02 2T PLIcnPNdC bOALMMC
Nunavunmi Anngutighatigut Aulapkaijitkut Katimajiat
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board

AU CAca™® SPLda? C°dNM5d DNCBo™MC AoAS bPPLoIBDC bl 5 SbBPALNLLAC
Tammagtailinahuarniriit anngutighat atughugit Inuit qaujimajatugangillu ilihimaniillu ilitquhiannin
Conserving wildlife through the application of Inuit Qaujimajatugangit and scientific knowledge

<2< 18", 2010

[o"C At >N c Lo  ToC LAJT /4d¢

Mo"C dLfNcnosI< Mo"C ASbocnostc ALSTDPConoS]cs
NSy DSOS 15" Floor, Centennial Tower

<424, 4*N>nb> 404, 4*Np>nd>

K1A 0A6 K1A OE6

A?RNBSIC: 0a.2¢ PLYcNANRdC bNLAPC AlLcPPNPcDSCHL%a® NSePCHEL™®
ba.CP< LRL®d* Mo PL¥C AoANHANAM e 0C 4CAyPc®IC ASdySeqNJC
NNGSCBLAYIC AcyDRLEONe N MM P OUAS ASCAYDceIC PLIAC
NNSseCPLAdoC

Fo™C >N QL MFo™C /<ds

00 2¢ BPLICANGE bNLAYE bNLNENSHEC D®IE A ocLencn=sNe
AALPN®IDRCD> N Dd NBPCDELY® Acd<Lo® NNSWCBLAMIC No*rAMT P HLMC
Do “QCCAYD>C®I 0 ICJC ba.CP>< LRLPIMNC BLYC AoANSIN A *a® ACA LD ST
ASIYRAM g <o ANSod Joo 22" NP<5J Yo 239, 2010 bNLSYSoNe.
P<LJNALPIC bNLY S ac®NP>oNe PLLeIeND P>®DC ASbocnsbde ALSMD>Cnreds
ba.Cl, 0a.2¢ D*APdS NMLE AL <o A%a A€,

AD*a M Doy DI AYDIAQ D DRI L AALPN®ZDPCDHSHNe 00 D¢ DLIcnANPdC
bNLANC ac®NP>“HNe bNLNYYo™LE Aocl.o® LDAMNE DA% P 5Ne AbDYtq ®IC 0o D€
DLIcnARde bNLAMNC SbCPYPdC DPNCSASIN M o c DR (www..0a D€ Dl <dcn dS<<bde
bALAM C.com); 0a 2 DLIcNARLIC bNLAYC AJLMSC g AcD®/LIab AS%a o
DSoB>CPALdo® ac b NP>HN® bNLN“OM ASL*oPSY IDA*a PRC Db/GS HNe,

oo 24%, 2010-UN5Jd, 0a.2¢ PLIcANRLE bNLAYE bNL DI ALLDSo<S™ CAS Lo
bNLAC DFaSeACNS 5N AALPN®/DPNSH DI JARNCDYo® <L N®PCN<CHYa® bNLM of

A BNB><ONE bNLNSONE, PYSHLUS DIAACNS 5Ne ALLENSZDPNSh BN HNE CNeN>o e gb
<L DPASQ ST ot JARPCHYLE AL S\®PCHILYa?, 0a D¢ BLICANNLEGE bNLAMNE
APLEDPNSB DD LeCPeoNe aNPN*L 5.3.17 0a. 2 0a. CPN.oS <4 bNrJNo (NLCA)
<L <OLASD< ANPNML 3.14 DPALSBNNMo5 IS I bN1PING A NCD I
Achn5Da N CAXPBULYJE#IC ICN DI A DANIINIE L 0% a<dbI LD bIC
BLYC 43501 00 27 0a.Coslc I bNIINBLE AL NNSLCBLAYIC AcyDo N DL C

ADAN SN C ICALPC®IC ICIC PLYC ADASNCINAME ICALDC®IE AL S 2o,
OP/LSbN *asIc <*PSbNPJNC):

oP>rLo ™ ¢

NNbed<e 1379 Titiggap Turaarvia 1379 Box 1379
A HAS,  0a > X0A 0HO Igaluit, NU X0A 0HO Igaluit, NU X0A OHO

Bhe>N*L: (867) 975-7300 Hivajaut: (867) 975-7300 Telephone: (867) 975-7300

bt 2% (867) 975-7320 Kajumiktukkut: (867) 975-7320 Fax: (867) 975-7320



APLENN2 0@ 2€ PLYCAANLEIS bNLAYE 44 8/Sda "€ NNGHCHLA Iy >Yo
NO*POD< SPCOLM g ICN P> NNGRCBLAM 0 ba CP< LLed o DL
ADANOIN T C CN DD NSdF NI NJC, (SARA)”

DLIcANRLEIC bNALAYE LI Lt DALLC QM PCDALIM® AYASASRDS D 5o IR
4% 2010-T LcbLSbePSLE 0a D¢ PLIcnANLedS bNLMMC AFLcDSI“HONC Letod Acn<Neho
as>N™ 3.14 DPALSbNM*aS I <+ SbNPING NNSHCHC D®IC D556 NCHHNe Loy 19t
2010-T. ARNMoJd Ao o*Loc <AL APLPPNNyAdsH®CH N 00 D€ DLIcANYbS
bNLAE AYSoPO®/De P PYYc®e< ArLcP>PNoS NNSSebo® DodyndsbseNe oM<
NPcDAM oo PR 4%, 2010 AACOR L. 0a. D¢ DLICANNGE bNLIC
<LEAPL T ST PNDo I YD LA oM QMPShNNJCDALEE D 5% ACLOPNAC
APCROPNM gt IMPCDPLYo? 00 D¢ DLYCANRPIC bNLAMC <tL [obCs,

NNGCHLAY IR DLIC “QECALD®IT GPIACLENIM LS aNPN*La® S 5.3.3 0a 2l
0a.CPNot <*MbNNPINT, ASod AcSb?Da LLE LLeDSasTe DR 5 LbeDSoT AoAS
dYa o M of CALALLS, AALD®NS SN QA eCHa<SLMLE <ebeC>a<SL < 5% g ¢
NNG®CDLAYIK®CSY D™ No™AM SPCOLAC <CCALYDBC®I 0¢ A oA SN M 2 g® ICUC
ba.CP>< LRLI*NC BLIAC ABANSIA M b ASCA LRI ASGYSYd P NJS, oa ¢

DLIC NSRS bNLAYE AALYN®/DPNHA SO DPIE CALASGGRCDLMLC <D5oNe
CNPYBENIRP a®Da® Ll > DPASQ ®Da® JARDCDYo® L KPP <CYa® 1CSq D¢
NN P DL 0 ALLNYDINDYL S ba CP< LRLEI*C PLYAS A oA SN gb
LECAYDC®IE ASIYRLNC DPY e a® “ACCALD>®I” ACUE,

CASPLo 0@ D¢ BLICANRKEE bNLAYE AALCDBN=SE ALLADSS Codd AlLDPNMC
Ab<Se/7INHd HNE “ADae<a®b DA DYo?” DNLPNG®.  AFLPNSYDPNSb NS 5Ne
NSePENPLCDRo® ARNCANGS baCl, 00 D¢ BLICANELEIE bALAE AL 5JNSHe BHIC
DabBILEN* T as INLPha® Abae<a® ADA%DYo® CAS Lo, CALACDSLC baCl
BLYAC 03 <IML DI bNLAGE T Dabbe<d e NNGHCHab®ILALC <IGJC 6
QoJ®PLE®N=SN QL D* LA DI ALLDPNMNE 11-0° GJ0E ADSB>NNC®Igs
ID5oNE (1999-0-55a).

0a.2¢ PLIcAARLES bNLMNC AALHINM SBPCHD®I% PP JN* g ALSTDConibd® of
PLLTD®N*LEC ac®NP“oN® bNLN“ONS JA®AYNHd 0a D¢ DLICANNLPIE bNLAY® oF:

“LPrPatCPe e/ LC 456GJ<a- 2004 COSEWIC-d*.0S, <M. PYJSHLJC

AL TPConrbde S®PN/LcSa Mg DLLPheb oS08, P Pa tCPbbeaPCc %Iy,
CALALALE Cod<d <FAPMHRNNRAC DSLANE DD AP DAL C.. D5 LN b0k >GeC
CAL® o€ /2T SPIrPabCPcb®N oM, CALALS <A1 2a-be>C AALDC”
(@.c®NB><oNe bNL*<NATC (PHT) LPALML 49 (NNSSe/Lo™L 16-24)!

JARNCHC QL N®PCPEC Do DrPLYC 0a2¢ DLIcAMEEdE bNLAY® o¢ Pabdcl of
BB 5 oM BNLNTaMC AALYS®BPSE®MN-alC Ao ™My asa:ARdc PoIC
SoPALYDNC Lo a LN RCHC P OLAC CBRa, ASb?PNHd AP eg®

' CAMTONe At NPoN® bALNNAGS LEALYE 71-72 (26-4), CASYLo- ALSTBConabdt a.sa A%l DI shLCAge
ANACPSTM ot AL SBPCHo S Mg ShEAYDYC APDeh N 5] 2011,



P OLBIA*an<bST*La® Na*rD>< SboMy*L. COSEWIC-d¢ Dobbc<d*LE a Ha A%//L D
ACDIDCOANYD>< NG ADYPIE @ JARPIC P HLAS No" A2 AcM*b*cSad, 0a D¢
BLICAANEdS bNLAMS DN®NCHC DI a.c *ND 5N bNLN“ONC AbAS A ™1 o <t
Ao™0¢ PLUUSIPNDY 0 LPcb LSbeCSa™ Mo SPc_o5LE No*pAM, CAL®a. DSbDCHc Do/ % ¢
<M DTS A% SIS
“.Do%®Igt CIR*UNA*QMDT® SPCoLo® CdsheCe/L2M, AN Dgb P sLo®
CO2oLG L. o M®<IdodeN=OM No"MADS, <L g PGS No s DCHSHECHNC
P OULAC.” (AcPNDONe bNLWNAGE LPALM 79 (15-21))

COSEWIC-d¢ Dabb™Le DSb®ILDC No*dAM P OLAME <ULLNo*Mo® Lel*ua® D (Lcbod
COSEWIC-d€¢ SPIrsPa*oSd¢ ADLADC® LS dCnyPc®D0¢ (<1000 SPIS*P>P>q SeDcC
SPCOLYY, L D*MLANCONC D oSa ™M o MNDRJCDALLEC DoyPe P 0a D¢ BLIcnNsIgede
bNLAY* 0¢ a.c®NP>“oNt bNLN“LHNE NarAM P OUAS D oSo™M ot LN LLC
Lal*Pea® D**LAN=ONE DM o \Po <y DNLANE Dav D DHIC pa D¢ DLIdcnds<<ede
bNLA e 0¢, Cedd COSEWIC-d¢ Dabbc<d*LE a 5a AS//LDC @ \®CHc D®/L g egb 4GJdo
1999 D oSo ™M 0¢ MNDLeCHALYE Mo\ P oLMC ALASD PB/L2C 1,547 (95% Cl
=1,187-1,970).° Lc*HMNC @ ba A®CDALLYC COSEWIC-d¢ Dotbd* Mg D**LASH™IC > oSg g
<5 NP SPOSMPPP ™D P oLE 928U D 5N CALAWS Leb/L%L.C LelM g
LCAYD> I odeCP>LI*a®DC Pdoc, 0a D¢ DPLIcnNNEdS bNLAME Do DT*LC
4BPNLPCB/LYT® D oST e o [PDRJCDILIo? D%/t SbDLo > oC DNLbha
SPrePabCbe PSIa®, D oSa™M* ot MNDRJICHPIC AL 1,960 (90% Cl =1,590-2,409)% <Ll >
OCPA®CHILEDNe D oSa™ M 0t MNPROCHILYE 1SSUdac 2002, D**LANHNe
SProPaCB NN BCNC D oSabGA ANy oNe 2,018-0° PcoLsg® (SE=271).7 LA < oNe
D> oMo Do ®<E D oSa M of MRPRNJCDILYC NoDAM P HLY 0 IULLNYMLC LebMo®
D-I* D oSg™NC PN PP I QashHSLC PoSa™ Mo 1,211. Cbd<d COSEWIC-dS Dobbc<d™LC
Db/ b g SLC N0~ SPCOULAS D oSo™M* of MNDNeCPHALLC ULLNMLLC 4/ gt
NLLPRo® LelSo® <4D%eCP><RIo? COSEWIC.—d®0¢ D**LAN< M DNLASE Cedd oa 2¢
DLIcANEAEGE NLAYE ALLYCS DESMYDNDoe<AULE DNLENE CNNPYSNDaSOND AN 50C L5
DEASQ ST RN AN N L No" A P oOLMC PoSa™Nt UL N g e gb
“QECALD I 0 AcyPDrndsbANed>NeC b o COSEWIC-dS PoSa™M*.oc LclL™Ne,

