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SUBMISSION TO THE
NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD
March 2016

FOR
Information: X Decision:
Issue: Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada - Operational Updates.
Updates:

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT:

Marine Mammals:
1) Pond Inlet Narwhal:
e Entrapped narwhal were located on Dec. 2, 2015 about 65 km west of Pond
Inlet in Eclipse Sound.
A humane harvest was conducted between Dec. 5 and Dec. 10, 2015.
A total of 229 whales were harvested.
Biological samples were collected from 209 whales.
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) communicated closely with the HTO
during the entire event. DFO staff also worked closely with the harvesters
and the HTO to coordinate sample collection.
e Conservation and Protection worked with the local Conservation Officer to
certify tusks on Jan. 7, 2016.

2) Marine Mammals:

e This is very busy time for our marine mammal technician, who is continuing to
work with Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs) and Regional Wildlife
Organizations (RWOs) to verify the harvest statistics from the 2015/16
narwhal season.

Arctic Char:
1) Pangnirtung Arctic Char Fishery:
e The 2016 Arctic Char Winter Fishery in Cumberland Sound commenced in
January.
e There appears to be more interest in the winter fishery this year given some
of the ice conditions in summer 2015.

2) Cambridge Bay Arctic Char Fishery:
e The Integrated Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP) Working Group continued
to work towards meeting the objectives and addressing the issues identified in
the IFMP through an annual post-season meeting in January 2016.
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e Project partners also met in January 2016 to review the 2015 commercial
harvest monitoring and recreational/subsistence monitoring programs funded
by the Nunavut General Monitoring Plan (NGMP). Project partners discussed
plans for 2016; the final year of NGMP funded harvest monitoring.

3) Confederation Fiord Area Arctic Char Fishery:

e The 2015 fishery sampling program in Confederation Fiord Area was a
success. We plan to build on this success in 2016 during year two of the
exploratory fishery.

e |galuit staff are planning to have a pre-fishery meeting with the Nattivak HTO
and fishers in February 2016.

Greenland Halibut:
1) Cumberland Sound Turbot Management Area:

e The licence for the Cumberland Sound ice Turbot (Greenland Halibut) fishery
was issued to the Pangnirtung HTO on January 12, 2016.

e DFO Northern Operations and Conservation & Protection held a pre-season
meeting with ice Turbot harvesters, fish plant staff, representatives of
Cumberland Sound Fisheries, Pangnirtung Fisheries, Pangnirtung HTO, and
the local Conservation Officer, in Pangnirtung on January 18" 2016, to
discuss management of the fishery. The meeting was well attended and fish
harvesters raised many questions and comments.

2) Offshore:
e In 2015, 7974t of Greenland Halibut (Turbot) was harvested by Nunavut
allocation holders in NAFO Division OA (Baffin Bay).
e In NAFO Division 0B (Davis Strait), 3289t of Greenland Halibut were
harvested by Nunavut allocation holders.
¢ Final harvest numbers were provided to all licence holders for the purposes of
guota reconciliation.

Northern Shrimp:

e In SFA Nunavut west of 66°W (Hudson Strait), 1009t of P. montagui shrimp,
and 878t of P. borealis shrimp, were harvested by recipients of Nunavut
Shrimp sub-allocations.

e SFA Nunavut quotas have been harvested in SFA Nunavut as well as in SFA
Nunavik, as per the joint Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) and
Nunavik Marine Region Wildlife Board (NMRWB) recommendation for a three
year term.

SCIENCE - ARCTIC CHAR:

Cumberland Sound 2015:
e DFO Science was able to complete the planned stock assessment and
growth research on Arctic Char in Cumberland Sound. All samples were
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successfully taken and all data has been shipped to Winnipeg for processing.
The community was heavily involved along the entire process.

e Unfortunately, due to ice conditions in Cumberland Sound over the summer of
2015 we were not able to safely travel to any research locations so all
planned research was cancelled.

Kivallig 2015:

e Research started in the fall of 2015 on a multi-species survey in the Rankin
Inlet area. This research is funded by the Nunavut Wildlife Research Trust
(NWRT). This research was planned and conducted in partnership with the
Rankin Inlet HTO. All samples were collected as proposed and future
research is planned.

