priority 

Moderate and medium are used interchangeably.  Suggest choosing one term for 
consistency. 

p. 31, Section 9.3 Many of the actions included under Environmental stewardship are in alignment with 
the objectives of the Circumpolar Action Plan. It would be helpful to mention that the 
data and information collected in Nunavut feeds into international agreements. 

Appendix A Question the value of including the PBTC status table in the management plan given 
the fact that they are updated every year and will quickly be outdated. Suggest that a 
reference and web link could be provided to direct readers to their content.  

Appendix B Status assessments should be reviewed and updated for many of the subpopulations.  
Clarifications are also required for some items. These include: 

Baffin Bay and Kane Bay– update with new information 

Davis Strait, Foxe Basin, Southern Hudson Bay – the Nunavik TAH is not a quota, is this 
number based upon recent harvest levels 

Northern Beaufort Sea – the number being used in the plan is not the same number 
being used in the ISR. This highlights the issue of how Nunavut will manage if 
there are different management objectives among neighboring jurisdictions that 
harvest the same subpopulation.  

Southern Hudson Bay – update with new information 

Appendix C, and 
D 

Suggest starting each appendix on a new page. 

Appendix C does not have a title. 

Appendix E Suggest including literature reviewed with the main body of the document and not in a 
separate Appendix.  

Left margin should be corrected. 

 



 



                                                                                                                                               
 

   

Nunavut Field Unit 
P.O. Box 278 
Iqaluit, NU X0A 0H0 
 
May 19, 2017 
 
Daniel Shewchuk 
A/Chairperson 
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
P.O. Box 1379 
Iqaluit, NU X0A 0H0 
 
RE: Public Hearing of the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board concerning the revised 
Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan 
 
Mr. Chairperson, 

This letter is in response to your invitation of April 13, 2017 to provide submissions and participate 
in the public hearing to consider the revised Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan (Plan), 
developed by the Government of Nunavut. Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this 
important process; below is a broad overview provided on behalf of the Parks Canada Agency – 
Nunavut Field Unit.  

First, I commend the NWMB and Government of Nunavut for being open to following a modified 
approval process over the past year and a half; it has resulted in a vastly improved Plan. Parks 
Canada acknowledges the Government of Nunavut’s hard work and dedication to develop an 
immensely important plan that covers a vast area with such an array of stakeholder and public 
opinions. 

As a manager of over 110,000 square kilometers of land within Nunavut, Parks Canada has a 
significant responsibility in the management of polar bears and their habitat. There are many 
examples of terrestrial and marine habitat managed by Parks Canada that is particularly sensitive 
and important to certain life history stages of polar bears. Some examples are the northern and 
eastern fiords of Auyuittuq National Park contain substantial denning areas; the coastal areas of 
Ukkusikasalik and Sirmilik National Parks are heavily used summering areas for polar bears of 
the Foxe Basin and Baffin Bay subpopulations, respectively. 

The conservation of significant species, such as polar bears, and their habitat plays a central role 
within Parks Canada in Nunavut and nationally, and is a key component of our mandate:  

“On behalf of the people of Canada, we protect and present nationally significant examples of 
Canada’s natural and cultural heritage, and foster public understanding, appreciation and 
enjoyment in ways that ensure the ecological and commemorative integrity of these places for 
present and future generations.” 
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Our mandate is to also present these significant examples of Canada’s natural place to the public; 
thus, Parks Canada also has the important role of developing responsible tourism opportunities for 
Canadians. A primary concern when developing these opportunities is the need to ensure not only 
the safety of visitors, but also of polar bears, and managing the risk of bear-human conflict. To 
ensure this, Parks Canada continues to work closely with other federal and territorial government 
departments, non-government organizations, outfitters, and communities to develop bear safety 
programs, and tourism opportunities that are as informed as possible to reduce conflict and educate 
visitors on bear protection.  

Being a federal authority, Parks Canada also has major responsibility in implementing the Species 
at Risk Act, including working closely in support of Environment and Climate Change Canada, 
which is leading the development of the National Polar Bear Management Plan. Collaboration 
between territorial and federal government will also be immensely valuable in the development of 
this national plan, ensuring it can also be implemented throughout the range of polar bears.  

The following attachment includes detailed comments on the Plan; again, thank you for the 
opportunity to participate in the public hearing. We are encouraged by the progress in the 
development of the Plan and look forward to continuing to work with the Nunavut Wildlife 
Management Board, Government of Nunavut, Environment and Climate Change Canada, other 
co-management partners and the public to ensure successful sustainable management and long-
term conservation of an iconic species. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Jenna Boon 
Field Unit Superintendent 

Attachments - 1 
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Appendix 1 – Parks Canada comments on the revised Nunavut Polar Bear Co-
Management Plan 
 
Prepared by: Peter Kydd, Acting Resource Conservation Manager, Nunavut Field Unit, Parks 
Canada Agency 
 
Date: May 19, 2017 

The revised Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan is greatly improved, for which the 
Government of Nunavut should be applauded. As always, the Government of Nunavut has done a 
great job respecting community input throughout the consultation process and incorporating local 
views and recommendations within the Plan. The Government of Nunavut has also done a great 
job of balancing Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and science in the Plan. However, there are outstanding 
issues that are of concern with several components of the Plan. Many of these concerns are 
consistent with those of Environment and Climate Change Canada; generally, we are supportive 
of the detailed submission provided by Environment and Climate Change Canada. 

Missed Opportunity for Collaboration 

While in the revised Plan, Parks Canada has been included within the description of co-
management partners and their roles, the continued absence of consultation and collaboration 
between the Government of Nunavut and Parks Canada is clear. Parks Canada manages a 
significant amount of land in Nunavut, much of which contains sensitive Polar Bear habitat. As 
Polar Bear is a federally listed species at risk, Parks Canada plays an important role in the 
development and implementation of a National Management Plan under the Species at Risk Act. 
Greater coordination between federal and territorial government departments would lead to a 
strengthened co-management system, reflected in effective territorial and federal management 
plans, collaborative use and sharing of resources and expertise, and a healthy, well-managed Polar 
Bear population. 

Management for Status Quo 

Parks Canada appreciates the inclusion of the most recent Polar Bear Technical Committee Status 
Table. However, there is still no discussion or rationale pertaining to why all subpopulation 
recommendations are to Maintain current population abundance and review management 
objectives and TAH when a new inventory study is complete. The PBTC Status Table clearly 
indicates that several populations are not stable, either decreasing (increasing the risk to bear 
survival), increasing (potentially increasing the risk to humans) or are uncertain; should these 
subpopulations not be managed accordingly, including taking the precautionary approach?  

Citation of Research  

The current draft of the Plan has done an insufficient job of citing literature throughout the 
document. It is encouraging to see a list of literature reviewed in the appendix of the Plan, but the 
lack of citations throughout document does not assist the reader in understanding what 
information, both from the scientific and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit perspective, has been drawn 
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from where. Citing references through documents is consistent practice with recovery documents 
and management places produced by other territorial, provincial and federal governments and 
would be greatly beneficial in this context. 

Threats and Challenges 

While there are some linkages between threats to Polar Bears and challenges in Polar Bear 
management, the inclusion of threats and challenges in one category seems odd; they have 
drastically different definitions and should be clearly distinguished from one another. Specifically, 
by understanding the descriptions of and concerns surrounding denning, population boundaries, 
and inter-jurisdictional considerations, these are obvious challenges in management. The 
remaining are the clear threats, and should be grouped accordingly. 

Climate Change 

As indicated in Parks Canada’s review during the initial written hearing of the Plan, there is still 
substantial concern with the lack of discussion or reference to climate change and the impacts on 
polar bears. There is a growing body of peer reviewed literature that speaks to these changes and 
impacts on polar bears in Canada. The international community recognized climate change as the 
most significant threat to polar bears, and is explicitly stated in several agreements between 
jurisdictions. As stated before, this could impact Canada’s reputation as leaders in polar bear 
conservation and provide other jurisdictions the opportunity to scrutinize polar bear management 
in Canada. 

Implementation of the Plan 

The description of Management Actions to be taken to reach each of the Management Plan 
Objectives is important, especially the revisions that have added priority levels and timelines to 
each action. Understanding that there are many actions to be completed, most within 3-5 years, 
this may be an opportune place to facilitate collaboration between co-management partners. 
Including an additional column, or description in the text preceding the tables, identifying key 
partners in achieving each action would identify areas where the Government of Nunavut will be 
looking to co-management partners, including Parks Canada and Environment and Climate 
Change Canada for assistance. To complete all management actions within the timelines indicated 
in the Plan, it is anticipated that the Government of Nunavut will need to work closely with co-
management partners.   

Parks Canada also sees value in the Government of Nunavut including, in the communications 
strategy for public outreach for bear safety, general information on the status of polar bears, and 
the need for conservation initiatives. Harvest management is in place for conservation purposes, 
delivering the message as to why there is a need for conservation is highly important, and will 
increase public awareness.  

Summary 

Generally, this Plan is largely improved from the 2015 draft; however there is still room for 
improvement. Of greatest concern are the lack of consultation and collaboration between Parks 
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Canada, Environment and Climate Change Canada and the Government of Nunavut; management 
for the status quo; and, the unsatisfactory description of threats from climate change. With 
improvements in these areas, Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan will be a strong guiding 
document, which will be smoothly implemented, and well respected throughout the polar bear 
management community.  
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Mr. Ben Kovic, Chair               October, 28, 215 
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
Iqaluit,NU  X0A 0H0 
Sent by email to: reception@nwmb.com 
 
RE: Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board’s response to the GNs proposed Polar Bear 
Management Plan. 
 
The Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board appreciates this opportunity to provide a written 
submission on the Government of Nunavut’s Polar Bear Management Plan.  
 
Overall, QWB supports the development of a new Management Plan for Polar Bears.  
As Chair of QWB, I am all too aware of the lasting legacy of the MoU’s. This was 
discussed throughout the Qikiqtaaluk leg of the Nunavut wide consultation tour, 
often with some frustration and anger.  There is a sense that managing polar bears 
in Nunavut requires more direct input from people and communities, more so than 
what the MoU’s was designed to provide.  
 