Lo Ao, NRPCE*<NMC D oSo™* 0¢ MPNDRJCHEC 4L DoSo™C CdYPbC<g™MC A o™ o
Do yDc D®IC 0a D¢ DPLIcANEAEIC bNLAM 0f A NP HNe bNLNSONE o dac DY
SPCOLMC NS Do%YRecdo™ a® Lo L*a D.oSosb® NN SPe_sLSCHSHeC®IC
OYNR Mo 2 ob. CAL*a DS BSTHC PLL®IPNDYC < g eDlN C%Ua D nibd® of:

? COSEWIC 2004. COSEWIC P SPISPN=oNt <L BEsMYBNo® Batbobsencort P slsa® baCl bNLAGE *1e
DYt eI BC®IC BLYE ba . <D<.18.

POt acNB<oNe bNLSNAT*M LPALM o p.61 (18-20), p.69 (11-14), p.74 (14-20), p.93 (5-11), p.163 (5-21), p.178
(11-16); <L COSEWIC Da®b*L*a LPALML 18 a5aA®/ A DAL AchSIILa* Mgt “ArLAceb Lo gt s
P SLAT,

* COSEWIC 2004. p.32.

* COSEWIC 2004. p. 24

S ALSTDConneds, LaSasPoe<y<dt D oSo™M ot MBRECHILY Mo P33 oLaM DL AShe B¢ shalCAbde
AP Chodat 456J<401999 (ALSTBConabds, NPCHALY NI DNLENG AShocnabdt <L ALSTBCondtdt baCl LALM
1.

TALSTBConded 2005, BPNSINCHEM 08 Priv3adnt NonasT, DS, ba*a*loo HAN® <A <L SARC 54
d*Lo P OULAS (Delphinapterus leucas). baClm ShEMBNLLAS BSHBYAN®NE NNSTAILE,  ShEAYSBNELAS DSHBrArgsc
PLL®D®N L 2005/036. LSALML 5.



“LAL*ac DOl CdHCSeC, PovYRcddbsg M agr dC N\*PCHc D®N 5, <L
SO>ALYUC D o%/Rc<do " a® P OLAS CALP DSbb>LLIC” (a.c bNd>sNe
bNL*<YNéc< LPAL™C p.78 (8-12)°

0a.2¢ BLICAANLEGE bNLAE DobDe DTRE DNULPRT® Ao™0f PLLSIBNDITS <L A% 5o
QQ AT PCOLAC NoRAM P DoNedE PO DBCIT o IGUC
AMACLYGGRCDYE Lev oMt SHBANFNLAC DNLPNTINANS,  ADAS SHBALYIBHC o s A%<
PCOLAS SPOSMDPYQ ST Mo ISGICLEY L PGSR SPISPDPA NN
NOPMAM SPCOLME Bo®/RQCALL®IC Abo®h™, Letod Aasle DsH>CHB®IIC

<M IS

“.<SGJCLS SPc__9bPse<bbL SPe_5%P<Sa PG LS, L%a. P OLAS SGa\Sab
ASBNSH®<LEIC, LL D9 JC SGaNsae ASbNHP*a S PN, D M PY<do

D 0%/ RN G ABod <L SGahShGHd®INe A BGCeIa® ASbNShse<eC,
PP BLALC YAl 5GohSo® ASbNSh®<eIE, Ll oCo® ASoD>SHeC®IC Jc Al
CASALo ASTDSANLLY®” (A.c®ND<HNP bNLNNATST LPAL p. 64 (8-18))

COSEWIC-d¢ Dao*b*M o a5a A% /LMD GSHAC ACCSa AN <SbSa M 0¢ No"dAD><
SPCOLM®0f bNLN“ONT actNPONe, 00 2¢ DLICANKPIC bNLAYNC DNSNCHc PSIC
AOAC PUL®IBNMGC S HAC ICCSaPCPM S Mo, ASod CdybbCR G SLC No"» M
GWUo dord®Iott DHMLAN NS NBPCNLCHLC 00 D€ DLICNANIS bNLAYE DO AP AMEDC
JSOAC QCCian<d*M o P Lot CHRED .o Lrabolo.

DA oM JARDCDNE QL N®PNPHCHC Dob D P®IC 00 D€ DLICNASbgC
bNALA® 0, bNLAC AbdSe<*a*MLC NNGSCBLAYIC AcSdYD<™ “dCnYyDc™®D 0 No"DpAM
PCoOLM 0% AALCDPNPYD>CD®I® Ca. A'SNH®DI® a 5a PN .o Pc5LE
aP*™MbPo*'C Potfa™M 0t AT NNo® CAMPTIRENM 20 LeLM™® 40%CPe PoIC
asaA®la  Ad®N oNe CNNYDY*aSLALC Al DPAAYDI®a SLAMC NSePCDNC D oSa™M® ot
PSP D¢ P OULAC IULLNMMLLC COSEWIC-d® Ll o AbI®™DA<Na® NNGeCHLAMIC
Actd7DNo® ACCnPPBc™I0f, AL AoAC CPRo o0a %b®DC bPrLYMC Cd/LYM <o

DSH>CH D>®IC 0 D¢ DLICANIEGE bNLAYNC &b ND>SHNe bNLN“HNE o da AS/c PSeIC
0a.2¢ BPLICAANRGE bNLAY 0 No*dAM P SLMC DoSo*NC QULLN*MLLC ba Ch<
LRLYI*NC PLY.0¢ AbANIINLMNC ACAYDC®IC ASdYSEQMeg® DP*Lo® “dCClD>cseDe”

E LA oNe aceNBone bNLRNAG LEAL*MS p. 106 (9-10); A.c PNB<5NP bNL*<NAGS LEAL S p. 109 (20-26):
At NP><oNE bNLNATE LEALME p.127 (8-21); Ac P NPBoNe bAL<NAGS LEAL™M p. 160 (14-25)

F AN oNE bNLENATS LEALMS 51 (15-22); COSEWIC 2004 p.11

QAT oM At NDEaNe bNLNATT LPALM S 51-52 (25-3);

A NBCoNE bNLRNATS LEAL™C 76 (7-12); p. 81 (10-14); p.83-84 (24-3); p.96 (13-16)



AA®INPNSBSTPY APLOUNENSESaPY 5 ARNN O AALCDPCB DI L5 A<No
DayPcP®Io® 0a D¢ BPLIcNNTLGE bNLAM® 0f, Sb*LIAa NS INNCH>Eq *IC
bNLAD<E,

NNGSsISe,

D L‘: & Q-/")L"

DAC adcse

A LBCBbAQ D%

002 PLYdcnaS<C bNLAM e ot



Minister of the Environment ;E%r._ i Ministre de I'Environneameant

bl i
DOttawa, Canada K1A 0H3

JAC adc e
Aa M PLE™ AL/LCRCA L

0a 2 PLYcAMLede BNLAYMS ot
NNSebdés 1379

ASHOAS, 0a 2 X0A OHO

cade.™,

Sdytal® NNGBSAS BIAA 18, B c NGeI®JLc B> pa P

PLYC AR bNLAYNC APLed™ oo AS M ANShshC><e AP by
"bd®Ct P SULMC (Delphinapterus leucas) Pon<danyBc®oMne
oYondi ot ACJC BLY.o¢ oYCBC®I Bonda I ¢

ASdZ T, o 2a AS>M, CAL Bdd bNLA Ab¥Se/eanae O™
AccPNyPSda M Shd®Ct P aLAE NNSTILYa Aoda 1 ASdyS<dl.

NNS™CSa, a._sa ASYSNE Bdd bNLAGE S ASSM 0TIt oS¢ ba Cl
ASAAGAR/ LML COPNE Sbd™®D¢ SPe s Ponda st/ M g g,
AARCDSAS Ba DNNINALo Y SC a Pt pothe e e
ADA*a b P®Iot CAYLo. CAL*aBL <L DPANCH B
ASbocnatdat ALACAred™ 5 ba CT Do B BSINE ASdAT NN/ LSa,
ShEALNDo <S> NE Pa ShALNNE® ACShe PEY1E% ShpActLALALC
Batb e, QLo APoS<Pt Babb™ ShBALNNBI% CAS Lo, CALALLS
APLPY B2 ARG S<E QDA QDI DNBNNZLS L BShBNYE/L 24
CL*a DINSNNRCRE AShocnrtdot AL dot ba C bNLM of Ba
Abibd | 2apase bk GSpedasegb, QUL s AdLedn /Ly ot CLO M
BL<ot Codo™L bNLMSE of 4+ e Ch/Lao,

ACHE ASRCPY® pACPPLY® AALSCPS 5o ACBABANLLC ShdCAS
Pl Cho bt>c® \Pe<,

Pa ShoAc oo L Potb®™ AALPYDY® CONNALo Lo 4 Ua i Nat
LibA™No QCRAP* g g P SLAS

R e

Canada




S

CLarSheC®De dbbeds, CALa PLDSLE, bNLAGEE AdctNe >0 Pdd
L=a D% A AYC o PRI QLo AT A< 0NE DL 2C

b/ M4BNCRA/Lo Lo® AlLEb et CHOD5h e Cod oL P sLS ot CAbo
APDALALC ACPRA e bN LYot SPe_la®.