Proposed Future Research — 2016:

e We are proposing to continue with stock assessment research on Arctic Char
in the Cumberland Sound Area, this research is planned for March 2016 and
August/September 2016.

e We are proposing to begin research discussions with the community of Pond
Inlet regarding starting Arctic Char research in their area. We have meetings
planned for mid-February 2016.

e We are proposing to begin research discussions with the community of
Qikigtarjuaqg regarding starting Arctic Char research in their area. We have
meetings proposed for March 2016.

e We are proposing to continue the multi-species survey in the Kivallig, Rankin
Inlet area over the next year. The exact dates of sampling have not been
determined yet, we will update the NWMB as this information becomes
available.

Staff Updates:
¢ We have hired a seasonal technician in Igaluit, she is a graduate of the local
Environmental Technology Program and has been a great asset to the
department!
e Additionally, one of our biologists in Winnipeg (Melanie Toyne) has moved to
another department and Yamin Janjua has been back-filling her position.

Science Reports:
e The Igaluit Lake Regional Advisory Process documents are expected to be
submitted at the end of February within DFO for final approval and
publication. We will keep the NWMB abreast of the pending publication date.

Prepared by: Igaluit Office — Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Date: Feb. 3, 2016
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SUBMISSION TO THE
NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD
March 2016

FOR
Information: X Decision:

Issue: Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada — Update on Cambridge Bay
Arctic Char Research

Updates:

Project Title: Cambridge Bay Arctic Char Research: Fishery Independent Biological
Sampling of Cambridge Bay Arctic Char (Salvelinus alpinus) Stocks: Completion of the
Jayko and Halokvik Rivers

Summary

Arctic char in the Cambridge Bay region of Nunavut have long provided an important
subsistence resource for the community and have also been commercially harvested since
the 1960s from several local systems under a variety of quotas. Since commercial fishing for
Arctic char first commenced nearly fifty years ago, six main stock complexes in the vicinity of
Cambridge Bay have primarily been targeted (Ekalluk, Ellice, Halokvik, Lauchlan, Jayko and
Paliryuak Rivers) and since the inception of the first commercial fishery over 2,000,000 kgs
of this species have been commercially harvested. The management of Arctic char from
these fisheries, including assessments on the health or status of harvested stocks, has
relied on the analysis of trends in biological characteristic focusing on age, weight and, to a
lesser degree, fork length. The majority of biological information on which these
assessments rely has typically only considered biological/catch information of commercially
harvested fish (i.e., information collected as part of the plant sampling program). The
limitation of using these data is that older and larger individuals are usually over-represented
resulting in a lack of biological information that accurately represents the population as a
whole. Additionally, catch and effort data (CPUE) that are vital for quantitative stock
assessment models and that are used as a proxy of abundance to truly monitor changes in
stock health are rarely collected.

To this end, this project involved the continuation of fishery independent sampling of Arctic
Char from the Jayko and Halokvik rivers (the final year for both systems), NU, using multi-
mesh research gill-nets and providing an updated mark-recapture estimate of abundance
potentially using the recaptures form the ~1000 tagged Arctic char from 2014.. Arctic Char
from these systems were sampled for a suite of biological characteristics and these data will
be compared to those collected as part of the commercial plant sampling program. All told,
these data will be important for resolving sustainable harvest levels for Arctic char following
an assessment of stock health for these fisheries as part of a Regional Advisory Process
(RAP) planned for 2016-2017.
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Materials and Methods

Primarily, work to date has focused on the biological sampling of Arctic char during
upstream migrations, typically when this species is commercially harvested. The study was
designed and carried out in cooperation with the Ekaluktutiak HTO (EHTO) and two local
field technicians chosen by the EHTO assisted with the field component of the work. Briefly,
the collection of biological data from Cambridge Bay Arctic char was conducted as part of
fishery-independent surveys at the Halovik (30 Mile) and Jayko rivers. Fish were captured
using multi-mesh gillnets permitting the capture of Arctic char of all sizes and ages. The aim
was to biologically sample two-hundred Arctic char from each location. Location and general
environmental data such as position (determined by GPS), time of year, time of day, net
depth, water temperature, weather and other environmental conditions were recorded for
each net set. To estimate catch-per-unit-effort, the net type and soak time were recorded.
The fork length, round weight, gonad weight, sex and maturity stage were recorded for each
fish. Ages of sampled fish will be determined by embedding, sectioning and reading the
aging structures (pelvic fins and otoliths) when money becomes available to do so.