QWB would like to recognizes the GN’s effort in working with co management 
partners in  the development of this plan.  The GN sought to include the various co 
management partners early on its development and completed a Nunavut wide 
consultation tour on this topic. These were necessary actions and QWB appreciates 
being part of  the early discussions and the Qikiqtaaluk leg of these consultations. 
 
This submission is not intended to critique the management plan itself, but rather,  
raise questions about the implementation of this plan.  QWB anticipates some 
difficulties in implementing the proposed plan using the structures and processes 
currently in place.  Therefore, QWB feels it is necessary to raise these concerns 
formally.  It would be unfortunate to approve a plan that cannot be implemented 
within the current management structure.   
 
We have 9 points we would like to raise. 
 
1) The goals of the plan are 1) Improved Communication, 2) Stakeholder 

Participation, 3) Cooperation.  These are valid and important goals for this plan.  
As a regional wildlife organization that works with 13 HTOs, we appreciate that 
improvements on these matters can be improved. QWB wonders what actions the 
GN will be putting in place internally to improve its communication, allow more 
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engaging stakeholder participation and foster greater cooperation amongst co 
management partners?   

 
2) The plan is committed using science and improving its engagement with Inuit 

experience and IQ.  This is a necessary work for the territory as a whole and for 
all species. 

 
It is clear that this new management plan sees its future development through IQ. 
It provides IQ with a lot of space and continually recognizes its importance.  On 
paper, this is an important argument to make.  In action, this will require a lot of 
work, specifically around engagement and ongoing support directly with 
knowledge holders.  

 
As an organization that works with the HTOs directly, we know HTOs have been 
calling for better engagement with Inuit knowledge and experience.  As we 
understand it, it is a call for experience and knowledge to be share, but also the 
freedom to engage with the process and co management partners more directly.  
We would like to address this in two parts:  the plans renewal/review dates, and 
IQ research itself. 

 
First to the renewal process for the plan itself.  Does the GN plan to support a 
review process that involves all co management partners and one that is open to 
critiques raised by community members.  

 
Related to IQ research: Since the creation of Nunavut the goal of incorporating 
Inuit knowledge into policies and procedures has been constant.  Inuit have been 
making this call for as long as wildlife management became about enforcement. 
And yet, no structures have been developed to collect IQ and Inuit feedback in a 
way that is comfortable for communities to share, and that is in a form co 
management partners can use. QWB believes it is now time for all co 
management partners to work together to develop a system for continual IQ 
collection and reporting.   

 
To begin collecting the IQ needed to move this proposed plan into the future, 
there needs to be a method of collection, sharing, remuneration and reporting 
developed.  HTOs and their membership require an administrative support 
network that will allow them to then do the work of collecting IQ. What also must 
be developed is a means for getting this information to co management partners, 
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the effective cataloging of information and guidelines for the use of IQ 
information collected by co management partners.  There must also be a process 
for looping in new information into the decision making process, but also 
verifying information as well.  

 
In light of a management plan that relies heavily on IQ, QWB wonders what 
strategies the GN, and all co management partners, have in order to meet the IQ 
specific needs outlined in this plan. This is a responsibility that is larger than a 
council of elders or a single IQ coordinator.  It requires a Nunavut wide strategy 
that includes all co management partners.  This is needed because no useable 
methodology for collecting IQ from beginning to reporting has been developed. 
Not spending time and committing resources to this results in nothing more than 
having a plan that speaks of the importance of IQ but does not act from it.   

 
Perhaps no where is this work more pressing than when considering polar bear 
sub populations and boundaries. QWB understands that polar bear boundary 
discussion occur at the PBTC and are scientific in nature. We are also aware that 
boundary related decisions are based on collaring data (page 15). The question 
we would raise is where does this leave Nunavut communities?  In what ways 
does the GN anticipate informing and engaging the communities on these 
important matters. These are practical questions that must be considered and 
some thought must be put into a response as both the plan itself, and the 
consultation report stress the importance of changing existing polar bear 
boundaries.   

 
Finally, in relation to IQ and science, we encourage the GN to consider the tension 
of using both systems within the department itself. We raise this question based 
on our experience with the Foxe Basin subpopulation.  As you are aware, QWB 
requested an increase for this subpopulations TAH.  After a public hearing, 
NWMB provided an initial recommendation to the GN.  The GN rejected the initial 
recommendation and in a letter dated May 29, 2014, provided its rationale for 
that rejection. The rationale focused largely on the scientific data and population 
estimates connected to the MoU system.  The letter also raised concerns about 
the validity of the mark and recapture system in developing accurate population 
estimates.  This argument was present just months after a Nunavut wide 
consultation tour in which the delegates representing the GN presented to all 
communities this very system, and touting the value of this method in lieu of 
collaring. This contrast, the two arguments by the same department within a 



 

 4 

small timeframe is confusing at best, and it leads QWB to wonder which 
perspective the GN really supports.  We feel it is necessary for the GN to find their 
own common ground on this matter and ensure the management plan reflects it.  

 
3) QWB recommends that a section be included to the plan that highlights the 

dangers of polar bears, or explain how polar bears attack. This is necessary to 
ensure the plan speaks to the real danger polar bears pose to people. This will 
also interrupt the gentle or victim view the international community has on Polar 
Bears.  

 
4) HTOs continue to state that investigations into defense kills do not occur as 

efficiently as the plan presents them. Polar Bear hides have been ruined and 
HTOs have not been active in claiming those damages.  Does the department have 
a staffing plan and secured funds to address this matter?  QWB staff are 
committed to ensuring HTO’s follow up with claims for damaged hides. 

 
5) QWB would argue that the focus of the plan will need to develop to not just focus 

on the polar bear as an autonomous being, but take a broader approach include 
polar bear habitat. For example, on page 19 of the plan, its states that if a decline 
in population is noted by science/local knowledge, then action to be taken will be 
to reduce the TAH.  The concern is that in action, the plan focuses on the 
harvestors only.  

 
6) QWB understands the GN is committed to on going polar bear research. Does the 

GN have a departmental plan to ensure it has the needed resources and staff to 
carry out the research schedule, ensure research analysis can occur, and an 
effective system for reporting back is in place?   

 
7) QWB recommends that a comprehensive communications plan on this plan be 

developed. It would need to be a plan that is rooted in Inuktitut and developed 
not from the government perspective, but from the community perspective. As 
the GN was represented at the community consultation tour, as were members of 
the co management partners, we believe a co management approach to develop 
an appropriate communication plan would greatly inform the communities about 
this new management plan, and be an important catalyst in applying the plan 
within each community.  
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8) Regarding the SARA listing, we would appreciate some clear indication on how 
many bears would be needed in order to remove the bears from the “special 
concern” listing, either by subpopulation, or the population as a whole. 

 
9) Regarding compensation, QWB does wonder if the department can enforce 

compensation for the HTOs if a polar bear is killed.  We understand that the 
management plan currently has provisions as it relates to research, and that 
IIBA’s as it relates to mining companies, but what other cases, such as tourism? 
Instead of dividing these matters amongst different departments and offices, 
could the Department of Environment be the contact point for all polar bear 
matters for the GN? 

 
Thank you for this opportunity,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
James Qillaq, Chair 
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board 



 

























 





 



 

 
Footer to change… 

October 29, 2015 
 
Mr. Ben Kovic, Chairperson 
of the Nunavut Wildlife  
Management Board 
 
Re: Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board’s Response on the Nunavut Polar Bear 
Co-Management Plan 
 
Thank you for allowing us the time to provide a written submission on the 
Government of Nunavut’s Polar Bear Management Plan. Since the June 2015 
request for input from the HTO’s and RWOs in the Kitikmeot, there has not been a 
lot of concerns risen. This however does not reflect the KRWB’s views on the new 
(draft) management system. 
 
To-date, we still point out a number of concerns that is written below. We’d like to 
acknowledge our appreciation in that the Government of Nunavut has included us 
RWO’s in the development of this new management plan.  
 
A tour was conducted in late 2013 and early 2014 with the communities in 
Kitikmeot. At these community tours, hunters often showed their frustrations with 
having to adhere to the management system that does not reflect the values of 
hunting polar bears (traditionally). It has been brought to attention numerous 
times that polar bear population has increased dramatically over decades. It has 
also been brought to attention that sex-selective harvesting is cumbersome to 
amend.  
 
Here is a brief outline of the Spence Bay Hunters & Trappers Associations 
Submission (5 point) 
 

1) Amalgamate the subpopulations Gulf of Boothia and M’Clintock Channel 
quota tags as the bears migrate from one side to the other; 

2) Polar Bears killed in defense situations or nuisance, should be handled by 
Wildlife Officers entirely from giving away meat to cleaning and drying of 
the hides. This should not be taken off the community quota as hunters were 
not originally out on the sea ice looking for them. 

3) Sex-selective harvesting be removed. If too many males are taken from the 
population, reproduction may take longer; example, if there are 25 tags, 13 
of them should be assigned to males and 12 for females,  

4) The Government of Nunavut should honour the co-management of polar 
bears in the Territory as Inuit have for decades.  



 

 
Footer to change… 

5) Public hearing and/or Regional workshop on the Nunavut Polar Bear Co-
management Plan prior to finalizing of the draft plan. 
 

GN has identified in their last tour that the Gulf of Boothia is in a very healthy state, 
this proves we have managed well as Inuit. Department of Environment has also 
asked whether we want to keep it at a sustainable rate. We would like to keep it in 
a population number that will keep it away from SARA listing with the Federal 
Government in both sub-population and population as a whole.  
 
As far as IQ goes, we’d like to incorporate it in research with biologists as Inuit are 
well known experts with polar bear habitat and population abundance. Inuit have 
been requesting this since wildlife management came in to force. Framework has to 
be done to develop co-management and should come from Inuit beforehand. 
 
HTO membership has also been raising concerns over the increase in population of 
polar bears all across Nunavut; it is understandable that the world is watching and 
scrutinizing GN’s annual harvest allocations but it is difficult to be heard as Inuit 
when we say there are too many bears.  Inuit need to be heard in these regards as 
they live in the North and see what is out there. 
 