QLT PSP/ BSrat AFL SN L2 a DRI P oson o™ C ot
She AL LT, APLeSALe d<d bY\P bNLAGE S GIBCHM<sheNCH A2
B0 g B/LNE 1,000 Pa 4ONLEa®I%®, CAL*aPLoD N,
BShBENYBALSM Bl 5N Ot Lo a ks ASdASCHa LS, CALS
ShsLYshiN*aJ Pd.o"l ASdA®CEHILa DD o8 ALY DS, Ba. bi>c ® Lt
SbddeD¢ SPe_aLNE birel™® Ao pUCP RNt P da IO, AWl
hedDotN o <NPYDo L D% AN Lat, CAL S &SN

A NALPL ASIA®C P AbY LYo 60 >NNPLYSEIE Coda MLt 1 590,
DL@_5%¢r¢ 954, "pDA%a L CAS 1ML 2002 ShDpN®CRALYo S, Pa s
BShBIBYLY® AL NNS*LoS; CAL*aPa /rybeot C>DPCYot hardlo™y
ShYBa My AL 2002 BoSo M 2 018 (95 >NN Lra b

B oSanceCH 0 NP ad 2 623). Ao, NN ™ AL g SbBrNSre,
AFAaMe A%a o8 DaybLYSeI® QN gt C @ 8% Jae
CLSsULe%Meda 60 >HNPLY®I% Coda *Lt 1 553, PLYQ 5%F¢ 931 A oD+~
(‘BN®LCDaL ASdA®/ <O a0 bt * Wb, BPALR, bava Mo
HA® €A QLo SAS DG Shd™I¢ P LM AT apnabd® ALScnAtde
ba Cl, ba Cl ¢ ShalSNat BShBrassNC <<YAMe Bobb L 2005\036).
by APLCSPALES® QOCRa e Bdd PoSa M Sbb b/
AENELA LT ot P o oSN Po Mo CAL Y CAL®a By
ShEALYShNI N aJ (BNLAGe ¢ ASdATIR=c SN QL 5P/ PLISCE
QLR b Cﬂbr:r cmn,r

2010, www.c rocess e.clm

QAP %n o Moot Sbd®Co® P aLAC PoSa™ ™ o® AcSb% A® ad
Moo <L P LA bNLeSHLIE ShoAchSa™ Mt Acid/ M, Pdd
AP NCEALYE CAL%a “c_ A BLAPYBLot d95a SNNo L <DAa bY.o
Shahid| Jat, A5 3 Ddd P HLAS BoSa Mt LAl JaeCSheCSLC
Shbpa et a S NO%® AL A d e AoPaed L LC,

DQ P PLYCAMIEIE bNLMNE b/ AbdN<a® APANYT™ ot Bdd

BB P OLA P o™ RECda ot bhae ® KB P HLAM fod I
CAL*aBLOKN“ 0, N5PYNGSI%® CLa. B ondshn oSt C°do™L

.13



£ T

"Pe Lot S Po Mgt DPAY BN/ %, M Ag gt ALLbc b
QWYa C 3% oM AL NCRILES AR/ L %/ g ot

[do ™l G5 DB NCBALY of Shidat P oLPasa ™™ a®, P/doc
CL*S DL O She P a Yo BShSCE AL o o sa ASe/ese Abh A

P o%/R-cdo o, L abe® PoSa™ M2 018 (95 >5N: 1 553 NP5 2
623) <D%¢“oNt CAL®aba/Mybedot hadl<as, 2002, a ALLSE 24 >4
ANPC/ L P 8 465. SboAcB*I b M bdo GSPJCR <

P oMM, Pa bede® P oanda ™ot 4t 3 Abe st

P orE <N g M of, Prdoc L a bes BNt 5P| g d5h L of
A3 AMSEa DS ok,

CLOIM APRCD RSP DSg Y ot ShpSt dde PNMYLALC, Pa 956U o
AMLA D APLR® SbeYP o™ Lot A 6 —<¥.0f <%a L5008 P sLof,

P ol oo Lot NdPo SbYPa b Sa™a® 4 ¢ P aLAES B oSsda<qsue
oa 5]l CALD aHa PO bdd QWa A tNt CdebI 5o ddab

ASC BSHeD gt QLo L o GSQUCS (OB A <5SJSh gy, Ll 5cCpst)
L@ < P HLAS ASg<*a P HLC Q5GJCLE CAL D PSP Pea *4Je¢
LGJF (SbaMbo 14 NP5 15 CP0Y), AL AFSa My b < o
ASASAPNAL SPORLAL Nardo Aa b CAL Y Ac BYUN<o.

APLPPLYAL Pa DAY QLTRSS Pdd b\ SboAc Lo LC Babbil
AL BShPEPANC AShoycnrbdt ALACAbdE ba CT rLeb*C. Cd=_ 1
CL%a. Sh.oNPasl SbEALcPa ™ Mg S APLY® CLAG® Shb>phdl da®
DA Pat, AZPNBSL QLML SboAcBPNNa® B o< dad* N LLC
Shd®CAL P SLAC PYULSIL aShSg<qeLLE d< CLEPSYL S NgseDe
ShphS e Ao ShEALeSNCRo<DSo 2. CALALLS, AlLc P2,
PIRETCS pa P BPLICANEI bOLMC AfLe<dn S e PeLY M,
L bedor 4™ CS NNG®CRILN= M AYBSBCA BN 5N dd bt >~
NP _3LAS Shd®CAS Lbad BSbedLa™L Ac™L 1 Cdo™L BL¢
DUCP I 0t P_on da eI %I ASdySgrL, DPAL dd bNLa¢
APLM NS o 4L AlLo<dndLyS <L o Pyecselsey gt
APLcPro<dSLC CAbo BNLAC P bNLCRNE, JPALLECH [>dd
bNLr Do dod*Dt AlLcdn ™ot Ao<d*o P3¢ Sdcc (10)
AZAPILNOd CA%a bNLaNe,

-



i e

ShoDAYQ S BLYE AYDYn AShBNCRRaG oSN oMt QCJ¢ BL<C

B _os P AdS T ot Ay dSbPa I ASdySIdhl, Bdd bNLAGLS
bSO\ ASIAGAN<Ib g n d5b™CHLE Qord DG LC Sdet (10) 4G J°
ShaLIAYA b3t BPAP AP Db G LE h el oS¢ DL QUSRS gt
Abedre, A5 5, ShbpLePY oCo® SbPpreCEe*a®Ia® a“cdvo DA a ™
AYLLa<Ro CLAR O Q/psgfegt BLe 52aC sheYbo Mgt AdLa® BLE
CAbg B> € 5B, A9 PCLY D¢ ACSJ APaSa Lot ShoW o™l
A<l 3¢ BNLAGEE ASdAS®/b*ad oM Shahe/b o Sd oM CAbo

She S Shd® D Pe_ LA CAba <ISGUI 2014. CALD, P20 Na
ShALNNECEYaE, biéd b JNe Bdd boSo ™Mt Sbd™®I¢ P SLAS
Bondastd N egiPegt, bdd DL AN ABCRLY S

APy <dsh® I Ia s aNe ALY 1 CAD™L ABPYSId,

gY@ CLa b L <bAP%a %I5hCNod NPENaAsd
shrLBeLseNCEat A4CJE <PSbNPJNTALY NS LeN<aio <L ASN<SoNe
ATHNCETN® ot B Ig M ob, Ponda I o a® <L 3
OB cSas gt PLLYCACo 0P oa PNy PN ot 4L >
NS ALDY A Qb g M o g SeN¢ o da ®Da ¢ oIt
ABSSEd Lo, CAL S Cod<b CLST 0o 2t 0a CRPNE M MPNM QL
0O 0f oSNt ASdySe<s® Ac sb®I¢ AfcCsab oNe

B¢ 35t/ aNE G-l APLcPA<deCndsh®I¢ Ade oNe Gl
pr@ssdl e 5Ne, Bdd AD®NCHa ™M LetNdndsbsed pRJC

A SBNPINNALYNa® Cledd BN ot CLA® 0¢ 4vAP%a DL 55NN,
T P<CEShNNALYeh DSPLLY®IC ShoAc L LA bNLSbNMon Y2 ActYo®
<5 BShSeNPJNF AN bdd <PAP @ I<¢,

T ALY, bl SPrSRsbNMShiCia49¢C 4l Ab<SbNMaC
JANMBANY 3C 0a 2T PLYc A EdE bNLAY=5, 4N b NS <di>d,
[>% ;

o C L2 <P P.C., M'P.

CG Lat A< To™C LAR /4, P.C., M.P.



0a2>T DLIcaPNdC bOLAYC
Nunavunmi Anngutighatigut Aulapkaijitkut Katimajiat
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board

ASLCAco™® >PLdSo? 4NN o AONCPo*MC AoAC bBALeIBANC LS bBEANNOLLAC
Tammagtailinahuarniriit anngutighat atughugit Inuit qaujimajatugangillu ilihimaniillu ilitquhiannin
Conserving wildlife through the application of Inuit Qaujimajatugangit and scientific knowledge

A‘nce 29, 2011

Ao D% AC P

Mo (S dQNeARe

e A~G® LNA

10 >de™C" Dnd®, 28 aN™
LN, dA<E

K1A 0H3

MC Pa*LA:

A"d: BLIYBtboSo S s PN <™ AALPPNME Ddd
0027 BLIcaM<N4C bLRYS ALPC AALPLS NNS DoM< No*SAD<
Aosdo BdCC P SLAS ALAD U B onda Dl D BLYC 4CJC AL o¢
ICa D0 Le~lNg

1. DPLeAMNCC P AALDINMS

>R L 24, 2011, 0a>T BLLcAMNAS BALMC (BLdcnM LA B e
bNLA) bNLeDLC Abs o bLMF%rhadN Ctdd BOAA 18, 2010 NNSHL <o
AALeDANMot AP AALPSS NNSCa™ NohADS Asdo bd'CE PeSLAS
ALADSMC B onda Dl D¢ DL A0S ALY 9Ca OO0 Ll g
(4CaDIOenbAd), AL PN PY R AL AP ALPSS
NNSCDa S LeDd Ac™ 5321 Bdd 03T oa 9o/ 4B

(00 INCNY, DLeAMNAS DadbePLC LIS bthoo T AALP S PAATCAS
NFAn 6, 2010 NNSPLE APNNME QMPoSP0 o8 bALSE APQ=UDL
APLeDANMat, PSS DARICIDNE bLIEBtbo'c 1, BL~NenM~4C

APLD DD APLAPL5d ACbA 4™ PD® AALDPINME <PLaf

NNS o No" ™A Asdo BdC P 5LAS ALAD M B _sada Dl D BLC,

bALAC DD 4B U M al™ PYACDC o A Lo 46Ca D en 43¢
No"PAD< Asdo BdCC P LAS, s doPdLDC Acof (i) doo
aaArbNot AL AL 4Re Tt AALT o DBa o (<
NNSPLIS AN Lo (i) ansaAPPLE APNNAMC Pt AL DANI o,

2. NSNYMC Mo "< A 0T o Al PLEeAMNC PHYINC

NNSPLYE dc'o aAGPNC Mo (el APINMS 4o of, Do
PUCHD BLEcARNLC PN oo,

1. oM Anbrcart boAcsa ot Potb i c (>otbe) I*LABDLC allo<ot
DA o INNo* CAbo AZASBPNTLMS APb o™ DNGERE D hsCae
Pdd AcA'dA™¢ ALTPDCenArS (AL‘rDCrr\.fc) CAbo & NPT bLo
Ab<DLLC 4" »PNot Pdd oMcAnbrart asa AYINY ot CALALS
AALeDPC PNNJIL S Cdd Pesben< oM Anbendof PB4 ®.