Additionally, in 2013 and 2014 a weir was operated at the Halovik River with the intent of
enumerating the upstream migration of Arctic char in this system. During this time, more
than 2000 Arctic char were tagged with T-bar anchor tags and rewards were offered for the
return of any tags from fish captured in 2014. Tag recaptures in 2015 allow us to provide an
updated mark-recapture estimate of population size for the Halokvik River system.

Preliminary results/discussion:

Fishery Independent Biological Sampling

The Halokvik River was sampled using multi-mesh gill nets from August 21-25 and during
that time 212 Arctic Char were captured. Of these, 112 were males and 100 were females.
The majority were in “resting” condition (74%) meaning they were not going to spawn the
year that they were sampled. The remaining fish that were sampled were all immature
(26%), which indicates migration to freshwater for overwintering purposes instead of
spawning. Individual fork lengths for males ranged from 256 mm to 790 mm, with an
average fork length of 594 mm. Fork lengths for females ranged from 250 mm to 838 mm,
with an average fork length of 556 mm. Individual weights ranged from 100 g to 5750 g with
an average weight of 2550 g for males. Females ranged from 100 g to 7100 g with an
average of 2175 g. The Jayko River was sampled from September 1-5 and 210 Arctic char
were captured using multi-mesh gill nets. Of these, 107 were male and 103 were female.
The majority of these fish were immature (55%) and all others were in “resting” condition
(45%). At the Jayko River, individual fork lengths ranged from 175 mm to 840 mm, with an
average fork length of 521 mm. Males fork length ranged between 190 mm and 835 mm
(average = 537 mm) whereas fork lengths for females ranged from 184 mm to 725mm (
average = 560 mm). Round weight ranged from 59 g to 6150 g with females being slightly
smaller (average of 502 g versus an average weight 534 g).

Halokvik Weir Enumeration and Mark-Recapture Estimate

Population abundance estimates were completed by capturing and tagging a sample of
Arctic Char using the weir in the fall (2013 and 2014) during the upstream migration and
sampling again one year later (2014 and 2015) in order to determine the number of marked
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and unmarked fish. Population size were determined for each year (2014 and 2015) using
the single-year Peterson model.

The Peterson model is used for closed population; therefore six assumptions must be made
(Seber 1982):

1) No immigration or emigration.

2) All fish susceptible to the sampling gear have the same probability of being
captured in the first sample.

3) The T-bar tag does not affect catchability.
4) The recapture sample is random.

5) No tag loss.

6) All recaptures are reported

The Chapman modification of the Petersen equation was used to estimate population size

(N):
N=(M+1)(C+1)(R+1)-1

where M= number of individuals marked, C= total number of individuals captured while
trying to collect marked fish, and R= number of individuals marked that were recaptured.
The uncertainty of N is determined by calculating the variance (Var):

Var= (M+1)(C+1)(M-R)(C-R)(R+1)2(R+2)-1

Overall, preliminary results found the Petersen method estimated the Halokvik River
population of Arctic Char 2 500 mm in length to be 38,961 in 2014 and 43,625 in 2015.

Analyses of the fishery independent data collected from the Halovik River and Jayko rivers,
including the enumeration and mark recapture estimate of population size at the Halokvik
River, are currently underway. These data have been added to the time series collected for
these systems and a full assessment of stock health will be performed in 2017. At that time
a Regional Advisory Process (RAP) will take place to make recommendations with respect
to the sustainability of current commercial quotas for these waterbodies.

Prepared by: Les Harris — Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Winnipeg Office

Date: Feb. 3, 2016
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SUBMISSION TO THE

NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD

FOR
Information: X Decision:

Issue: Moadification to existing Total Allowable Harvest levels for Baffin Bay Narwhal
Stocks and Narwhal in Jones and Smith Sounds, Nunavut

Background:

In August 2013, Fisheries & Oceans Canada (DFO) conducted the first within season
aerial survey of the six Canadian narwhal summer aggregations in the high Arctic:
Somerset Island stock, Admiralty Inlet stock, Eclipse Sound stock, East Baffin Island
stock in the Baffin Bay population; and the Jones and Smith Sounds stocks near Grise
Fiord. DFO Science used the results of this survey to estimate the abundance of
narwhal and calculate Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC) (TABLE 1)
recommendations for each of these stocks. This information was originally presented at
the March 2015 Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) meeting and a pre-press
version of the final advice was distributed to Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI) and
NWMB staff in October 2015. The final version of this advice was published in
December 2015 (TAB 1: CSAS — SAR 2015/046).