KRWB supports GN in the development of a new management plan for polar bears. 
In this regard, the intention of Inuit is only to continue managing of polar bears in 
the Territory so our children and grandchildren will continue to hunt them; it is 
one of Inuit’s source of diet. 
 
As in any management plan, especially for the polar bears, it is expected that 
difficulties will be encountered for both the hunters and developers. We urge that 
the new current draft plan be flexible to HTO’s and RWO’s for discussions (living-
breathing document). It is within interest of the KRWB that this management plan 
reflects true values of Inuit hunters and that it has significant cultural values and 
importance. 
 
We would like to stress that GN should use both IQ and science when surveys are 
being done. KRWB feels if IQ and science works together, it will create a positive 
change in the way research is conducted; this would enable Western Science to 
look at populations and sub-populations globally rather than in separated boxes. 
 
And in conclusion, we would like to take this opportunity to thank the Government 
of Nunavut for allowing us again to input our concerns as an RWO’s. We continue to 
expect GN to work with HTO’s and RWO’s for generations to come.  
 



 

 
Footer to change… 

We anticipate further working together to build a strong and viable management 
plan. This will be the main structure both economically and culturally for Inuit for 
future generations. This plan should also represent the cultural and traditional 
values of Inuit when it comes to polar bear management in the Territory.  
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
Simon Qingnaqtuq 
Chairperson 
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October 30th, 2015 

Attn: Ben Kovic 

Chairperson, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

 

RE: Comments on the Proposed Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan 

 

Dear Mr. Kovic,  

 

On behalf of WWF-Canada, thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Nunavut Polar 

Bear Proposed co-management Plan under the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) Written Hearing 

Process.  

 

At WWF, we recognize the difficulty associated with drafting a management plan for such a wide-ranging 

species with multiple subpopulations with varying conservation outlooks. Few species elicit as wide of a variety of 

viewpoints on the status, management goals, and future projections as polar bears, compounding the difficulty of 

drafting a management plan that represents the diverse viewpoints of Nunavummiut and ensures the long-term 

persistence of the species. It is with these considerations in mind that we submit comments on the proposed co-

management plan, under the following sections: 

 

a) Managing human-polar bear conflict in Nunavut communities  
b) Minimizing ambiguity in adaptive management techniques and goals outlined in the proposed 

co-management plan 
c) Addressing the lack of a balanced approach in the proposed co-management plan between 

the scientific and IQ understanding of the effects of climate change on polar bears 
d) Increasing alignment of the proposed co-management plan with other federal and 

international polar bear management plans  
 

a) Managing human-polar bear conflict in Nunavut communities 
 

 WWF has a long history in engaging in human-wildlife conflict issues around the planet, with specific 

emphasis on human-polar bear conflict in Canada, the United States, Greenland, and Russia. In Nunavut, WWF 

Canada, in collaboration with the hamlet of Arviat, operates a polar bear patrol program that has greatly reduced 

the number of problem polar bears killed in defense of life and property in the community, increasing public 

safety and ensuring that the vast majority of the harvest remains available for hunters (Figure 1).  



 This proposed co-management plan proposes for an increase in total allowable harvest (TAH) or 

adjustments to the sex ratio of the harvest in areas where the co-existence threshold has been reached. There 

are however a full suite of measures that should be put into place to manage increased conflict, as demonstrated 

by the success of the polar bear patrol program in Arviat. Indeed, if the objectives listed in section 8.4 People and 

bears (Inuuilly Nanuillu) and objectives are fully implemented, increases in TAH to lessen human-polar bear 

conflict may not be necessary. Before increasing TAH and managing populations for decline, WWF is in support of 

the Government of Nunavut (GN) investing in waste management initiatives, providing secure food containers, 

polar bear deterrents, and polar bear patrol programs including training and employing local people in 

communities experiencing higher levels of conflict.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1 Number of defense of life and property kills in the Hamlet of Nunavut directly before and after the initiation of the 

polar bear patrol program.   

 

We would also suggest adding under section 8.5.3 Sharing information and knowledge that the GN should 

continue to contribute to the PBHIMS system, and work with the human-bear conflict subcommittee of the Range 

States as well as outside organizations to quantify and characterize successful polar bear deterrent measures 

through community research programs.  

 
b) Minimizing ambiguity in adaptive management techniques and goals outlined in the proposed co-

management plan 
 

 In the proposed co-management plan, it is noted that “If the TAH is increased, appropriate monitoring 

must be conducted as a follow-up to measure the success of the management action” (page 19). The scope, scale, 

and timing of this ‘appropriate monitoring’ is undefined, and no funding parameters are noted. No details are 

provided on the specific management goals for decline, and no evidence is provided to indicate that increased 

harvest at specific scales will achieve the desired impact on human-polar bear conflict rates. Further, the language 

surrounding adjustments to the sex ratio of the harvest and the implications of such changes on TAH are unclear, 

and warrant explicit explanation in the plan. Clarification is also required on the evidence threshold and 

magnitude of increase required in a population before management for population decline is possibly 

implemented (i.e. what qualifies as “new information” listed in section 9 Implementation of the plan?).  

 



 We also note a lack of timelines and measureable outcomes for the listed Objectives under section 8 

Management plan objectives, and in Appendix C. This plan should assign deliverable dates and measurable 

outcomes whenever possible on which the review committee can assess the effectiveness of the plan during their 

annual and seven-year review processes. Bounding objectives with timelines will also help to link management 

actions directly with their intended outcomes. 

 
c) Addressing the lack of a balanced approach in the proposed co-management plan between the 

scientific and IQ understanding of the effects of climate change on polar bears 
 

 The proposed co-management plan successfully outlines the polar bear IQ of many Nunavut 

communities, but there is a lack of scientific information on polar bears provided. This is most noticeable in 

section 7.3.1 Climate change, where the suite of knowledge from decades of scientific studies on the ecological 

link between polar bears, climate, and sea ice is not mentioned (e.g. Derocher et al., 2004; Laidre et al., 2008; 

Molnár et al., 2010, Rode et al., 2010, Stirling and Derocher, 2012; Atwood et al., 2015). By not giving 

consideration to the scientific understanding of polar bears the opportunity to develop an integrated co-

management plan based on both IQ and science is weakened.  

 

 Without in-text references or a reference list, it is unclear what body of information informed the drafting 

of this plan, and which information was not included. A record of the community consultation record for the 

drafting of this plan is also lacking, as are the affiliations of the drafting authors. Including information on these 

points would include the transparency of this plan, and allow for a better understanding of the rationale 

informing the management objectives. 

 

d) Increasing alignment of the proposed co-management plan with other federal and international polar 
bear management plans  

 

 The management objectives and information base in this proposed co-management plan are not fully 

aligned with those governing two other highly relevant plans, the delayed Species at Risk Act (SARA) national 

polar bear management plan, and the Circumpolar Action Plan (CAP) for polar bears recently adopted by the 

Range States. We encourage increased collaboration between the GN, the NWMB, and the Canadian Wildlife 

Service (CWS) in ensuring that this proposed co-management plan is compliant with the objectives of SARA and 

the CAP, so that national and international polar bear management actions are aligned and effective.  

 

Concluding remarks 

 

 There is an opportunity for this plan to be informed by the best available IQ and scientific information to 

allow responsible polar bear management that meets the needs of Nunavummiut. Additional consideration of 

human-polar bear conflict reduction measures is required to ensure the full suite of management options have 

been considered before managing populations for decline. Further details are required into the specific adaptive 

management strategies that will be employed in various conservation scenarios, as well as details on specific 

monitoring efforts that will follow decisions to manage subpopulations for decline. This proposed co-

management plan should also better reflect the current state of scientific knowledge of climate change, sea ice, 

and polar bears, presented as complementary information and in some cases in contrast to IQ for broader 

consideration.  

 



 Once again, we would like to like to thank the NWMB for considering the comments provided.  

  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

Brandon Laforest 

Senior Specialist, Arctic Species and Ecosystem 

WWF-Canada 
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Mr. Ben Kovic
Chairperson of the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
P.O. Box 1379
lqaluit, Nunavut
XOA OHO

Dear Mr. Kovic:

I am writing ¡n response to your correspondence of September 4,2015 to the
Honourable Leona Aglukkaq, Minister of the Environment in which you invite interested
organ¡zations or persons to file wr¡tten response submissions and supporting
documentation conceming the proposed Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan by
no later than 1700 h Eastern Time on October 30, 2015.

Detailed comments on the proposed Nunavut Polar Bear Co-management Plan (the
Nunavut Plan) are enclosed together with supporting documentation. Below I provide
more general comments on the Nunavut Plan's relationship to the federal Species af
Risk Act (SARA) management plan and the implications for adoption of the Nunavut
Plan, followed by comments on key sections of the Plan.

Relationship between the Nunavut Plan and the SARA Management Plan

The Background section of the Nunavut Plan states that it will form part of the SARA
management plan. The polar bear was listed on Schedule 1 as a species of special
concern in 2011. As such, the Minister of Environment Canada must post the
management plan for the polar bear on the Species at Risk Registry. The SARA
management plan for the polar bear is part of the Environment Canada's 3-year posting
plan to address overdue recovery documents, and is scheduled for posting in 2016-
2017.