B>ALoNC

NNed<r 1379 Titiggap Turaarvia 1379 Box 1379
A% SAS,  0a.>C XDA OHO Igaluit, NU X0A 0HO Igaluit, NU X0A OHO

>she >N*L: (867) 975-7300 Hivajaut: (867) 975-7300 Telephone: (867) 975-7300

~b<Dvd<: (867) 975-7320 Kajumiktukkut: (867) 975-7320 Fax: (867) 975-7320



PLNeAM NG PRI BALRS 4B ALY DothS ACHLC &'los<ot
DA% o bOANNLAc® INGKet NPOJ 2004. a'lo<C DA AC
BEMNNLAe? INERE Qo Dotbo AN ACHDC boA“_5>deSo-C

D PLC aSAINMo'ot CAbo 1999, 4P o ACHDo* DNGNE Dobae
qu_DCrn.F‘: D PT NN*bot CAL™™LC 1999 aSNAJNMo'eb, Al
o™ & RNAYB PG HALE CAbo <ADLJN 2009, ALTPCennc D‘bc_bgc
CAbo- DD 6. NPT ALt obpLC <DA°'Q.D’C"'7°'°"PP<1"‘PC bNL> o¢
NP** oo 2011. DLan}‘\'dc BOMLS QLM OLADLAM ALY
NNSC>ILo* 0% AALDPC BLNC Ldd AorS IS At 5 Ac®drs
ALAPNCE Ao® 0% anblPDHLS D" ADAIM 1lot d'SJo® ADBD <ot
aSNAJNM oot bNLA AAL SJNP»*Lc PP CDr>* LI 1M bDrLob ¢
AL® )‘)"Lr\.c o>P-C @ NAboo T A 4GJ PSLJC BBbEdC

A NYD< DA PP PYMIC PLYAP NS bl o
AALEDPNT ot

oM AN enrS, PLYeANNE A [o"C AbL%aN® ALAMG%ILC

D MLABbA SN A%h?ﬂrmcr"’ A <1°Co.‘)|_c—‘a°"r’c No ' rAD>< Asdo
Bd'CC P SLAC LN LoKot DA ‘s® BPPNNLAS BDMLo o,
oac¢ bbrLoM ot 4o 0a b*bied¢ AD’r"TJC BOrLoM ot (A0AC
BOALEDBYY.  allo<C A A bOANNLAC ‘bDPLo-"LPC do>¢ CAbo
A NPT D*"™UABPLC aNAJNMM oS CAbo 1999, &l o5<¢ DA AS
e BERLoMC s AoA® BPALEDDBMC I LAB PLC CILN<et
Cd5DRDot I*MA"ot AorL**c* bNPL<c® BORILE M et CPdd
Ac<C AALPYDPAES DR IYY L 50 o€ AALcPPNob-APAAN o
BOPLAL LM AeVa o ™ AL Ae<dnar PP a o™ a 5a " JNE Do

CAL® a saAXPLo\DLLC 9o, PLEAP N 4MHCD=OC ALY
Prrrbb o d ¢ ALTDPCenr (Abo a.c NPT AbIDMNO% G dPNot
oAb enr ana APYINMS (Lo PPe® AbNDD® ALapi™e ALG
ACHDC A R PLLC CLAHADet (Lo 20 4'Sdo (APdbCio o
1980¢ LD 20021, <L AL® Do AAFYLE Asdo No'rADS
Bd*C¢ P LA 2002 A AN DO 1,0000b.  AoAS B>ALEIBMC
aoa ™A - Ab¥DCE B 58 bdPLo M oS¢ - aaAPb T~ AL®
Bd°CC P HLAC CAL*™ME M AP 40 'LC (Lo 9 <'SJo CAL**Lo.

oM AN eArt BBRLPOC ALAIATa A dbSLE qrﬂa*qkb_zﬂ" 4>Pot
B¢ P OLA® Asdo No™ADS ALt a_sa* NS d%a No-b
AHLP%DLD‘)LJQC c"‘Jc"‘r’n.h.—n.P“c AFA DD ALY ACHDC AbMPNJS,
al M of L A AP o¢ NN®bC N endPDILC PP La D4C
AALPSTY ALY %dCC P SLAS No"DAD< A_sdo AP, 4 PHDLNE
ACRDE

PLNAANIC PPN DLAcAM A BodA™a® 4B o (D«
oA PN oY nbcnrt boA—*LJN™ 0S Prde, (L*a

b oA LJNME a ADM™ DBB(BDD® AFAPD 5o Potbol, <dl_s AChSo
asaACo® asa™ "INt (L a AFAPHIS D™ AD o HFCCD"’, I i -
aAarPN™, DBSPL DI > o-*b¢ a e AP ot AL* <4bPNJC QL
"d/\LPA';'DﬂC A9 D a5 "IN R b= PLLC ACHSHSL e

M Acat APt bd'Co® P sliot AP N rAD< Asdo.



AR oA LM ACH b AoAC BBPLEIBDM ™ 6% a_sa ** NS

o a ASPC 'drﬁc""\cr" dA>Po* Peolioc® No"BADS Asde Dobbe POS

NPT <D dWUaNof AL bPMLoc*of (ALAS AcASDL<C

©0a *bN*M* ¢ NIMdAd™ ' ANt AoA® BBMLEIDY o))  AcBDre Ddd
oM A cAne aaAVYJIN Mot AL DA AC BBANNLAe® NGNS

>SS LLC /\C"l:fL"‘[.;c <1rHc-“\cr" d>rPot bd'Co® PesLiat

P PPLOst (Lo b ¥SAAL, DL‘z'_t.—n_F‘{dc B P>C A oAC

BOALEIBMC DHIPRC & NPT L*a Ac<and™C <L

Ae<A"D P a N,

3. *SPR Do boA LS 0t APATYLYS, oM Arbrennt Db PiDC
DN ACHDet TERDRJINC VL NP PN Do ascDLJH™
ACHKE,  (L*a aosebldf d48* o(Xo'iot ACHDot
MNDRINSYPIRPINoS AALPEDLS, NopAD<S Asdo BdCE P HLAS -
AoANT D 51,0000 APASPLYC - bePIA*a LS dCa S0
AChP* &G A ™M C,

BLNeAMNIT PPHENY: BNLRS A= o CUS Bdo™l, A*<NHON®

(2) PrE>NCH ACHNCLS o AN ARt boA—JIN M o¢ A= LS,
oY PnbentS PMPofC bLI Y s L (4MPSCdLC
Dda"MC oM nbrenrt CAbe Anc 2010) BPBYLLC DPdo™ A<
DB ACHDo MRPRINS <P R PNLeDot  "(ALe
ACHDC GACRC Dd IR PR As%ale Yo Codd
AoAR - HKBLNOC PN 6o

(b) DRo LADL® 31 Dotbo, oMU Anbenit detbA<C ARG, "ACH<
P I Cor ot P C APAFLN?"  bNLMGC CAL
PPPADt PBDC, " oM Anreanrt (4 aClo, AChH=M O
AR DDDDALDBLMS MRDPRINe® A< ot PN &S
No"»APD< Asdo BdCo® P slict.

(c) CALA*o™ o5, MRPRYe®* DD o™ o APAYLYS ACHDo,

ok'\Jr".rJr\.h.—n.n‘-‘c D P>C 19990 ACHDet MRPRING* ALNP 1,547,
CAL* NNSSCBLILS PLo LADL® 24 Botbo.  bNLMGES D P e)d
MRPRJINGt AoAN*oho® PNMEDS, DS s - [T ( CALAALHLE -
4P Ko* a0 M INoS PP <ot (48 oM A S
PPt/ A BHBPC bR LADL® 31 Dotbor  "BGPo ¥ A4 L
923 (60% x 1547)" a0 NS P=*< MN\PNJNe ALNC 1,547
ALADPD* 1,187-1,970.°

(d) LctIPe CddnA™a AC bLIPD NS oMl enht M botho
MRDPROPS BPPo™ ¢ AATLR - s DO ALTBCenhe

'ac NPT bNLI~NNMES, LADLS 61, ™ 16-20; LAIL® 69, a.c=*M"¢ 9-18; LADL® 74-75,
ac ¢ 10-2; LADL® 79, ™ 15-22; LADL® 93, e 5-14; LADL® 97, a.c*P< 3-6 4L_> 9-16:
LADL® 113-114, ™€ 23-2; LADL® 158-159, e ¢ 17-18; LADIL® 163, a.c®MC 5-20; LADL®
164-165, . 16-5; LADL® 178-179, a.c™'C 8-4; LADIL® 185, a.c™C 5-16; dL> LADL® 186,
ac™ ' 18-22.
' oYt enrC PPN LIPS s Ll (Ane 2010), L<ADL® 17,

P oA o Datbt (Dethe), LADL® 24,



oo <E ACHDo® TRDNINME N pAD< Asde bdCot P LSo® -
PPaD* AL PP APATYLY (AlLo Asdec DD bdd 1,176
O¥LArLSre Prebbb™ePNC AXSCC A*bbL<ot o NAJNS  60% x 1960)
DM 1,210 O™WArLre PN ACHDE boAc™ oo  60% x
2,018).

ALADS® Ac5MC Cdd ACHDob MRDPRINE A M of - drer ™o A
FRDAJNC (2,018) A*NNBLEC boA™ 5o 0t ACHDC 20024 (Lo
9 dSdo CAL™o®, AoA® BPRLEIBMC o 50 ™ UAC - Ab<DSCC

B 58 BERLoM ot ~ o sa APSE ALF BICE Pe sLAS CAL>% ¢

Ar AP =P’

4. NROONE PALPLEE 5o ™ PINS P DDA NN®LS, bdSCS
P SLAC AP PCo™MC A-La D™t ODPYDI MO da ' sd SN
ALaPS™ AoAN"R°PNMC  PoadarNS CdoM IPPLEAa DM LLC
ALAb LN S TRDRNINC e AP AHADM™ M A< do- o, %o
ACHDIC ALNM 2,018 (95% a5 **MJAS 1,553 B 2,623) <D<
Bayesian DO, 2002, ALA“>ALLC 24% MSBRJIAC BBALa O
AT A ALNP 8465. boAc<b << ADPLPLSAL N b oA 5o
ACHS, b4 dCaio™ ¢ C'RNA%a® AL 4N AbAN“—b e <<,
PASNCPAL SN ADPALRC™ o Al Do T o8

BLNeAM NI PPN BPLIcANRAC 4P [evC ¢ bdd
APl

() A Ao® Pa RPN LM d¥a AL Do LM< 1868 D™, 1939
AoAN"J> PLC ACHAL™Do? AoAN DI 1,0000* P sLE°

(b) PHLC ALTDCenlS, ACHDC MRDRCD DI LPONS Ha o AS
AP QBN 5N 1980¢ - <L NPBN"LNP 2,018.1¢ 20021, ACHDe
BMIA™@® PN S e I6CIe BPSY 5,926 D*LAP-MC Cdd
ALTDCeniC & NAINYS, ACHPL™O* AbAN"<“—PNo* ACHD ¢
ALNP 25 446J¢ - ALAS e, AL“>dbe 500% dIAP°<“c*PL~¢ CAIM
20021 A, DL™E 2002, ACHDC Lo PDC 34% DBNNMPL<C
DSDJ 5,926 P 5LAS

(©) LedA e ’sd AZDo™C 20000 aNAJNGt DAL Aa Nt asa ** IS
ALAc—S"L&‘ ACHDC CAL™™C A AP a D 9 4GJo* CAL*™MC
2002.

NI ot PRI PothS ArE NoPAL<S Asdo B P SLAT ALTPBCon€
BERNTLAS DPBBYRIENYC BPatb < 2005 {SAP] N 10 P<€o &N ¢ <ACHBNS,
LADL® 5

5an’~£nFo-< LAL® 24, ac 7-8 4L 24-25; LAL™ 30, a.c. 24-25: LAL® 46, o 1-3; LAL® 50,
ad 20-22; LAL® 78, o 9-21; LAL®™ 104-105, o 25-2: LAL® 106, a.c. 9-10; L*AL® 108, a.c_
4-8; LAL®* 109, ac. 23-24; L AL® 120, ac. 20 -23; LEAL® 127, e 17-19; LAL® 144, a.é 18-20:;
<L LAL® 160, ac. 15-25; D otbS LAL® 32; SAP. LAL® 5-6.