In general, the 2013 abundance estimate for the Canadian high Arctic narwhal is higher
than previous estimates (141,909). However, the new abundance estimate for the
Eclipse Sound stock is approximately half that of the most recent estimate from 2004
(20,200 to 10,500). Conversely, the new abundance estimate for the adjacent Admiralty
Inlet stock is almost twice the previous estimate from 2010 (18,100 to 35,000). Possible
suggestions for the difference in the survey estimates between Eclipse Sound and
Admiralty Inlet include sampling uncertainty, ,a change in narwhal distribution, or
connectivity between the two stocks. Narwhal are designated as Special Concern by the
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC). They are also
listed on Appendix Il of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of
Flora and Fauna (CITES) and a non-detriment finding (NDF) from the DFO Scientific
Authority is required to obtain a CITES Export/Re-export permit for international trade of
narwhal products from Canada. There is currently a standing positive NDF for all
narwhal stocks in Canada.

Based on the lower 2013 abundance estimate for the Eclipse Sound narwhal stock, the
existing Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) of 236 would need to be reduced to 134, in line
with the new TALC advice, for the DFO Scientific Authority to issue a positive NDF
finding for this stock and therefore maintain the ability of Inuit from Pond Inlet to export
narwhal products harvested from their fishery.





Table 1. 2013 survey results including stock abundance estimates, Potential Biological
Removal (PBR), and Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC) from the 2013 aerial survey
and most recent estimates and current TALCs.

Narwhal Azre\gous Current | 2013 | 2013 | 2013
Stock %Qeaf)”ce TAH | Abundance | PBR | TALC
Somerset ~52.000
Island (1996) 532 49,768 | 842 | 658
Admiralty ~18,000
Inlet (2010) 233 35043 | 498 | 389
Eclipse ~20,000
Sound (2004) 236 10,489 171 134
East Baffin ~10,000
Island (2003) 122 17,555 264 | 206
Jones n/a 12 694 o7 "
Sound
Smith 50
n/a 16,360 99 77
Sound

On October 30th 2015, representatives from NTI, NWMB and DFO met by conference
call to discuss a way forward in developing a management response to the new 2013
narwhal abundance estimates. There was general agreement-in-principle to strike an
initial steering committee of representatives from NTI, NWMB and DFO to begin
development and evaluation of various management options for implementation of the
new science information as well as development of a consultation plan for affected Inuit
— ultimately leading to application before the NWMB for evaluation under the NLCA
decision making process. Thus, on January 20" and 21 2016 the steering committee
held a strategic planning meeting to develop and evaluate some management options,
as well as collaborate on the development of a consultation plan.

The intent of this briefing note is to advise the NWMB of the steering committee’s
proposed consultation plan and the timelines associated with the Request for Decision.
Agreement was reached by the narwhal steering committee to collaboratively consult
Inuit on management options, co-developed during the strategic planning meeting, to
implement the new science advice in the narwhal fishery. The consultation process has
two components: (1) in-person consultations with the communities of Arctic Bay, Pond
Inlet, Clyde River and Qikigtarjuaq in April 2016; and (2) written consultations with the
remaining communities that harvest from the Baffin Bay, Jones and Smith Sounds
narwhal stocks. The Kitikmeot and Qikigtaaluk Wildlife Boards will also be included in
the proposed consultations.





Following consultations, DFO will summarize the feedback for inclusion in a Request for
Decision package that will be submitted and presented to the NWMB at their regular
meeting in June 2016. The Request for Decision will be to modify the existing TAHSs for
the Baffin Bay and Jones and Smith Sounds narwhal Management Units based on the
2013 survey results and feedback from consultations. Given the proposed timelines, our
goal is to have a final decision approved by the DFO Minister and ready for
implementation for the 2017 harvest season. Furthermore, DFO will also be hosting a
harvest allocation workshop in January 2017, just as was done in February 2013.