Environment Canada has discussed preparation of the SARA management plan with
the provinces and territories on several occasions. Since 2011, the polar bear
management agencies have agreed that the SARA management plan should be
composed of the approved National Polar Bear Conservation Strategy, along with the
provincial, territorial and Nunatsiavut government management plans for the polar bear.
The SARA management plan will also reflect input from the wildlife management boards
and directly affected Aboriginal peoples. The SARA polar pear management plan will
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be an action-oriented document that identifies conservation measures needed to ensure
that polar bear does not become threatened or endangered under SARA. Key elements
of the SARA management plan include: species biology and needs, threats assessment
and description, management objectives, broad strategies and conservation measures,
and measures of progress.

ln order for this approach to work, the provincial and territorial management plans must
meet certain criteria under SARA. As it stands, this Nunavut Plan would require
changes and additions in order for it to be adopted in the SARA management plan. ln
particular, under Section 69 of SARA (adoption of an existing management plan), the
adopted plan must include adequate measures for the conservation of the species.
Although Appendix C does identify some conservation measures, it is not centralto the
document and is prefaced by a statement that these directions ". .. are not to imply
actions that will be undertaken." The Nunavut Plan should clearly identify conservation
measures that address threats to the species. Harvest management may be the
primary management strategy for polar bear in Nunavut, but conservation measures to
address other threats and knowledge gaps should be articulated in the document given
that the intent is to incorporate it into the SARA management plan. Furthermore,
articulating how threats will be addressed in the Nunavut Plan will help strengthen
Canada's ability to communicate internationally about why polar bea/s current status
under the Convention on lnternational Trade in Endangered Species of Flora and Fauna
(CITES) should be maintained. This is particularly important in the lead-up to the next
C|TES Conference of the Parties in September 2016, where a ban on commercial trade
may be proposed by the United States.

Comments on Key Sections of the Nunavut Plan

Secfion 2. Guiding Principles

ln reading the Nunavut Plan it is evident that it is intended to be responsive to new
information and changing conditions. With this in mind, we propose the addition of the
following principle:

Polar bear management in Nunavut should be adaptive and able to respond in a timely
manner to new information and changing condítions.

Section 3. Goals of the Nunavut Plan

The goal of the Plan should be consistent throughout the document; currently there are
a number of goals stated throughout. We suggest that an overarching goal

l3
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for the Plan be articulated in this section. lt could be worded along the lines of:

To maintain a healthy and self-sustaining population of polar bears throughout Nunavut
for current and future generations while allowing a sustainable haruest.

The other ideas presented in this section of the Nunavut Plan are already captured by
the guiding principles and could therefore be deleted.

Section 6. Polar Bear Co-Management in Nunavut

ln the past, each Hunter and Trapper Organization (HTO) signed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with the Nunavut Government thereby committing them to
undertake specific actions such as reporting polar bear kills and providing samples.
Given that this Plan is to replace the MOUs, and contains harvest management and
harvest monitoring objectives, how will it be implemented? Will the HTOs continue to
have the roles and responsibilities they had previously under the MOUs?

This section recognizes the important role of Nunavut organizations such as Nunavut
Tunngavik lnc. and the Nunavut Wildlife Mahagement Board but fails to make any
reference to Environment Canada or the Parks Canada Agency. There are significant
federal land holdings and measures underway in the National Parks, National Wildlife
Areas (NWA) and Migratory Bird Sanctuaries (MBS) to protect important polar bear
habitat and minimize the impact of human-polar bear interactions on the population.

Section 7. Threats

This section currently presents polar bear conservation issues and challenges together.
It is recommended that the threats assessment and description of the threats be
separate from the challenges. The challenges should be presented in another section of
the document. lt is very important that the Nunavut Plan provide a thorough assessment
and description of the threats. lf possible, the threats should be presented in order of
importance.

Secfion 8.2.2 Research

This section makes reference to compensation for damage to a hide or meat as a result
of research activities and addresses the situation where a bear is killed in or during
polar bear research activities by the Department of the Environment. lt states that if a
bear is killed it will receive a tag from the nearest community and that community will be
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paid $5,000 in compensation. The proposed Plan then states that the HTOs are
encouraged to work out compensation packages with other researchers or companies
that may be forced to destroy a bear in defense of life and property when the community
reviews the research or development permits.

It would be useful if the Plan referred to the Environment Canada lmpact and Benefits
Agreement with Nunavut (lnuit lmpact And Benefit Agreement-ln-Principle For National
Wildlife Areas And Migratory Bird Sanctuaries In The Nunavut Settlement Area) that
compensates lnuit for emergency, accidental or illegal kills of bears in NWA and MBS.
It stipulates that if, as the result of an emergency, an accident or illegal activity, a polar
bear or a grizzly bear is killed in a NWA or MBS, or during travel to or from an NWA or
MBS, the Canadian Wildlife Service of Environment Canada shall pay compensation to
the HTO in the affected community for the tag or credit allocated for a bear. The current
level of compensation is five thousand dollars ($5,000) for each polar bear tag or credit
forfeited by the community as a result of the bear kill, or in the case of grizzly bears, for
each bear killed, within the specified time periods. lt would be appropriate if this
Agreement were referenced in the management plan.

Proposed new section: Actions Already Completed or Underway

The above heading is not in the proposed Plan but we think it would be beneficial for the
reader if there was such a section. A lot of work related to the management and
conservation of polar bears has already taken place or is ongoing. lt would be helpful to
have a high-level summary of existing initiatives. This is another element of the Nunavut
Plan which if added would support Canada's ability to explain the current management
system for polar bear in the CITES context.

Secfion 10. Plan Duration and Review

The proposed Plan states that it will direct management and improve the involvement
and engagement of Inuit for seven years. After seven years, the objectives in the Plan
will be reviewed with respect to the progress made. Where objectives have not been
met, additional actions and new timelines may be identified.

Given the time and cost involved in producing a new Plan, and the pace at which
actions will be undertaken and the effects of conservation and measures become
evident, it is proposed that consideration be given to making it a 10 year plan with a
review after 5 years.

The Plan states that an annual review on the Plan's specific progress and actions will
be conducted by a committee composed of a representative staff member from each of
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the co-management partners. While an annual review would be very useful, a less
frequent review cycle may suffice. Under the federal SARA we monitor implementation
of the federal management plan and assess its implementation every five years until its
objectives have been achieved.

Review of the Plan would be more easily facilitated if it contained clearly articulated
actions for each objective together with a timeline and outpuUoutcome.

References

The document would benefit from having some key references to provide the reader
with the source of the information.

In closing, I would like to commend the Nunavut Department of Environment for its effort
to develop a polar bear management plan for the territory. With some revisions, I am
hopeful that the Plan will satisfy the needs of the territory and also allow for
incorporation into the national SARA management plan. I wish the Nunavut Wildlife
Management Board well in completing its difficult work and finalizing a decision
regarding this proposed Plan. I look fonryard to learning of the outcome of this written
hearing.

Sincerely,

41 W-{2cco'/
Sue Milburn-Hopwood
Director General
Canadian Wildlife Service
Environmental Stewardship Branch

Encl.
1) Detailed EC comments table
2) 2015 PBTC Assessment (referenced in EC comments table)
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[ENVIRONMENT CANADA COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED NUNAVUT 
POLAR BEAR CO-MANAGEMENT PLAN] 

 
Reference Comment 
p.1, para.1 The opening sentence refers to management being conducted at the 

territorial and provincial level. Please add text about role at 
national/federal level (e.g., SARA, CITES, Migratory Birds Convention 
Act). 

p.5, para.1 It is important that this plan clearly state that conservation is a goal, and 
that it note that not all subpopulations are increasing across Canada or 
even across Nunavut. There should be some recognition of environmental 
changes. 
Finally, the term “over-abundance” implies a judgment, suggest replacing 
with “increased populations” (or equivalent) when it’s appropriate to do 
so. This term should be replaced throughout the document (e.g. page 11, 
paragraph 3 also). 

p. 5, para. 
2 

The various possible reasons for an increase in human-bear interactions 
should be added; it is not accurate to point to only one possible cause. 
Increased interactions could also be due to changes in the distribution of 
bears from being on sea-ice to being on land for longer periods, and also 
a change in Inuit settlement away from a primarily nomadic lifestyle to 
one with established communities and therefore an increase in attractants 
for bears. 

p. 5, para. 
2 

It would be helpful for the reader if the document were to provide a 
definition of carrying capacity and the evidence indicating that it has been 
reached in some areas, as noted. This is a poorly understood concept as it 
relates to polar bears and data are lacking overall.  

p.6, para.1 It is recommended to replace Denmark with Greenland as Greenland is 
responsible for its natural resources and is the relevant party to the 
Agreement on the Conservation of Polar Bears.  
 

p.6, para.1 Please correct typo - the agreement is not the “International Agreement 
on the Conservation of Polar Bears and their habitat” (delete the words 
“international” and “and their habitat”). 
It needs to be made more explicit that the “existing polar bear 
management regime” is not referring to the 1973 Agreement. 

p.6, para.2 As per the above, the point that “…polar bears have increased in numbers 
over the last 50 years”, should be qualified. Some subpopulations have 
undoubtedly increased over the last 50 years, but the status of 
subpopulations across Canada, even across Nunavut, varies – some have 
increased, some have declined. It’s also important to keep in mind that 
early global population estimates were extremely poor due to a lack of 
data and many assumptions. It was not until research began in the 1970s 
that there was enough information to be able to say approximately how 
many polar bears are in Canada or the world. Comparing the previously 
poor estimates with the newer ones is not recommended. 
Same sentence: what “environmental changes” are polar bear expected to 
be highly adaptable to? What evidence/data/information sources are/is 
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being cited here?  

p.6, para.3 Since the plan makes frequent reference to managing at the 
subpopulation level it may be beneficial to add the following principle, 
“Polar bear will be managed at the subpopulation level, and their status 
will be assessed regularly to ensure that information is available for timely 
conservation, and towards long-term sustainability.” This is taken from 
the National Polar Bear Conservation Strategy for Canada which was 
approved by the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board in September 2011. 

p.6, last 
bullet 

This is an important guiding principle and Nunavut should be commended 
on its inclusion. 

p.7, 2nd 
bullet 

Could be deleted because presumably this is covered by the first bullet 
where viable and healthy subpopulations will be maintained. It is also 
covered in guiding principle number 4. 

p.7, last 
bullet 

This is not really a goal but rather part of the management process. This 
point is covered in guiding principles number 1 and 2 therefore we 
suggest removing it. 

p.7, 4.1 
Status 

Would be useful to include year for status under SARA (2011) and IUCN 
(2008). We also suggest the document indicate that the polar bear is not 
listed as a species at risk under the Nunavut Wildlife Act. 