6D-cr"b‘ L<AL® .24,

SAP L<AL* 2 4L 5.

sbﬂL"QﬂFc’r‘, LAL® 24, 0 ¢ 7-8 4L 24-25; L<AL® 30, aad. 24-25; LAL® 46, ac. 1-3; L<AL® .50
ad 20-22; LAL® 78, ad 9-21; LAL™ 104-105, aco 25-2; p.106, e 9-10; L°AL® 108, ac_ 4-8;

3



(d) ACHDC ALAMOC TP al™ o™ BLLMC, AAN < 5N*
ey O e

(&) ACHDIC O™ D¢ AbANDINE bNODM ACHDE boA“ 5o AL
AoAN "R Lo 10

() ACH™PO* AALa D oMLeAdMC L e 4%a AC> <€ o > oC !

(g) PL™™MC 2002, BPPo ¢ ANPATLNS ACHDo dd o™ éc DO Ddd 1,176
4L 1,210.

(h) CALc > (PLN® 49a Ao Ao o¢ Ab<e BPOL5A® Ac
AoAN" P> NG PRI Pabrb RPN LM ALDC a2 C ACHDC
A<N“S5J 1800¢ <tL_s APLHCN“_5J 1900, ™o ACDo>1<
WP B>LRD CAL*™MC 198002 il " *a IYa AP COC
boA ST NoPALS Ao <I<NDC I¥Ya S PN C—do- '3

oM Al enrt CALY AALTRS "La AXNC (41 20037) ALAYS<C
0 YL

5.0 ARNM5sd POIMDSeMC dde A, A Aot-4'Sda® o c PCCia- <
ERLNIE D=MAD SN PILDIPMC o AC BdCC P HLAS, (L
LRrPLS DCJQCDLQC Al Ao odCo® P HLBPDe P SR, faAC
PSP MO AGJCLE At A DHILLC ddaDo-NI 6Jre (AL>dbet
14 DM 15 (*Pot).  d<aPdD%* bDALADAA™ AL® P sle® No-dgO®
A"a DS ALACMIPAM déaal-PO At dASKAS

PL~NcAMSC PEENNY: BNLES QBB <E [onC_IC ALY P SLAS fa AS
A DBAYLC DPPaDoN™ QG - PothS PPl <C AL 54l b 128
D, 14.5 (*Pot®  PPdo, ddabo™C A“c PbicC dtbP (B> L)%
AMAot- dLﬁJo-“ PIMSCGALLLAMC CALE DBLC BONNNLAS  Acb
A%nﬂ)*ﬂb_':d% OOALALTT P sLe® NodeO® ATa D¢ ALADP™M,
daal-PIMUAL dAKAL DLYeANNAS q 5> O AL" BOALALAC AoAC
P SLiodNS 4L %DPLo-c—C 45 "H € Al C&L" BProTE bNLAC
PO A<D Al Ac~dabDe? e OS a__':o_"'q‘r'-Jﬂc N R A CdQCC“‘PC
<o dWa AN s BOALo-¢ Lo ot Peolioct dAK o
PesbSo® L5 AnbCo.'® CALA“G""'L.D DLYeAM NS AALDC AL
P oLAC IDHPBLOC No"BPADC Asdo PIMPP e A 4™ P T Dosh*
AM Aot Q9o

LAL® 109, & 23-24; LXAL® 120, a.é. 20-23; LAL® 127, ac. 17-19; LAL® 144, . 18-20: <L
LAL® 160, a.é. 15-25; Do*bS, LAL® 32: SAP. L<AL* 5-6.

"BathS, LAL® 32,

0 b, LAL® 32.

b o-the, LAL® 32.

2B othe, LAL® 32.

" SAP, p.7.

"B othe, LAL® 32.

5 b othe, LAL® 11,

“BNL*YNMe, LAL® 51, aé 19-22; LAL® 51-52 (ALTDCen9), aee 25-2; LAL® 58-59, o 25-
11; LAL® 64, aé 8-24: L<ALS 79, ac. 8-9;L°AL* 169-170, e 12-6; 4L LAL®* 171, ac. 8-21.



2

AR DLeAM NS P AAL DN o

@ 5a A'CE ANNMC DLNeAMNAS PY K™ AALEDYINT o DIAvDE

1.

o"cDA*a® 5 Ll AN oMY nbenhS a 5o AdPOre BL

ALAD M "Poada D =D & 1LMILC ATRNP LM Mo ™ADS Asdo

BdCC P LA (dd Ll ALAOS

(A) AoAN"R°=LC NN BPDo™C APA LS

(B) TPILE BPILMS Al [P € Do DL S 4P r (Do

(€) AANILC L AoAN R4 5Nt BPPo P APAFL

(D) ALANDHLC PR APRNDOIN bNOMS ACHDC (AoAN"o-KAS
L000o* APASLY); <t

(E) &SPPactds Pripyel

Qo Dc‘bibcr, oM AN ARt A ACDDC AL Ll A, B, C 4L E
Db ™ MLC Cdo™ ACHDoC - <L Padd® Lol® D <OLE
PAaSo bNOMS Do APAYYLYS AALPYDLLC Lordare 9288
PP oCURAT ACHDo® TRBRIAC A b5CC ALTBCnit CAbo
& NPT, dLo PUMI CALKNA*aY<4* bLIFHDINE Ddd

SN A ARt D et Dotbo MADRINS BDLLMC APA LS
ACHDo, Codd ahPAC - BPLC 2002 - dd o*Le DDC Bdd 1,176
(60% x 1960) <L 1,210 (60% x 2,018).

AR>SO AL AbAN R —PNMC oA S5 NooDADS
Asdo BdCC P SULAS Pabr>\PCDC 5Nt Ao A*Ch e ol o€,

o%baDPL< 72 AGJC dodNTSPS A CPLNE d%a AACH € o-C
Ao ot Ao < e (PP g P AoA® dMa Ao €
PIRASDIADNt AP (B D AL 5Lt 30 <'Sdot.

4 oMo AP<bCo™LC 1980¢ <L 2002, No"™AP< Asdo bdCC
P SLAS AMAPK e PO AL ALt 500% (44<PO¢ Hd™ac AS B,
2,018), 4L Ab%a e 5a*JNC ALACWSE M A< o™ bI/<C
i) I

ALTDCAr® 4o a 5aAYPLeDC ALt Lo d9Ya > oC
Pec=™C q<*JCPLLC No"»AD< Asdo BdCC P 5LAC NPPNL—d-5NE
ﬂ‘ﬂrﬂCDLqu P o¢ IGCIC ALNE 5926, AL oM Anbends
A<D ALY ALRE a4 oM<= LLC. drqJ¢

Pt AP 'C ACH™™O%* o 50 ** I ALLADNT DL<doM ™ o¢

4OA et Cdo*l ACHDe !

BPL™MC 2002, No"™ AP A sdo BdCC P HLAS ALAT 54 DD 34%
PNSINCS LA M o I,

T oY b en A PP LI A Ll (A‘ne 2010), LAL* 8-10 (a>a AbDC

2)
18 b‘

. LAL® 32

9 bbb, LAL® 26.




4. A-ARNC

P ™M ao T DYLANCD o As%a Nt AAQINS Al asa*PJAS
DPLNeAMNLC AALDYLDC AMPLal NN o™ No"r AP Asde Bd5CC
P LAS ALADSPC B 5adadl =D BLY,  NPPNLNE PSS AALDrPES
bNLME BPROYADN bLLE b DD [P APINM ot QM- oF
APLMD AALPPNMat, 4l 4D 5Nt Ac_°“r'°' b DBID ot AD®,
bNL»¢ AP 4H 5 dxrﬁbCD"_)nb Ab%albe M ot oYU' Anbrenrt 4L
L‘rDCrn_P‘c dor* o CAbo 6 NYa® bLMPN LY. PN S<Me SPrps_sre,
Prdo, PLYcAPNAC PP DD Pdd Ao o <UL QL s )
AP P a DN ALTPCnrt oCWRAS a5a* NINMC A AP rae
ACHD AALPY DA™ e PDo® CAbo 1999 MRPRY (o DSCHC "'Jr‘/n.'?rn?c;
oM A enrt LM Gl bLJIPC BBALAION® ALALL S (odd bdsce
P SLAS ACHSDC Dgado_‘)rrnqq'f"c' A" asa ™TJNME CAL™MC ACHHD®
A A< o SDrs; 4l ALTPCaArS aona AYJINMS ALY Lo 6% —dale
Lo AP L™ A" ID o 'LC ACHDC barP N PN Ao C,

PLNAMNAS Ab<IDDC CALMS BOALIDLARNS? AL bAMN Tt No"PADS
Aosdo %d'Co® Peolic®, AAIAID> 5o ALY ACHDC boA™ b oALMC <L
NPPNJ*a DNt PANTNCOLACT " 0 DG Co% LU Ab<P(D> 54D DL <
BOPNNLAS AL AoAS BPLEIBMC BDAND LN bDRLALbo Y
ACHLMC/CLSLMC AP Bd°CC P LA DEPBLOC N pADS Ao,
Lo (L% POUDIoC dd A" NoPADS Asdo ACHDC AL dP©
vd'C¢ P HLAC ACHDC (Lo

DL<ndi<d4e CAL o PP P K™ AALDPNMot A0S, MC Mo,
LD 0a9NGRAS Ac™ 5321 4L bbiPLel 3.16 b<o {7/7“’6‘
IPPLBNIIIC PRI~ o sa Ay CPoC ACHESNADS b >n a0 G

0 YU—n bt BLNC ACUS 0037 0a INCo I ALBNHIC <AL NNSCPo€
BLNC 4€Ca D¢ 4CU PL~5E 4Ca D D06 Ll NI

b oJAa® dAPINNDBPAC DR 5 6C Ar'i__uJﬂ‘bPA‘ AP Ddd AALDPAC
PR APRDRC Do ¢ DPLNAPRAS AN bDPbie- <Dt bNLAS,

Bt el
LA :\’ g '.'“Z"J {
B fpr
ACHQDC""‘ P<Lo
002 PLEcAm<dC bALd ¢

Ac_P._—l?HLQC: ‘
(1) POAn 18, 2010 APLTAMDT™ DLRAM RS AALSDPNAC NN*LS, <l
(i1)) NP*An. 6, 2010 PP *<NS NN®=b S [ CD<

ABC®  Ace<aD® D WA P.C., MP.



k .
Minister of the Environment é Ministre de ’'Environnement

Mﬁ?«g :
Ottawa, Canada K1A OH3 /
|

P<t <jb<® !
ALYRPDCSe

a2 DLIC AN bNLAIMNC
MNENSbP4¢ 1379

ASbOAS, 0a2C XO0A OHO

<Jb<Rv |
"
doeal™® NNGPCNE Lodn 27 <L <ANC 29 Ac B%®Ch, AZ<N5bsIc
D>dd INSb*NCBo ™M <Ja pCP<L*a M HNe AP b*(Sb A b |
Sbd®CAS Pc__SUAC DB on<a Dl —SoMeob (CJ DL >_3r1<lo_qbl)rc-$bDC
O%JCPH I NSy S<I<™L.