p.8, para.1 It’s recommended to use “seasonal fidelity” rather than “seasonal 
commitment”. Is this statement based solely upon scientific data? What 
does IQ say about movement of bears?  
It is advised to include information from both scientific and IQ studies 
wherever possible throughout the document. 

p.8, para.3 Please correct - It is Viscount Melville Sound not Viscount Melville.  The 
Southern Beaufort Sea subpopulation does not occur within Nunavut.  
“Southern Beaufort Sea” should be changed to “Northern Beaufort Sea”, 
which is missing in the list of 12 Nunavut subpopulations. 

p.8, para.5 Pregnant females in both Western Hudson Bay and Southern Hudson Bay 
are denning prior to significant snowfall – in neither subpopulation do 
females dig maternity dens in snowbanks. 

p. 9, Figure 
1 

Please update the map to show the new NB – SB subpopulation boundary. 
Several names in the figure legend need to be updated (Viscount Melville 
Sound not Viscount Melville, Northern Beaufort Sea not Northern 
Beaufort, Southern Beaufort Sea not Southern Beaufort). 

p.9, para. 
1 

Both science and IQ have documented predation by wolves – this is 
another opportunity to show agreement between the two knowledge 
sources.  
There is mention of “different challenges” associated with the different 
polar bear life stages – please provide examples.  

p. 10, 
para. 4 

Please replace wording “energetic marvels” with more neutral 
terminology, such as ‘well-adapted’.  

p.10, 
para.5 

Consider rewording to state that they can spend the majority of their lives 
offshore. 

p.10,para.6 Suggest adding “Nunavut” before “Wildlife Act” 
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p.11, 
para.2 

It is important that the plan reflect the latest data from the 2015 PBTC 
status table (provided). The recent trends for the subpopulations can be 
summarized as follows: 3 uncertain, 1 likely decline, 4 likely stable, 2 
stable, and 2 likely increase thus one third of Nunavut subpopulations are 
either data deficient or in decline.  

p.11-12, 
Sect.5.3 

The role of the Government of Nunavut is unclear in this section.  It is 
suggested that the 3rd paragraph on page 12 starting “The Nunavut 
Wildlife…” be moved to follow paragraph 1 and that it be expanded to 
describe the role of the Department of Environment and the fact that the 
Act also addresses compliance and enforcement. 
The following change is suggested to clarify that it is Article 5 that defines 
roles: 
In Nunavut, wildlife is managed according to Article 5 of the Nunavut 
Land Claims Agreement.  Article 5 sets out the creation of the Nunavut 
Wildlife Management Board (NWMB), which is the primary instrument of 
wildlife management in Nunavut.  Article 5 defines the roles of the NWMB, 
government, Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs), and Regional 
Wildlife Organizations (RWOs). 

p.12, 
para.1 

Since this document was written the Range States have adopted the 
Circumpolar Action Plan: Circumpolar Conservation Strategy for the Polar 
Bear. This Plan was adopted in September 2015. You may wish to update 
this section accordingly and provide some details on the 10 year plan. 

p.12, 
para.2 

Suggest stating that the Nunavut plan, in part or in whole, is intended to 
form part of the SARA management plan along with other provincial and 
territorial plans.  There may also be federal additions or the exclusion of 
sections from provincial/territorial plans that are not required in the 
federal plan.  

p.12, 
para.3 

Reference is made to the Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) for all 12 
subpopulations. The document states that these MOUs will be replaced 
with this management plan.  It would be helpful to provide the reader 
with additional detail on how and when this will occur. 

p.12-13, 
Sect. 6 

6.2 NWMB: This paragraph states that the NWMB’s role consists of setting 
Total Allowable Harvest rates (TAH) and Non-Quota Limitations as well as 
approving management plans. 
6.4 HTOs: It would be helpful to define “non-quota limitations” and to 
describe their role related to sport hunts 
6.5 GN-DOE: This paragraph has a high level sentence that states that 
the Minister of Environment retains the ultimate authority over wildlife 
management in Nunavut as per the NLCA. It goes on to say that DOE 
staff make management recommendations to the NWMB for decision. 
   
For national and international audiences it is important that additional text 
be provided which explains what retention of ultimate authority over 
wildlife management in Nunavut means in practice.  As written, the 
paragraph conveys that the NWMB makes the decisions on wildlife 
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management based on input from DOE staff members.  It is suggested 
that the wording of the NLCA be quoted rather than paraphrased so that 
the authority of the GN-DOE and its Minister are clear.  This would be 
beneficial for this section as well as the others throughout section 6.  It is 
critical that roles regarding management and quotas are clear. 
 
This section could be expanded to make reference to the Parks Canada 
Agency and Environment Canada.  The following text is provided as a 
suggestion: 
 
Under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA), Environment Canada is 
responsible for completing a national management plan for polar bears. 
The Government of Canada has responsibilities for the management of 
listed species such as polar bears where they occur on federal land. The 
Government of Canada is responsible for managing polar bears and their 
habitat on federal lands under the jurisdiction of the federal Minister of 
Environment (National Wildlife Areas and Migratory Bird Sanctuaries) and 
Minister responsible for the Parks Canada Agency (National Parks, 
National Park Reserves and National Historic Sites). The Government of 
Canada contributes to scientific knowledge of polar bears through 
research and helps to coordinate polar bear management across the 
country. Canada signs international agreements on behalf of all 
jurisdictions and has responsibilities to coordinate international 
management actions for polar bears, with the advice of the co-
management boards and jurisdictions. It is therefore involved in 
international polar bear management fora including the Convention on 
International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) and the 1973 
Agreement on the Conservation of Polar Bears. Polar bears are listed 
under Schedule I of the Wild Animal and Plant Protection and Regulation 
of International and Interprovincial Trade Act (WAPPRIITA), which is the 
legislation through which Canada meets its international obligation under 
CITES. Environment Canada’s Enforcement Branch - Wildlife Enforcement 
Directorate is responsible for enforcing laws that protect and conserve 
migratory birds, and protect habitats and endangered species under 
federal mandate.  
 

p.13, Sect. 
7 

Were other issues (e.g., disease, hybridization) considered and dismissed 
as being of little importance at this time? If so, perhaps this could be 
indicated. 

p.13, 
para.4 

If this management plan is to be SARA compliant, the plan must refer to 
the threats facing the polar bear. Typically a SARA management plan 
includes a threat assessment to identify the spectrum of potential threats 
to the species at the population-level, and to their habitat.  In so doing, 
only present and future (within a 10-year timeframe) threats are 
considered. Discussion of the threats in this manner will enable the 
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prioritization of recommended management and other actions to prevent 
the polar bear from becoming threatened or endangered. Each sub-
population may have a similar suite of threats, but they may differ in 
order of importance from one subpopulation to another.  EC staff can, 
upon request, provide more guidance on how this could be done. 
 
It is suggested that this section be sub-divided into “Threats” and 
“Challenges,” so that the suite of threats is discussed first, followed by the 
challenges. 
 
The conservation issues and challenges associated with industrial activity 
are very different than those associated with tourism. The issues 
associated with shipping are also very different than those related to 
mining or oil and gas extraction. It is suggested that the grouping of the 
issues (threats) be re-considered and that discussion of the threats be 
done in the order of importance. 

p.14, 
para.2 

Increased human activity is also due to increasing population size in the 
North (both increasing Indigenous populations and settlement of non-
Indigenous people). 

p.14, 
para.5 

Consider qualifying the statement that climate change is affecting both 
terrestrial and marine environment, but the impact on polar bears is not 
clear at this time.  Certainly the impact will vary both in space and time, 
but there is a wealth of literature focused on the impact of climate change 
on polar bears. This statement is not accurate as written. 

p. 15, 
para. 2 

 “bird sanctuaries” should be replaced with “Migratory Bird Sanctuaries”. 

p. 15, 
Sect.7 

7.4 Population boundaries, 7.6 Inter-jurisdictional considerations, 7.7 
International trade, and 7.8 Harvest coordination are topics that do not fit 
well under conservation issues that the polar bear faces like the other 
topics in this section (industrial activity and tourism, 
pollution/contaminants, and habitat alteration (climate change).  As 
stated previously it may be best to sub-divide the “Conservation Issues 
and Challenges” section into “Threats” and “Challenges”.  

p.15, 
para.3 

Please clarify. As written, this text seems contradictory to that on page 8 
which notes bears do not wander throughout the Arctic and show seasonal 
fidelity to specific regions. Note that researchers also believe that bears 
travel between subpopulations (e.g., Hudson Bay complex), although they 
are not likely to travel great distances (e.g., from Davis Strait to the 
Northern Beaufort Sea).  

p. 15, 
para. 5 

As stated earlier, consider wording to reflect that some subpopulations 
have increased due to a variety of reasons not just “thanks to more rigid 
harvest monitoring and controls…” 

p. 15, 
para. 5 

The sentence pertaining to the application of DLP kills to the quota is not 
clear: “However, they do not increase the overall harvest because they 
are not added to the existing harvest”. Suggest wording along the lines of 
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“a higher number DLP kills means that fewer bears available for harvest” 

p. 16, 
para. 1 

Note: While Inuit have certainly been caching food in traditional meat 
caches for centuries, they were not traditionally located within such a 
restricted geographic area as they are now (i.e. within or nearby 
communities), which will serve as a heightened attractant for bears. 

p. 17, 
Sect.7.7 

Specific edits are proposed to improve the text on CITES: 
 
The following wording is suggested (given the assumption that the 
primary goal is sustainable harvest; the international trade options are a 
benefit not the driver):      
 
As of 2015, the international export of polar bears from Canada is 
considered non-detrimental (with the exception of export of bears 
harvested from the Baffin Bay subpopulation). Significant efforts have 
been made towards ensuring sustainable harvest by all stakeholders to 
support a finding of non-detriment.  
 
The following text should be moved down as shown here:  
“Given the shared jurisdiction for wildlife in Canada, coordination among 
provincial and territorial jurisdictions is also required to ensure that total 
removal by all jurisdictions from shared subpopulations is sustainable and 
defendable at the national and international level. The ongoing domestic 
and international export of polar bear parts, such as hides, depends on 
sound harvest reporting and sustainable harvest levels. These rules must 
apply to all jurisdictions if they are to be successful. Ensuring strict 
reporting of all mortality and maintaining adequate harvest records should 
be a benchmark for all jurisdictions. In Nunavut, this is currently done, 
and export from Nunavut continues as the result of the combined efforts 
of stakeholders. Communities have unanimously supported sustainable 
harvest decisions as integral to a finding of non-detriment because 
international trade is an important component of community economic 
development. The CITES Appendix II listing has a positive impact on 
conservation efforts in that the economic benefit from international trade 
provides an/another incentive to support management, particularly  
abundant subpopulations.”   

p.17, Sect. 
7.8 

Consideration should be given to adding back into this plan the 
Enforcement section found in previous drafts. It might be beneficial to 
broaden this section. If the title were changed to “Regulating and 
Coordinating the Harvest”, it could also explain the issues of sport hunts, 
compliance promotion and enforcement. 

p. 18, 
para. 3 

As noted earlier, an increasing number of interactions between humans 
and bears could be caused for various reasons. Similarly, an increasing 
Inuit population throughout Nunavut could also have an impact on seal 
numbers, waterfowl, etc., so consideration should be given to 
qualifying/rewording this statement. 
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p.19, 
para.5/6 

Please clarify and expand this section so it is clear what management 
actions would be taken in each scenario.  Note that the scenario of a 
stable population is missing and should be added. In this situation if the 
objective is to maintain the population at the current level presumably the 
action would be to maintain the current harvest conditions unless there is 
evidence of declining body condition, recruitment etc.  
 
Please also explain what actions would be taken if science and Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangitare are not in agreement.  
It is noteworthy that the management action includes the word ‘may’; in 
other words in the case of a declining population, there “may” be no 
reduction in TAH. In such a situation, if the objective is to increase or 
maintain the population, then the necessary actions will be a reduction in 
the TAH. 
 
Where there is an increase in a population and the objective is to 
decrease or maintain the population, another action could be to eliminate 
the need for a sex selective harvest and maintain the TAH.  

p.19, 
para.9 

In line with the comment above, it is crucial to explain how sex-selective 
harvest will be managed under each scenario. It is also important to 
explain that switching to a 1:1 sex ratio of the harvest will almost 
certainly mean a reduction in TAH, so this is not consistent with the goal 
of maximizing the sustainable harvest. This needs to be explicitly stated. 

p. 19, 
para.9 

As written, it would appear that some subpopulations could end up with 
one or more communities adopting an equal sex ration harvest while 
others may continue to use the sex-selective harvest approach, which 
would result in an unmanageable situation.   
 
Unless it can be demonstrated to be workable, a sex-selective harvest, or 
a non-sex-selective harvest regime, should be established for the entire 
subpopulation, not on a community-by-community basis.  

p.20, 
para.1 

Appendix D is the current flexible quota system, not a revised one. It 
should be clarified which system will be used for each subpopulation, and 
explain any revisions.  

p.20, 
Sect.8.1.2 

Given that the text in this section includes harvest reporting, it is 
suggested that the heading be changed to “Harvest Monitoring and 
Reporting” 
 
Environment Canada has been working in collaboration with the Nunavut 
Department of Environment on an initiative entitled, “Three-Pronged 
Approach to Sampling, Testing & Tracking for Enforcement and 
Conservation Purposes”. It is suggested that the following text (or similar) 
be added to reflect this work:  
 
Polar Bears are listed under Schedule I of the Wild Animal and Plant 
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Protection and Regulation of International and Interprovincial Trade Act 
(WAPPRIITA), which is the legislation through which Canada meets its 
international obligations under the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). This ensures that 
trade is strictly regulated so that it remains legal, sustainable, and 
traceable. 
 
The sustainable harvest and trade of polar bears and derivative products 
is permitted and may contribute to the livelihood of Northern communities 
who depend on polar bears for sustenance. By contrast, poaching and 
illegal wildlife trafficking can have a negative impact on polar bear 
populations. 
 
Environment Canada is leading an initiative to test and track legally-
harvested polar bears across the country, which will be done in 
collaboration with conservation officers in relevant jurisdictions. The 
following three methods will be used: DNA testing, Stable isotope 
analysis, and Pit-tagging (insertion of microchips into the hides).  
 
Co-management partners of the Nunavut government are committed to 
conducting scientific sampling of polar bears immediately following their 
harvest (either obtained from currently-required samples or from the 
larger hide, for DNA testing and Stable isotope analysis), and to further 
assist in the tracking of specimens (through Pit tagging and input to a 
centralized database), thereby ensuring that trade remains viable. These 
initiatives will support compliance efforts, contributing to continued 
protection of the species.  

p.21, bullet 
10 

For greater consistency between the points, it may be desirable to add the 
text from bullet 10 starting with “…where needed and supported by 
communities…” to bullet 6.  

p.21, 
para.2 

Suggest replacing “objectives” with “actions” to avoid confusion with 
previous use of the word 

p.21, 
para.3 

While important to collect harvest statistics, it may be useful to include 
wording noting that samples collected from harvest need to be analyzed 
and reported on in a timely manner to further aid management decisions. 

p.22, 
para.2 

Suggest rewording line on compensation so it reads “by the appropriate 
government authority” to reflect that sometimes this will be Government 
of Nunavut and other times it may be Government of Canada (if the bear 
is killed in a national wildlife area, etc.)  

p.22, 
para.4 

Suggest adding National Wildlife Areas  

p.23, 
Section 
8.5.2 

It would be beneficial to provide a list of the relevant agreements 

p.24, 4th bullet: The following edit is proposed to clarify roles, recognizing that 
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para.2 Nunavut is responsible for implementing the plan and the others have an 

interest in its implementation: 

Continue to improve coordination between different levels of government 
and partners. Environment Canada, Parks Canada Agency, the Nunavut 
Department of Environment, RWOs and HTOs all have a role and an 
interest in implementation of this plan.  

p.24, 
para.5 

As noted before, the adoption of a non-sex selective harvest system 
would require reductions in TAH levels that are currently maximizing 
harvest opportunities. This needs to be clearly communicated. 

p.24, 
Sect.9 

In order for this plan to be adopted in the SARA Management Plan, it is 
important that Appendix C be expanded so that it is a clear commitment 
to action. Specifically, the table should be expanded upon so that for each 
action, there is an indication of the objective(s) being addressed, the 
priority of the action, the threats addressed, the participating agencies 
and the timeframe.  This is not a difficult task and would further serve to 
evaluate the performance of the plan (section 10). 

p. 25, 
para. 1 

It is suggested that all of the plan’s objectives be consolidated into a table 
and be referenced in the Plan Review Section. 
 
How will an annual review of the plan’s progress and actions be carried 
out? 

Appendix A It is suggested that the latest PBTC table be used and that the date of the 
table (2015) be stated, given that this plan will be in place for several 
years. A copy of the latest PBTC assessment is provided, together with 
this document, for your reference. It is suggested that text be added to 
the Appendix which indicates that the table is updated annually and made 
available to the general public. It is suggested that Appendix A include 
data from the 2015 table and the following: Population estimate, +/- SE 
or 95% CI, Year of Population estimate, Historic trend, Recent trend, 
Local and/or TEK assessment, and that Appendix B refer to that 
information.   

Appendix B The information in this Appendix will quickly become out of date.  To 
avoid confusion it is suggested that a link to a website with this 
information be added, so readers can easily access the latest information.  
 
If the Appendix is not deleted, edits below should be considered:   
In the subpopulation recommendations part for each subpopulation, 
“review management objective and TAH when a new inventory study is 
complete” is included but the Brief History part does not always mention if 
and when a new inventory is planned.  Therefore, it is suggested that 
either the planned new inventory is mentioned in the brief history for each 
subpopulation and/or a sentence is added at the beginning of Appendix B 
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that states that the inventory schedule for the subpopulations is 
presented in Appendix E.  

The TAH for M’Clintock Channel needs to be corrected to 12. 

Question regarding Davis Strait: 32 is noted for Nunavik – is this based on 
a voluntary limit or other agreement?  Otherwise, it is not accurate to put 
a limit. 

In each subpopulation description, “Science” refers to the Status column 
in the old PBTC table information provided in Annex A.  PBTC no longer 
has a Status column.  When it did, presumably, the status was solely 
based on science information (did not include local/TEK info) and 
presumably that is why the word science is used.  If the 2015 PBTC table 
were used, “science” would still be appropriate to use for “recent trend,” 
for example, because recent trend is based on population estimates from 
science papers (and sometimes other lines of evidence if necessary). 
However, the other lines of evidence do not include local/TEK.  It is all 
science. 

The brief history text for Western Hudson Bay is confusing and would 
benefit from being re-written:  

The subpopulation was estimated to be 1,194 in 1987 and 935 in 2004. 
Before 1998, the subpopulation had apparently remained the same, 
indicating that DOE research, conducted using aerial surveys in 2011, 
provided a new estimate of 1,030 bears. However, this estimate and the 
previous one have overlapping confidence intervals, suggesting no 
change, although techniques of past research projects differed. 

The science status does not agree with the most recent PBTC status table 
in some of the subpopulations.  As an example, Davis Strait is likely 
increased (historic trend) and likely increased (recent trend); 
management plan shows a science status of ‘not reduced’.   

Appendix C  
 

The Appendix outlines potential actions where additional effort should be 
directed. It states that these are directions for co-management partners 
and are not to imply actions that will be undertaken.  It then goes on to 
say that they are a starting point for further discussion and collaboration.  
As stated, there are no timelines or commitments to ensure that they are 
completed within the 7 year life of the Plan. In order for this Plan to be 
consistent with SARA, there should be a commitment to specific actions 
and the associated timeline of each.  The Bowhead Whale Management 
Plan (http://www.registrelep 
sararegistry.gc.ca/virtual_sara/files/plans/mp_baleine_boreale_bowhead_
0214_e.pdf) is a good example of an implementation schedule for specific 
actions to address the objectives. Environment Canada is willing to assist 
with completion of this table and indicate where it is already, or could in 
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the future, participate. The Parks Canada Agency could also likely 
contribute in this regard. 
 

p. 34, last 
line 
Appendix C 

See p. 24, Sect.9 comment above. Suggest using “Environment Canada” 
after ”…such as Parks Canada…” rather than “Canadian Wildlife Service” 

Appendix D As per the comment above, the Plan needs to be clear on how it will be 
decided when the current sex-selective system would be used, vs the 1:1 
ratio, and what would be the effects on TAH. The Appendix describes the 
current flexible quota system that was developed a number of years ago. 
The new management plan proposes a 1:1 sex ratio in situations where 
communities want it.  It is suggested that this Appendix be modified to 
explain the implications of moving to a non-sex-selective harvest in terms 
of the TAH and credits for subsequent years.  