BIAPL DI 0a P BLICA NPT bALANC CAL Q. CA%QDMC
ArLc<n/LENe MR asa Nt INSbSoCSdalt oUCHe®I .08 Do,
DLIC NNGPYLYD 1 ChRa ASELSAr. Do AACSNLNNyS AAL <o
ASJ NNSHLLE IPZSHNPINT.0¢ o cSbA NN <o <o

0> OAC®D 08, > on<da®I eI ot A5 oWCDNALAAYOS BLYo
ACJC 0a 2T 0a CPNE IPN*NNJE <Ly NNS®CBSNe 0%

> 5<da®IF®IC BLY N ICUS BLIC B>y o b csbIc
ASISSL. B CCB® APCEN® PNS ALLdn L <5% 08 CLd,
> 0ST™M® 0 Sbd®CAC P HUAL, ILPaSa<ISLC H< < oNe /D |
ARECINCHT%IC bGP I DSBS 5Ne Cod.o™L LS .o

bALA e o€, :

PU ™ Acno<d®C>¢ Pa. NNG®C>o™ ASLPLYS DcSdyDase AL‘T‘L; 1
C'Ro ba.C LPC DNLANE, Ao <ISLEC 30 D5 AocLS

o P\ b oNe. dYMRY bNLrAC ArLcedn N D>*DC A<No® <l'-L_7
So>ra Yo dPCH b oA MLMEC PR/ >N o
DD Do To Cedo*L Lo bNLroC Ddd Lo bﬂL> re

A2

Canadi

: EcoLoge" Paper - Paguer Ecologo”
3

e
o 4o,

G o
S 3
. %
H 2
kY N
%, £

"'~. qwo®



_2_
P DN AlLe<™LE NSPNCHod®I% Ac ™, 2 ba Ch< |
INUANSIN o ba C LAC, {
APTNDL Da AD%CHa™L NNG®ZLLC IPSbNNJINSN G ADL™
Ab<INLLAED%® CLOIM SALSBNAJINNENKS SN ASYSedse QL5 4P N¢C
OSBRI dSa™M 0. APANNL® 5 CLIIM NNGSILYof
<LeAPQSHECH®IC, ALLN DN PRSI Dy AbndPleNEN AL %<
CLDI™ NNS®ZLL 0t DPYSHNNJINCN0E ADeNCD>HNE PYecST®
APPNPo<®eCeN0f LRLISbPdo Na <t CALALLS D“b“bﬂqbqo%l“bDC
bNLA 0f AALPN®IGAb o™t

oA N aLe>r.

P/ |

e Y7

Fo™C AC PS, AX., To™C

CG™Ma AS® PN QPADC, > b*AeN, Mo™C |




0a 2T DLdcaPNAC bNLMC
Nunavunmi Anngutighatigut Aulapkaijitkut Katimajiat
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Tammagtailinahuarniriit anngutighat atughugit Inuit gaujimajatugangillu ilihimaniillu ilitquhiannin
Conserving wildlife through the application of Inuit Qaujimajatugangit and scientific knowledge

October 18" 2010

The Hon. Jim Prentice The Hon. Gail Shea

Minister of Environment Minister of Fisheries and Oceans
House of Commons 15" Floor, Centennial Tower
Ottawa, Ontario Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0AB K1A OE6

Re: NWMB Decision on the Proposed Federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) listing of the
Cumberiand Sound Beluga Population as a Threatened Species

Dear Minister Prentice and Shea:

The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB or Board) conducted a public consideration of
the proposed listing of the Cumberland Sound Beluga population as a “threatened” species
under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) in Pangnirtung from June 22™ to June 23", 2010.
In attendance as parties at the hearing were representatives from Fisheries and Oceans
Canada (DFO), Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI), the Qikigtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB),
the Pangnirtung Hunters and Trappers Organization (HTO) and Pangnirtung Elders.

All the submissions received and considered at the NWMB's public hearing are publicly
available for download from the NWMB's website (www.nwmb.com); the NWMB also has a full
transcript of the public hearing available upon request.

On June 24", 2010, the NWMB held a decision-making session at which the Board carefully
considered all of the arguments and evidence presented at the public hearing. After having
taken into careful account the reliability and persuasiveness of all of the arguments and
evidence, the NWMB made the following decision pursuant to Section 5.3.17 of the Nunavut
Land Claims Agreement (NLCA) and Step 3.14 of the Memorandum of Understanding to
Harmonize the Designation of Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species Under the Nunavut
Land Claims Agreement and the Listing of Wildlife Species at Risk under the Species at Risk
Act (MOU):

"RESOLVED that the NWMB not approve the listing of the Cumberland Sound beluga
population as a threatened species under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA)”

The NWMB apologizes for not complying with the agreed deadline timeline of October 4™, 2010
for the provision of the NWMB’s decision as per Step 3.14 of the MOU as set out in its March
19" 2010 letter. Due to the complexity and nature of the decision the NWMB experienced
complications in finalizing its decision letter prior to the October 4", 2010 deadline. The NWMB
will make a greater effort in the future in complying with mutually agreeable deadlines by both
the NWMB and the Minister.

The proposed listing of a wildlife species as being “at risk” does not directly engage S 5.3.3 of
the NLCA, as it does not involve a limitation ore restriction on Inuit harvesting. Accordingly, in
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making its decision whether or not to approve the listing of the Cumberland Sound beluga
population as a threatened species under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA), the NWMB
needed to only consider whether it has been established through reliable and persuasive
arguments and evidence that the risk status for the Cumberland Sound beluga population
probably satisfies the SARA definition of “threatened”.

When the NWMB makes decisions it is essential that those decisions are supported by the “best
available” information. When considering the evidence provided by Environment Canada, the
NWMB was concerned that it was not provided with the best available information at that time,
as the COSEWIC report was written six years ago and was based on an aerial survey that was
eleven years old (1999).

The NWMB's concern was emphasized through the following response from a DFO
representative at the public hearing upon questioning by the NWMB:

“...the assessment was done in 2004 by COSEWIC, and after that DFO has produced
some additional information, further analysis, so that’s why there are some differences
because the information gets better...we do have more information since the original
assessment, so that's why there are some differences.” (Public Hearing Transcript (PHT)
p.49 (lines 16-24)’

The arguments and evidence provided to the NWMB during its public consideration process
demonstrated the uncertainty surrounding the general delineation of beluga populations,
including the possibility of other populations in the Cumberland Sound area. The COSEWIC
report identifies the possibility that more than one population may summer in Cumberland
Sound.? In addition, the NWMB heard at its public hearing from Inuit Elders and Inuit
representatives that there existed at least two separate populations in Cumberland Sound, as
supported by the following statement from a Pangnirtung Elder:

“...I've seen different populations, different kinds of population of beluga that were in
there. | go down to the southern side of the Cumberland Sound, and the ones that are in
the southern part of Cumberiand Sound are not from the Cumberland Sound
population...” (PHT p.79 (15-21))°

The COSEWIC report identifies the Cumberland Sound population meeting criteria D (as per
COSEWIC’s quantitative assessment criteria) for threatened (<1000 mature individuals)*, and
based on the population estimates submitted to the NWMB during its public hearing the
Cumberland Sound beluga population does not appear to meet this criteria based on the most
current information provided to the NWMB. The COSEWIC report specifies that based on
surveys conducted in 1999 the estimated size of the Cumberland Sound population was 1,547
(95% Cl =1,187-1,970).° As specified in the COSEWIC report based on this population estimate
the number of mature individuals would be 928 thereby meeting the criteria for threatened.

' See also PHT p. 71-72 (26-4), in which DFO indicated that it recently conducted an aerial survey and
that results would be available in early 2011.

? COSEWIC 2004. COSEWIC assessment and update status report on the beluga whale Delphinapterus
leucas in Canada. Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada. Ottawa. p.18.

° See also from PHT p.61 (18-20), p.69 (11-14), p.74 (14-20), p.93 (5-11), p.163 (5-21), p.178 (11-16);
and COSEWIC report p.18 which identifies Inuit recognition of three “types of belugas’.

* COSEWIC 2004. p.32.

° COSEWIC 2004. p. 24



However, the NWMB was also provided with a revised population estimate based on dive data
analysis, which estimated the population at 1,960 (90% Cl =1,590-2,409)° and a further updated
estimate from 2002, based on analysis of population dynamics, of 2,018 individuals (SE=271).”
Based on the most recent population estimate the Cumberland Sound beluga population does
not meet criteria D as the number of mature individuals would equal 1,211. The COSEWIC
report further notes that the Cumberland Sound beluga population does not meet any of the
other four criteria used by COSEWIC. Based on this information the NWMB is of the view that
the most current information is the most reliable and persuasive and that the Cumberland
Sound beluga population does not qualify as a “threatened” species as per COSEWIC’s
quantitative criteria.

Furthermore, as evidenced by the population estimates and accounts of observations by Inuit
provided to the NWMB at the public hearing it was clear that beluga in Cumberland Sound are
increasing and that the current harvest is sustainable. As indicated by a representative of the
Pangnirtung HTO:

“...what we see these days, they seem to have been increasing after the quota was set,
and we novg know that the numbers are increasing as it was mentioned earlier.” (PHT
p.78 (8-12)

The NWMB was also presented with information from Inuit representatives and Elders indicating
that beluga in Cumberland Sound had a shorter reproductive period than the three year
estimate based on scientific information®.Inuit knowledge indicates that beluga can reproduce
every year'® ; a shorter reproductive period would allow the Cumberland Sound beluga
population to recover at a faster rate. As demonstrated from the following statement from a
Pangnirtung Elder:

“...1 go yearly to do beluga hunting when the season is open, the beluga right now, they
have yearlings that accompany them, and before, there were hardly any yearlings, but
nowadays there are a lot more yearlings than that because they’re getting babies every
year that was mentioned that the yearlings and then brand-new born ones, they start
getting babies in july. They have a yearling, and they get a brand-new one in July
because that's when they get their baby whales.” (PHT p. 64 (8-18))

The COSEWIC report also identified killer whales as a possible threat to the Cumberland Sound
beluga population. At the public hearing, the NWMB heard from Inuit representatives that killer
whales were no longer a threat, given that few killer whales have been observed in Cumberland
Sound in recent years.'' Based on this evidence the NWMB does not consider killer whales to
be a threat to the population at this time.

Based on the arguments and evidence submitted to the NWMB, the Board cannot support a
listing of “threatened” for the Cumberland Sound population. This decision is due to the

® DFO. The most recent population estimate for Cumberland Sound belugas was based on aerial surveys
conducted in 1999 (DFO, unpublished data). Fisheries and Oceans Canada. p. 1.

" DFO 2005. Recovery Potential Assessment of Cumberland Sound, Ungava Bay, Eastern Hudson Bay
and St. Lawrence beluga populations (Delphinapterus leucas). DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis.
Rep. 2005/036. p. 5.

® See also PHT p. 106 (9-10); PHT p. 109 (20-26); PHT p.127 (8-21); PHT p. 160 (14-25)

® PHT p.51 (15-22); COSEWIC 2004 p.11

'° See also PHT p. 51-52 (25-3);

" PHT p. 76 (7-12); p. 81 (10-14); p.83-84 (24-3); p.96 (13-16)



remaining uncertainties regarding the delineation of beluga populations, lack of evidence
supporting the criteria used for the designation as demonstrated by the reliable and persuasive
evidence that the population numbers for mature individuals do not meet the COSEWIC
criterion that would support a listing of threatened, and local Inuit knowledge and observations
presented at the NWMB's public hearing that demonstrated to the NWMB that the Cumberland
Sound beluga population does not satisfy the SARA definition of “threatened”.

Should you have any questions or concerns with respect to this decision or the rational provided
by the NWMB, please do not hesitate to contact the Board.

Yours sincerely,

- f;_;( \/./.
Willie Nakoolak

A/Chairperson of the Nunavut
Wildlife Management Board
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DEC 06 2010

Mr. Willie Nakoolak

Acting Chairperson

Nunavut Wildlife Management Board.
P.O. Box 1379

lgaluit NU X0A OHO

Dear Mr. Makoolak:

Thank you for your letter of October 18, addressed to my predecessor, in

which you present the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board's initial decision

on the proposed listing of the Cumberland Sound population of beluga whale
(Delphinapterus leucas) as threatened under the Species at Risk Act (SARA).

| note that the Board does not support adding this population of beluga whale to
Schedule 1 to the Act.