Appendix E As noted, we recommend a change on page 21 so that section is 
consistent with the wording here regarding population inventories. It is 
good to see this information included here.   

Appendix F The title of the section should be revised so that the year the information 
is from is clear. If the table is from 2014 or newer, the voluntary 
agreement for Southern Hudson Bay should be added.  
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2015 Polar Bear Technical Committee Status Table Terms 
 
 

1. Purpose 
Under its Terms of Reference, the Polar Bear Technical Committee (PBTC) is to 
provide an annual report to the Polar Bear Administrative Committee (PBAC) on the 
status of each of Canada’s 13 sub-populations of polar bears that is based upon the 
best available scientific information and Traditional Ecological Knowledge. 

 
This document defines the various terms used in the Status Table and the basis on 

which the status of each sub-population was assessed by the PB TC in February 2014. 
 

2. Definitions 
 

2.1. Popula ti on es ti ma te 
The most recent estimate of abundance reviewed and accepted by the PBTC. 

 
2.2. Historic Trend 

Historic trend is the PBTC’s assessment of changes in abundance that a sub-population 

may have experienced since the signing of the international Agreement on the 

Conservation of Polar Bears (1973), which led to current management practices and 

research. The most recent population estimate and the first comparable documented 

historic estimate are examined. If a direct comparison of abundance estimates cannot 

be made or there is only a single estimate of abundance, other lines of evidence may 

be used in this assessment. 

 
2.3. Recent Trend (15 Yea rs Ago to Pres ent) 

Recent trend is the PBTC’s assessment of the direction of abundance over the last 15 

years. The objective of this assessment is to inform the P BAC as to whether a sub-

population has increased, decreased, or remained stable. Recent trend is assessed by 

comparing the most recent population estimate to the previous population estimate. If a 

direct comparison of population estimates cannot be made or is not applicable, other lines 

of evidence such as population viability analyses, productivity indicators, and recent 

harvest pressure may be used to infer any changes in recent abundance. 

 
2.4. Local and/or TEK ass ess ment 

This column represents known documented traditional ecological knowledge or Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit on the status of each of the polar bear subpopulations. 

 

2.5. Future Trend (Pres ent to 10 Years into the Future) 
Future trend is the PBTC’s assessment of the anticipated direction of abundance. The 
objective of this assessment is to inform the PBAC as to whether a sub-population is 

likely to increase, decrease, or remain stable over the next 10 years. Multiple lines of 

evidence including but not limited to population estimates, population viability analyses, 

productivity indicators, harvest pressure, and traditional ecological knowledge may be 

used in this assessment. 
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3. Appendix 1 –  Assessment  

 

 

 

3.1. Steps to Ass ess Historic Trend 
1. Compare current population estimate with the first documented and comparable 
historic population estimate. When a current estimate is directly comparable to an 

historic estimate, a designation without any qualifier (i.e. reduced, stable, or increased) 

may be used. 

 
2. If the current estimate is not directly comparable to an historic estimate because of 

differences in study area, or methods, a comparison may be made but any assessment 

of changes in abundance are inferred. In this case, a qualifier is required (i.e. likely 

reduced, likely stable, or likely increased). 

 
3. When population estimates cannot be compared, other lines of evidence such as the 

most recent population attributes of the sub-population (e.g. age structure) may be 

used to infer changes in the abundance of the sub-population  This does not 

include TEK. Again, a qualifier is required (i.e. likely reduced, likely stable, or likely 

increased). 

 
4. When there is insufficient information or lack of confidence in available information 

to make an assessment of change in abundance, the sub-population is assessed as 

uncertain. 

 
5. Additional text is provided in the comments section of the status table. It includes 

listing items such as major threats and other lines of evidence that may have been used. 

 
3.2. Sta tus Desi gna ti ons 

 

Reduced Current population estimate is statistically significantly lower than 

historic population estimate  

Stable  Current population estimate is not different from historic population 
estimate 

Increased Current population estimate is statistically significantly higher 

than historic population estimate 

Likely Reduced Current or inferred current population abundance is lower than 

historic or inferred historic population abundance 

Likely Stable Current or inferred current population abundance is not different from 

historic or inferred historic population abundance 

Likely Increased Current or inferred current population abundance is higher than 

historic or inferred historic population abundance 

Uncertain Insufficient information or lack of confidence in available information 

to make an assessment 
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4. Appendix 2 – Recent Trend Assessment  

 

 

 

4.1. Step s to Ass ess Recent Trend 
 

1. Compare current population estimate with previous population estimate assuming 
current population estimate is appropriately recent. When a current estimate is directly 
comparable to its previous population estimate, a designation without any qualifier is 
made (i.e. reduced, stable, or increased). 

 
2. If the current estimate is not directly comparable to its previous population estimate 

because of differences in study area, methods, or is outdated, and cannot be updated by 

PVA, a comparison may be made but any assessment of changes in recent population 

abundance are inferred and a qualifier is required (i.e. likely reduced, likely stable, or 

likely increased). 

 
3. When population estimates cannot be compared or are not applicable to assess 

recent trend, other lines of evidence such as the most recent population attributes of 

the sub-population (e.g. age distribution) may be used to infer any changes in the 

abundance of the sub-population. This does not include TEK. Again, a qualifier is required 

(i.e. likely reduced, likely stable, or likely increased). 

 
4. When there is insufficient information or lack of confidence in available information 

to make an assessment of changes in population abundance, the sub-population is 

assessed as uncertain. 

 
5. Additional text is provided in the comments section of the status table. It includes 

listing items such as major threats and other lines of evidence that may have been used. 

 
4.2. Recent Trend Desi gna tions 

Decline Current population estimate is statistically significantly lower than 
previous population estimate 

Stable Current population estimate is not different from previous population 

estimate 

Increase Current population estimate is statistically significantly higher 

than previous population estimate 

Likely Decline Current or inferred current population abundance is lower than 

previous or inferred previous population abundance 

Likely Stable Current or inferred current population abundance is not different from 

previous or inferred previous population abundance 

Likely Increase Current or inferred current population abundance is higher than 

previous or inferred previous population abundance 

Uncertain Insufficient information or lack of confidence in available information 

to make an assessment 
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4. Appendix 2 – Recent Trend Assessment 

 

 

 

4.3. Steps to Ass ess Future Trend 
 

1. Compare current population estimate with future population estimate but not exclusive to a 
population viability analysis (PVA).  P VAs are considered in the assessment as long as the data 
derived vital rates used to generate the simulations are not older 

than 15 years. In all these cases, a qualifier is required (i.e. likely reduced, likely stable, or 

likely increased). 

 
2. In addition to PVAs, other lines of evidence (e.g. body condition, litter size, sea ice trend, 

TEK ) may be used to predict future trend of a sub-population. 

 
3. When there is contradictory evidence, insufficient information or lack of confidence in 

available information to make an assessment of future changes in population abundance, the 

sub-population is assessed as uncertain. 

 
4. Additional text is provided in the comments section of the status table. It includes 

listing items such as major threats and other lines of evidence that may have been used. 

 
 

4.4. Futur e Trend Desi gna ti ons 
 

Likely Decline Future population abundance predicted to be lower than current 

population abundance 

Likely Stable Future population abundance predicted not to be different from 

current population abundance 

Likely Increase Future population abundance predicted to be higher than current 

population abundance 

Uncertain Contradictory evidence, insufficient information, or lack of confidence in 

available information to make an assessment. 
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NOTICE OF NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD IN PERSON PUBLIC 

HEARING 

  

Notice is provided on April 14th 2017 that the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

(NWMB or Board) will be conducting an in-person public hearing to consider the 

Government of Nunavut-Department of Environment’s Proposal for Decision to the Board 

(Proposal). The Government of Nunavut- Department of Environment is seeking approval 

of the revised Nunavut Polar Bear Co-management Plan. The Proposal and additional 

documents relevant to the hearing are available for download from the NWMB’s website 

(www.nwmb.com), or by contacting the NWMB at the coordinates set out at the end of 

this notice.  

 

The filing of submissions to be considered at the hearing: 

 

The hearing is scheduled to take place June 6th-8th, 2017 in Iqaluit, Nunavut at the 

Cadet Hall. The hearing will take place from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM each day. In addition, 

the NWMB will also hold evening sessions from 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM. The NWMB is 

inviting interested organizations or persons, including any member of the public, to file 

written response submissions and supporting documentation concerning the Proposal 

by no later than 5:00 p.m. Iqaluit time on May 19th 2017. Unless persuasive written 

reasons are provided for late filing, the Board will not consider materials for this hearing 

that are not filed on time.  

 

The Board will make publicly available all of the written materials filed with them, subject 

to relevant confidentiality or privacy concerns.  

 

To file submissions or obtain more information, including with respect to 
submissions and supporting documentation from others, additional relevant 
documents, the rules applying to the hearing, and attendance as a member of the 
public or as a party to the hearing, please contact the NWMB: 
 

 

 



NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD  

P.O. Box 1379, Iqaluit, NU X0A 0H0  

Phone: (867) 975-7300  

Fax: (888) 421-9832  

Email: receptionist@nwmb.com  

Website: www.nwmb.com   







 

 

 March 23rd, 2017 

 
Honourable Catherine 
McKenna 
Minister of Environment 
and Climate Change 
Canada 
 

 
Honourable Joe 
Savikataaq 
Minister of Environment 
Government of Nunavut  

 
Aluki Kotierk 
President of Nunavut 
Tunngavik Inc. 

Joe Ashevak 
Chairperson of the 
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife 
Board 

James Qillaq 
Chairperson of the 
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board 

Stanley Adjuk 
Chairperson of the  
Kivalliq Wildlife Board 

 
David Miller 
President and CEO 
World Wildlife Fund 
Canada 

 
Christine Cleghorn and 
Caroline Ladanowski 
Chairpersons of the Polar 
Bear Administrative 
Committee 

 
Adamie Delisle Alaku 
Executive Vice President 
Makivik Corporation 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Dear Colleagues: 

Re: Notification of a Nunavut Wildlife Management Board pre-hearing 
teleconference concerning the Government of Nunavut’s proposed Nunavut Polar 
Bear Co-Management Plan  

The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB or Board) has scheduled a pre-
hearing teleconference in response to a Request for NWMB decision (Proposal) 
regarding the Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan. The Proposal was submitted 
by the Government of Nunavut –Department of Environment on February 2nd, 2017 
(attached). 

The NWMB reviewed the Proposal during its March 2017 quarterly meeting in Iqaluit 
and decided to hold an in-person public hearing on the matter.  

A hearing of this size presents several logistical challenges, as such the Board would 
like to discuss proposed dates and timelines for the in-person hearing with hearing 
parties during a pre-hearing teleconference. This will ensure that the Board receives 
the best available scientific knowledge and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit during the allotted 



time for the hearing. The pre-hearing teleconference will focus on the following four 
points: 

1. The Board has the financial resources to pay for eighteen (18) delegates across 
Nunavut (including Hunters and Trappers Organization representatives and 
Qaujimaniliit) to attend the hearing. Each Regional Wildlife Organization will be 
asked to select six (6) representatives to attend the hearing. 

2. The Board has decided that the hearing will be three (3) days in length. 
3. The Board is proposing that the first day of the hearing be set aside for the 

Government of Nunavut’s Proposal for Decision and the subsequent question 
period from hearing parties, as it is expected that there will be several questions 
for the Government of Nunavut from the hearing parties. Should the Government 
of Nunavut’s time end earlier than expected, the Board will proceed with other 
hearing parties if time permits. 

4. Given the large number of hearing parties, the Board is proposing that each 
region of Nunavut (Qikiqtaaluk, Kitikmeot and Kivalliq) be given a time on the 
agenda to jointly present their submissions. Therefore the Board is 
recommending that the Regional Wildlife Organizations work together with their 
chosen delegates on their oral submissions to ensure that all relevant information 
is presented in the time given. 

A draft agenda will be provided to those attending the pre-hearing teleconference on 
Tuesday, March 28th, 2017. 

The pre-hearing teleconference has been scheduled to take place on Thursday, March 
30th, 2017 at 3:00 p.m. (Eastern Time). For those representatives in Iqaluit the NWMB 
will be hosting the teleconference in its Boardroom. The dial-in information is the 
following: 

  Teleconference number: 1-877-733-5390 

  Conference ID:   4231582642 

The NWMB requests that you provide confirmation of attendance at the pre-hearing 
conference by no later than Tuesday March 28th, 2017 at 5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time). 
Please also inform the Board at that time if you require translation services for the call. 
For logistical reasons, the Board recommends participation in the call by no more than 
two representatives from each agency.  

 

 

 



If you require further information, please do not hesitate to contact the NWMB. 

  

Sincerely, 

 
 
Daniel Shewchuk 
Acting Chairperson of the 
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
 
c.c. Drikus Gissing, Director of Wildlife, Government of Nunavut, Department of 

Environment; 
 Paul Irngaut, Director of Wildlife, Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated; 

Lisa Pirie, Acting Head of Eastern Arctic, Environment and Climate Change 
Canada, Canadian Wildlife Service; 
Ema Qaggutaq, Regional Coordinator, Kitikmeot Region Wildlife Board; 
Qovik Netser, Regional Coordinator, Kivalliq Wildlife Board; 
Jason Mikki, Executive Director, Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board; 
Peter Kydd, Acting Resource Conservation Manager, Parks Canada; 
Paul Crowley, Vice President, Arctic, WWF-Canada. 
 

 
Enclosures (1) 



 









 



 

 

  September 4th, 2015 

Honourable Johnny Mike 
Minister of Environment 
Government of Nunavut 

Honourable  
Leona Aglukkaq 
Minister of Environment 
Government of Canada 

Cathy Towtongie 
President  
Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. 

 
Stanley Adjuk 
Chairperson  
Kivalliq Wildlife Board  

 
Chairperson (Vacant) 
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife 
Board 

 
James Qillaq 
Chairperson 
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board 

 
Marsha Branigan and 
Gregor Gilbert 
Chairpersons 
Polar Bear Technical 
Committee 
 
David Miller  
President and CEO 
World Wildlife Fund 
Canada 

 
Dag Vongraven 
Chairperson 
IUCN Polar Bear Specialist 
Group 
 
 
All Nunavut Hunters and 
Trappers Organizations 

 
Drikus Gissling 
Chairperson 
Polar Bear Administrative 
Committee 
 
 
 

   
Dear Colleagues: 
 
Re: Written hearing of the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board concerning the 

proposed Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan 
 
The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB or Board) will be conducting a written 
public hearing to consider the Government of Nunavut-Department of Environment’s 
proposal for NWMB decision (Proposal) requesting the approval of the Nunavut Polar 
Bear Co-Management Plan. A copy of the Proposal is attached to this letter. 
 
A written public hearing is one in which all submissions are filed in writing, and the hearing 
does not have an oral component. 
 
Background 
On June 9th, 2015 the NWMB received a request from the Government of Nunavut-
Department of Environment to approve the proposed Nunavut Polar Bear Co-
Management Plan. The Government of Nunavut worked cooperatively with co-
management partners to develop this plan. If approved this plan will replace the current 



Memoranda of Understanding which were developed in 2004 and signed by all Regional 
Wildlife Organizations and Hunters and Trappers Organizations. 
 
After reviewing the Proposal during its In-camera meeting on June 10th, 2015, the NWMB 
decided to hold a written hearing on this matter. 
 
The filing of submissions: 
The NWMB is inviting interested organizations or persons, including any member of the 
public, to file written response submissions and supporting documentation concerning the 
Proposal by no later than 5:00 p.m. Iqaluit time on  October 30th 2015. Unless 
persuasive written reasons are provided to the Board for late filing, the NWMB will 
not consider materials for this hearing that are not filed on time.  
 
The hearing rules and a number of documents comprising the best available information 
to date are available for download from the NWMB’s website (www.nwmb.com) or by 
contacting the NWMB at the following coordinates: 

 
NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

3rd Floor, Ikaluktuutiak Drive 
P.O. Box 1379, Iqaluit, NU, X0A 0H0 

Phone: (867) 975-7300 
Fax:    (888) 421-9832 

E-Mail: receptionist@nwmb.com 
 
Submissions and their supporting documentation may be filed with the Board in person, 
by courier or by mail. They should be clearly marked as pertaining to the NWMB Written 
Hearing concerning the Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan. All submissions must 
be submitted in both English and Inuktitut. Delivery of the materials may also be made 
through fax or electronic transmission, but only if your department or organization 
confirms by phone with the NWMB - prior to the filing deadline - that a complete and 
legible copy of the transmission has been received by the Board. Materials are deemed 
to have been filed on the actual day of receipt by the NWMB. 
 
Subject to relevant confidentiality or privacy concerns, all submissions and supporting 
documentation will be placed on the NWMB’s website and will be publicly available for 
download. Please keep in mind that the more thorough, reliable and persuasive 
submissions and supporting documentation are, the more weight they will be given by the 
NWMB in the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement decision-making process.  
 
If you require further information, please do not hesitate to visit the NWMB website or to 
contact the Board directly. 

mailto:receptionist@nwmb.com


        
Sincerely,  
 
 
Ben Kovic, 
Chairperson of the 
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 
 
c.c. Paul Irngaut, Director of Wildlife, Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.; 

Drikus Gissing, Director of Wildlife, Government of Nunavut, Department of 
Environment; 
Lisa Pirie, A/Head of Eastern Arctic Section, Canadian Wildlife Service; 
Jenna Boon, Nunavut Field Unit Superintendent, Parks Canada Agency; 
Paul Crowley, Director, Arctic Program, World Wildlife Fund Canada; 

 Ema Qaggutaq, Kitikmeot Coordinator, Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board; 
Jackie Price, Coordinator, Research Planning, Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board; 
Jason Mikki, Qikiqtaaluk Regional Coordinator, Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board; and 
Leah Muckpah, Kivalliq Coordinator, Kivalliq Wildlife Board. 

 
 
  
  



 



  
 

NOTICE OF NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
WRITTEN HEARING 

 
 
Notice is provided on September 4th 2015 that the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB 
or Board) will be conducting a written public hearing to consider a Government of Nunavut – 
Department of Environment Proposal for NWMB Decision (Proposal). The Government of 
Nunavut is seeking a decision on the proposed Nunavut Polar Bear Co-Management Plan. The 
Proposal and additional documents relevant to the hearing are available for download from the 
NWMB’s website (www.nwmb.com), or by contacting the NWMB at the coordinates set out at the 
end of this notice. 
 
The filing of submissions: 
The NWMB is inviting interested organizations or persons, including any member of the public, to 
file written response submissions and supporting documentation concerning the Proposal by no 
later than 5:00 p.m. Iqaluit time on October 30th 2015. Unless persuasive written reasons are 
provided to the Board for late filing, the NWMB will not consider materials for this hearing that are 
not filed on time. The NWMB will make publicly available all of the written materials filed with it, 
subject to relevant confidentiality or privacy concerns. 
 
How to obtain more information: 
To receive more information about filing or obtaining submissions or the rules applying to the 
written public hearing, please contact the NWMB: 
 
 

NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
P.O. Box 1379, Iqaluit, NU X0A 0H0 

Phone: (867) 975-7300 
Fax: (888) 421-9832 

Email: receptionist@nwmb.com 
Website: www.nwmb.com 