In your correspondence, you indicated that the Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) assessment of the Cumberland
Sound population of beluga whale as threatened is no longer warranted. You
questioned whether the information upon which the report was based was the
best available at that time. Although | have been given to understand that
Fisheries and Oceans Canada has provided you with further analysis, please be
assured that this information was not available at the time of the status report,
and that the status report was based on the best available information at that
time. This is therefore considered the best available information. | have been
advizsed that the information shared by Fisheries and Oceans Canada with the
Board would not support a change to the COSEWIC designation, and a decision
to refer this species back to the Committee is not warranted.

One of the issues you raised concerns the possibility of there being more than \
one beluga whale population in the Cumberland Sound area. This possibility ]
was known to COSEWIC and considered in its assessment. The status report !
considered the evidence of hunters that more than one population of this species :
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spends its summers in Cumberland Sound. Nonetheless, the Committee
concluded that the existing genetic, distributional and abundance data reinforce
the historical view that the beluga whales of Cumberland Sound form a single,
discrete population.

As well, you raised concerns around more recent population estimates,
suggesting COSEWIC's criteria of fewer than 1 000 individuals no longer applies.
However, | am advised that despite these more recent analyses, when the
uncertainty associated with these analyses is considered, the Cumberland Sound
population of beluga whale continues to be at risk of extinction. Specifically, if
the projections are based on the lowest range of the confidence interval (CI),
then the number of mature individuals for the dive data analysis would be

60 percent of 1 590, or 954. This same logic holds for the 2002 data, which you
also referenced in your letter; the Bayesian model estimated the 2002 population
size to number 2 018 (95 percent Cl: 1 553 to 2 623). Again, making allowances
for the confidence interval, the number of mature individuals that would be
present if the lower estimate were correct would be 60 percent of 1 553, or

931 individuals ("Recovery Potential Assessment of Cumberland Sound,

Ungava Bay, Eastern Hudson Bay and St. Lawrence Beluga Populations
(Delphinapterus leucas),” Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Canadian Science
Advisory Secretariat Report 2005/036). COSEWIC suggests the use of
population estimates lower than the mean when uncertainty is involved (the
Committee’s Assessment Process and Criteria, approved by COSEWIC in

April 2010, www.cosewic.gc.caleng/sctO/assessment_process_e.cfm).

Challenges to monitoring beluga whale populations include the expense of
monitoring and the beluga's grouping behaviour. These are exacerbated
by the wide confidence limits of the available data, such that beluga whale
population fluctuations cannot reliably be detected in time to avert a serious
decline.

The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board also cited evidence supporting the
belief that the population trend is increasing for the Cumberland Sound
population of beluga whale. However, it is clear that the threats to this population
are not fully understood. The severe declines from historic overharvests have
been mitigated by improved monitoring and the implementation of quotas. But
despite estimates that indicate a slowly increasing trend, the current population
of 2 018 (95 percent Cl: 1 553 to 2 623) using the Bayesian model, 2002, is
about 24 percent of the estimated historic size of 8 465. If nothing is done to
improve the size of the population, it will continue to be at risk of sudden and
sharp declines, instead of returning to its normal structure and functions.

13
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On the issue of reproductive frequency, the three-year interval is an average
based on the reproductive physiology of the female beluga whale which has
been consistently measured in many beluga whale populations worldwide. It
is quite probable that hunters see females with both a calf and a two-year old
young (not one-year old). Furthermore, females cannot give birth every year
since they have a gestation period which exceeds one year (approximately
14 to 15 months), and it is extremely difficult to assess that a calf next to an
adult comprise a mother-calf pair. i

| have considered your arguments as well as the COSEWIC status report and the
advice of Fisheries and Oceans Canada officials. Given the level of uncertainty
associated with all available data, | have a responsibility to ensure that
reasonable measures to prevent the further reduction of this beluga whale
population are not postponed for lack of full scientific certainty. Therefore, | have
decided to reject the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board's initial decision and

| am continuing to consider listing the Cumberland Sound population of beluga
whale as threatened to Schedule 1 to the Species at Risk Act. | understand that
the Board will consider my decision on a confidential basis and make its final
decision at the Board's next quarterly meeting. | also understand that the Board
will forward that decision within ten days of the conclusion of that meeting.

Whether or not a species is listed under SARA, COSEWIC must do a
re-assessment every ten years or at any time it has reason to believe that a
species’ status has changed significantly. As such, should you have new data,
either relating to overall trends or to the number of populations of this species

in Cumberland Sound, which would warrant a change in the status of this
population, a request can be made to the Committee to re-assess the
Cumberland Sound population of beluga whales before 2014. If, at a future date,
COSEWIC finds this population of beluga whales to be not at risk, this species
population can be removed from Schedule 1 to the Act.

| appreciate that there continues to be challenges to meeting time lines under
the Memorandum of Understanding to Harmonize the Designation of Rare,
Threatened and Endangered Species Under the Nunavut Land Claims
Agreement and the Listing of Wildlife Species at Risk Under the Species at Risk
Act. As both the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement and SARA involve tight

time lines and require that decisions be made in an efficient and timely manner,
the implementation of the harmonization Memorandum of Understanding
continues to be challenging to all parties. My officials would be interested in
meeting with you and discussing these challenges.
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| look forward to continued collaboration and consultation with the Nunavut
Wildlife Management Board. Please accept my best wishes.

Sincerely,

Loa AN

John Baird, P.C., M.P.

c.c.. The Honourable Gail Shea, P.C., M.P.
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Conserving wildlife through the application of Inuit Qaujimajatugangit and scientific knowledge

April 29" 2011

The Honourable Peter Kent
Minister of the Environment
Les Terrasses de la Chaudiére
10 Wellington Street, 28" Floor
Gatineau, Quebec

K1A 0H3

Dear Mr. Kent:
Re:  Reconsideration and final decision by the Nunavut Wildlife Management

Board with respect to the proposed listing of the Cumberland Sound beluga
population as a threatened species under the Species at Risk Act

1. THE NWMB FINAL DECISION

On March 24" 2011, the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board NWMB or Board) met in
Iqaluit to reconsider its October 18™ 2010 written decision concerning the proposed
listing of the Cumberland Sound beluga population as a threatened species under the
Species at Risk Act (SARA), and to make a final decision with respect to the proposed
listing. Pursuant to Section 5.3.21 of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA), the
NWMB was required to conduct its reconsideration in light of your predecessor’s
December 6™ 2010 written reasons for rejecting the Board’s initial decision. Following a
thorough reconsideration, the NWMB decided to maintain its original decision to
not approve the listing of the Cumberland Sound beluga population as a threatened
species.

The Board regrets that it is not able to agree with your predecessor regarding the current
risk status of the Cumberland Sound beluga population, and wishes to provide you with
(i) a fulsome explanation as to why it was not persuaded to change its mind by the
Minister’s written reasons, and (ii) the specific reasons for its final decision.

2.  REASONS FOR THE MINISTER’S REJECTION, AND NWMB
RESPONSES

Set out below are summaries of the Ministet’s five reasons for rejection, each followed

by an NWMB response.
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The COSEWIC Status Report (SR) was based on the best available information at
the time it was completed. Additional information shared by the Department of
Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) during the hearing process does not support a change
to the COSEWIC designation. Accordingly, a decision to refer this population back
to COSEWIC is not warranted.

NWMB response: The Board agrees that the SR contained the best available
scientific information up to 2004. The best available scientific information in the
SR concerning population numbers relied upon surveys conducted in 1999. The
additional population information provided by DFO also relied upon the data from
those 1999 surveys. Although a new survey was conducted in August 2009, DFO
reported during the oral hearing that the results will not be made available to the
Board until 2011. The NWMB finds it extremely disconcerting that a listing
decision for a species of such high social and cultural significance to Inuit is
expected to be based upon 11 year-old surveys. The Board’s concern is further
increased by the knowledge that highly relevant results from an additional survey
conducted one year prior to the oral hearing will not be made available until
sometime after the NWMB renders its decision.

COSEWIC, the NWMB and the Minister are all required to base their conclusions
regarding the risk status of Cumberland Sound beluga on the best available
scientific knowledge, community knowledge and aboriginal traditional knowledge
(Inuit Qavjimajatuqangit or 1Q). The best available scientific knowledge submitted
at the hearing was based on surveys carried out in 1999. The best available
community knowledge and IQ were based on up-to-date observations grounded in
many lifetimes of accumulated experience. Those facts need to be taken into careful
account by each decision-maker in assessing the reliability and persuasiveness of
the evidence submitted.

As explained more fully below, the NWMB disagrees that the further analysis
submitted by DFO during the hearing does not support a change to the COSEWIC
designation. That analysis clearly shows that the most recent estimated numbers of
belugas in the Cumberland Sound population are significantly higher than the
numbers relied upon by COSEWIC. Based on that further analysis, the number of
mature individuals within the Cumberland Sound beluga population in 2002 was
above 1,000. IQ evidence — supported by western science — further indicates that the
beluga population has continued to increase in the 9 years since then.

COSEWIC was aware of the possibility that there may be more than one beluga
population in the Cumberland Sound area. Although the evidence of hunters was
considered, COSEWIC concluded that the existing genetic, distributional and
abundance data reinforce the historical view that the beluga whales of Cumberland
Sound form a single, discrete population.

NWMB response: The NWMB generally agrees with the Minister’s summary of
COSEWIC’s position. However, the Minister’s summary did not mention the SR’s



acknowledgement that genetic and organochlorine contaminant signatures are not
inconsistent with the possibility that more than one beluga population summers in
Cumberland Sound.

A significant amount of additional IQ evidence identifying more than one beluga
population in Cumberland Sound was presented at the hearing by Pangnirtung
hunters and gawjimaniliit (persons recognized by their community as possessing in-
depth IQ).! Coupled with COSEWIC’s acknowledgement that the available
scientific information does not rule out the presence of more than one beluga
population summering in the Sound, the NWMB found the IQ presented at the
hearing on this point to be reliable and persuasive.

3. When estimating the quantity of mature individuals, COSEWIC suggests the use of
population estimates lower than the mean if uncertainty is involved. When the
uncertainty associated with the more recent population estimates/analyses is
considered, the Cumberland Sound beluga population — having less than 1,000
mature individuals - continues to be at risk of extinction.

NWMB response: The Board disagrees with the Minister for the following reasons:

(@) The description provided of COSEWIC’s position is inaccurate. “COSEWIC''s
Assessment Process and Criteria” (approved by COSEWIC in April 2010) sets
out the following point with respect to the use of population estimates lower
than the mean: “Where the population size fluctuates, use a lower estimate. In
most cases this will be much less than the mean.”*

(b) Atp. 31 of the SR, COSEWIC posed the question, “Are there extreme
Sfluctuations in number of mature individuals?”” The Committee then
unequivocally replied, “No™. In COSEWIC’s view, there is no reason to use an
estimate lower than the mean for the Cumberland Sound beluga population.

(c) Accordingly, in estimating the number of mature individuals in the population,
COSEWIC used the 1999 population estimate of 1,547, as set out on p.24 of the
SR. The Committee did not use an estimate much less than the mean, or — as the
Minister has done — at the lowest level of the confidence limits. See
COSEWIC’s unambiguous statement at p. 31 of the SR: “Number of mature
individuals 928 (60% x 1,547)”. The confidence limit for the estimate of 1,547
was 1,187 —1,970.3

(d) Following precisely the same approach as COSEWIC used in the SR to estimate
the number of mature individuals - and relying upon DFO’s most recent

. Hearing Transcript, p. 61, lines 16-20; p. 69, lines 9-18; p.74-75, lines 10-2; p.79, lines 15-22; p.93, lines
5-14; p.97, lines 3-6 and 9-16; p.113-114, lines 23-2; p-158-159, lines 17-18; p.163, lines 5-20; p.164-165,
lines 16-5; p.178-179, lines 8-4; p.185, lines 5-16; and p.186, lines 18-22.

> “COSEWIC’s Assessment Process and Criteria” (April 2010), p. 17.

} Status Report (SR), p.24.



population estimates for Cumberland Sound belugas — it is clear that the number
of mature individuals at the time was within the range of 1,176 (based on a re-
analysis using dive data: 60% x 1960) to 1,210 (based on an analysis of
population dynamics: 60% x 2,018).

It is important to place these population estimates in context — the higher
estimate (2,018) is with respect to the size of the population in 2002.* In the 9
years since then, IQ evidence— supported by western science - indicates that the
beluga population has continued to increase.’

4. Because of the wide confidence limits of the available data, beluga population
fluctuations cannot reliably be detected in time to avert a serious decline. The
threats to this population are not fully understood. Despite estimates that indicate a
slowly increasing trend, the current population of 2,018 (95 percent CL: 1,553 to
2,623) using the Bayesian model, 2002, is about 24 percent of the estimated historic
size of 8,465. If nothing is done to improve the size of the population, it will
continue to be at risk of sudden and sharp declines, instead of returning to its
normal structure and functions.

NWMB response: The NWMB disagrees with the Minister for the following
reasons:

(a) Large commercial hunts from 1868 to 1939 are believed to have reduced the
original population to less than 1,000 individuals.®

(b) According to DFO, maximum counts from 1979 to 1990 produced counts
ranging from 454 to 541.. Two surveys flown in 1999 produced counts of 720-
770 animals. Further analysis using dive data based on the 1999 estimate
increased the estimate to 1,960 whales. The most current DFO population
estimate, using the Bayesian model, was 2,018 animals in 2002, with an
eventual recovery target of 5,926.” Based upon those DFO numbers, there has
been no evidence of a decline in the population for at least 25 years — in fact, by
any reasonable measure, an increase had been achieved by 2002. As a result, as
of that year, the population was at 34% of the recovery target of 5,926 whales.

(c) Subject to receipt of the 2009 survey results, all indications are that the
population has continued to increase in the 9 years since 2002.

* “Recovery Assessment Report on the Cumberland Sound Beluga Population”, DFO Science Advisory
Report 2005 (SAP), Tab 10 of the Hearing Binder, p.5.

2 Transcript, p.24, lines 7-8 and 24-25; p.30, lines 24-25; p.46, lines 1-3; p.50, lines 20-22; p.78, lines 9-21;
p.104-105, lines 25-2; p.106, lines 9-10; p.108, lines 4-8; p.109, lines 23-24; p.120, lines 20-23; p.127,
lines 17-19; p.144, lines 18-20; and p.160, lines 15-25; SR. p.32: SAP. p.5-6.

SR, p.24.

" SAP, p.2 and 5.

® Transcript, p.24, lines 7-8 and 24-25: p.30, lines 24-25; p.46, lines 1-3; p.50, lines 20-22; p.78, lines 9-21:
p.104-105, lines 25-2; p.106, lines 9-10; p.108, lines 4-8; p-109, lines 23-24; p.120, lines 20-23; p.127,
lines 17-19; p.144, lines 18-20; and p.160, lines 15-25; SR, p.32; SAP, p.2,5-7.



(d) The population is not subject to a small distribution range, to decline or to
fluctuation.

(e) The population is not subject to a small total population size and decline.'”
(f) There is no prediction of extinction at current harvest levels.!!

(g) As of 2002, the number of mature individuals in the population was between
1,176 and 1,210.

(h) While unregulated hunting by Inuit may have contributed to a further decline
following the commercial decimation of the population in the late-1800’s and
early-1900’s, hunting has been regulated since the 1980°s,'? and “Current
harvest levels in Cumberland Sound are low enough to allow recovery”."
COSEWIC similarly holds that, “Current quotas (41 in 2003) appear to be
sustainable.”"*

5. On the issue of reproductive frequency, the three-year interval is an average based
on the reproductive physiology of the female beluga whale, which has been
consistently measured in many beluga whale populations worldwide. Females
cannot give birth every year since they have a gestation period which exceeds one
year (approximately 14 to 15 months). It is extremely difficult to assess that a calf
next to an adult comprise a mother-calf pair.

NWMB response: The Board agrees with the Minister that the beluga female
gestation period is more than one year — the SR indicates approximately 12.8 to
14.5 months."® However, that length of gestation does not necessarily result in the
three-year reproductive cycle postulated by scientists. While it may be difficult to
assess that a calf next to an adult comprises a mother-calf pair, the NWMB is
confident that experienced Inuit beluga hunters and qaujimaniliit are able to
accurately make such an assessment. The Board accepts as reliable and persuasive
evidence the consistent observations by Pangnirtung hunters and gaujimaniliit of
female belugas with both calves and newborns.'® Accordingly, the NWMB is of the
view that beluga whales summering in Cumberland Sound are able to reproduce
more often than once every three years.

° SR, p.32.

'SR, p.32.

"' SR, p.32.

2 SR, p.32.

" SAP, p.7.

“ SR, p. 32.

B SR.p.11.

' Transcript, p.51, lines 19-22; p.51-52 (DFO), lines 25-2; p.58-59, lines 25-11; p.64, lines 8-24; p.79,
lines 8-9; p.169-170, lines 12-6; and p.171, lines 8-21.



3.  REASONS FOR THE NWMB’s FINAL DECISION

The specific reasons for the NWMB’s final decision are the following:

1. None of the 5 criteria used by COSEWIC to designate a wildlife species as
“threatened’ are met in the case of the Cumberland Sound beluga population.
Those criteria are:

(A) Decline in total number of mature individuals:

(B) Small distribution range and decline or fluctuation;

(C) Small and declining number of mature individuals;

(D) Very small or restricted total population (less than 1,000 mature
individuals); and

(E) Quantitative analysis."”

In the SR, COSEWIC concluded that criteria A, B, C and E did not apply to the
population - and that only criterion D applied, because the total number of mature
individuals was believed to be 928.'® Relying upon the more recent population
estimates produced by DFO during the hearing, and following precisely the same
approach as COSEWIC used in the SR to estimate the number of mature
individuals in the population, that number - as of 2002 - was between 1,176 (60%
X 1960) and 1,210 (60% x 2,018).

2. The primary reason for the precipitous drop in the size of the Cumberland Sound
beluga population was commercial hunting, which ended 72 years ago. To the
extent that unregulated hunting by Inuit may have further increased the decline,
Inuit hunting has been carefully regulated for approximately the last three
decades.

3. Between the carly 1980’s and 2002, estimates of Cumberland Sound beluga
numbggs have increased ."* All indications are that the population is continuing to
grow.

4. DFO has formally confirmed that the population is estimated to be increasing, and
that the current hunting limits allow for the Cumberland Sound beluga population
to reach its recovery target of 5,926. COSEWIC believes that the quotas presently
in effect are sustainable. Apart from hunting, there are no apparent important
anthropogenic impacts on this population.?’

:;“COSEW!C 's Assessment Process and Criteria” (April 2010), p. 8-10 (Table 2

SR, p. 32.
" SAR, p.5: “In Cumberland Sound, beluga numbers were estimated to be in the low hundreds in the early
1980s... Two surveys flown in 1999, resulted in counts of 720-777 animals. C orrecting the 1999 estimate
Jor submerged animals results in a total of 1,960 (SE =250) belugas in Cumberland Sound. Bayesian
estimation...resulted in... an estimated 2002 population size of 2018 (SE=271 )
** SAR, p. 2: “The population is estimated to be on an increasing trend...”
*' SR, p. 26.



5. Asof 2002 — nine years ago - the Cumberland Sound beluga population was at
34% of the recovery target.

4. CONCLUSION

After thoroughly weighing all of the arguments and evidence, the NWMB has decided
not to approve the listing of the Cumberland Sound beluga population as a threatened
species. In arriving at that final decision, the Board carefully considered the Minister’s
reasons for rejection of its initial decision, and agreed with some of the points raised. In
addition, the Board accepted and agreed with much of what COSEWIC and DFO
presented during the hearing process. In the final analysis, however, the NWMB found
the following to be most reliable and persuasive: DFO’s more recent evidence of a hi gher
population number than the original 1999 estimate relied upon by COSEWIC; the
COSEWIC criteria and practice to determine whether this beluga population is
threatened; Inuit evidence of ongoing population growth; and DFO’s confirmation that
the current sustainable harvest will permit the population to continue its strong recovery.

The NWMB supports ongoing monitoring and research of the Cumberland Sound beluga
population, to help ensure that the population remains healthy and is able to reach its
recovery target. Two areas that would particularly benefit from scientific and IQ research
would be further investigations into the existence/prevalence of other beluga populations
summering in Cumberland Sound, and into the reproductive cycles of the Cumberland
Sound population and other beluga populations in the area.

The NWMB hereby forwards its final decision to you, Mr. Minister, pursuant to NLCA
S.5.3.21 and clause 3.16 of the Memorandum of Understanding to Harmonize the
Designation of Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species Under the Nunavut Land
Claims Agreement and the Listing of Wildlife Species at Risk under the Species at Risk
Act.

Should you have any questions or concerns with respect to this decision or the reasons
provided by the NWMB, please do not hesitate to contact the Board.

Yours sincerely,

M ALY, 38

Mikidjuk Akavak,

Chairperson of the

Nunavut Wildlife Management Board

Attachments:
(i) October 18" 2010 initial NWMB decision letter, and
(if) December 6™ 2010 response letter from the Minister.

c.c.: The Honourable Gail Shea, P.C., M.P.




Minister of the Environment Ministre de '’Environnement

Ottawa, Canada K1A OH3

JUN 2 1 2011 |

_ E@EW

JUL 21 2800
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
P.O. Box 1379 ! ‘

Mr. Mikidjuk Akavak

Igaluit NU XOA OHO -

Dear Mr. Akavak:

Thank you for your correspondence of January 27 and April 29, regarding the
proposed listing of the Cumberland Sound population of beluga whale as a
threatened species under the Species at Risk Act.

| note that the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board maintains its original deC|S|on
to not approve the listing of this species in Schedule 1 to the Act. This concludes
the decision-making process as per the Memorandum of Understanding to |
Harmonize the Designation of Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species Under
the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement and the Listing of Wildlife Species at Risk
under the Species at Risk Act. It also concludes the Agreement decision-making
process for this population of beluga whale, enabling me to move forward with

the development of my proposed recommendation to the Governor in Coungil.

The next step will be the publication of my proposed recommendation in Part | of
the Canada Gazette, to allow for a 30-day public comment period. | apprediate
the Board’s carefully considered reasons and will weigh its rationale prior tof
making my final recommendation to the Governor in Council. The Governor in
Councii’s final decision wiii be pubiished in Part ii of the Canada Gazette.

| concur that the use of the Memorandum of Understanding is making a positive
contribution to reconciling the Act and the Agreement listing processes. With
respect to the noted challenges, considering changes that might facilitate the
Memorandum of Understanding’s implementation is a logical next step. Federal
officials will therefore be contacting the Board for further discussions.

Canadi "



Please accept my best wishes.

Sincerely,

The Honourable Peter Kent, P.C., M.P.

c.c.: The Honourable Keith Ashfield, P.C., M.P.
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