Attachments:
TAB 1: DFO. 2015. Abundance estimates of narwhal stocks in the Canadian High
Arctic in 2013. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep. 2015/046.
Consultations: NTI — Paul Irngaut
NWMB — Danica Crystal and Jason Akearok
Prepared by: DFO Resource Management — Central and Arctic Region
Date: Feb. 3, 2016
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ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES OF NARWHAL STOCKS IN THE
CANADIAN HIGH ARCTIC IN 2013

Narwhal (Monodon monoceros) =m,
by R Ph'l“ps East Baffin Island

Eclipse Sound
5 7o
Inglefield Bredning
Jones Sound
Melville Bay

Smith Sound

. Somerset Island

Figure 1. Map of the six Canadian narwhal summer
aggregations as well as two aggregations in Greenland
recognized as part of the Baffin Bay population by the Canada-
Greenland Joint Commission on Conservation and
Management of Narwhal and Beluga (source:
NAMMCO/SC/21-JCNB/SWG/14-05).

Context:

In August 2013, a series of aerial surveys were conducted for the four recognized Canadian stocks of the
Baffin Bay narwhal population as well as the putative Jones Sound and Smith Sound stocks. For the first
time, abundance estimates for all of these stocks were made in the same year.

The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) establishes Total Allowable Harvest levels for narwhals
in the Nunavut Settlement Area. Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO), in close collaboration with co-
management partners, has implemented an Integrated Fisheries Management Plan for narwhals. DFO
Ecosystems and Fisheries Management Sector asked for advice on sustainable harvest based on the 2013
surveys for the Nunavut narwhal summering stocks. This science advisory report presents information on
the updated abundance estimates and advice on sustainable narwhal harvest based on the Potential
Biological Removal method.

This Science Advisory Report is from the October 20-24, 2014 annual meeting of the National Marine
Mammal Peer Review Committee (NMMPRC). Additional publications from this meeting will be posted on
the DFO Science Advisory Schedule as they become available.

1+l
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Central and Arctic Region 2013 Canadian High Arctic narwhal abundance

SUMMARY

o An aerial survey was conducted for six harwhal summering aggregations (hereafter
referred to as stocks) in the Canadian High Arctic in August 2013. This is the first time that
a survey counted all of the Canadian High Arctic narwhal stocks during one summer, and
the first time for narwhals in Jones Sound and Smith Sound. The total estimate for the
Canadian High Arctic was 141,909 (Coefficient of Variation, CV by stock ranged from 20
to 65%) narwhals.

o This survey combined two abundance estimation methods that were summed to produce
an estimate of total abundance:

1) spatial modelling was used to estimate densities in narrow fiords; and

2) mark-recapture distance sampling was used to estimate narwhal density from line
transects elsewhere.

o Total abundance estimates include a correction for perception bias (caused by observers
missing narwhals present at the surface) estimated from duplicated sightings between the
primary (front) and secondary (rear) observers.

o Abundance estimates were also corrected for availability bias (to account for the fraction
of time diving whales are visible near the surface) computed from the percentage of time
satellite-tagged narwhals spent within 2 meters of the surface (or 1 meter in fiords with
murky waters). The correction for availability bias was 2.94 (and 4.53 in fiords of East
Baffin Island).

. Stock specific abundances rounded to 500 were 12,500 for Jones Sound, 16,000 for
Smith Sound, 50,000 for Somerset Island, 35,000 for Admiralty Inlet, 10,500 for Eclipse
Sound, and 17,500 for East Baffin Island for a total of 142,000 narwhal in the Canadian
High Arctic.

o Assuming fidelity of narwhals to six specific summering stocks and based on the
abundances estimated in 2013, the Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC) advice for the
six summering stocks are 76 for Jones Sound, 77 for Smith Sound, 658 for Somerset
Island, 389 for Admiralty Inlet, 134 for Eclipse Sound, and 206 for East Baffin Island for a
total of 1,540 narwhals per year. If narwhals from the Eclipse Sound and Admiralty Inlet
areas are considered as belonging to a single unit, the TALCs cannot simply be summed.
The TALC advice for a combined unit would be 542 narwhals.

. Allocation of the catch to communities should be done in a way that accounts for the
seasonal hunts of mixed stocks.

INTRODUCTION

In Canada, the Baffin Bay narwhal population is currently managed as four summering stocks,
each represented by a different geographic aggregation, i.e., Somerset Island (SlI), Admiralty
Inlet (Al), Eclipse Sound (ES) and East Baffin Island (EB). A humber of narwhal aerial surveys
were conducted by DFO in the eastern Canadian Arctic from 1975 to 2011 to estimate the
abundance of different stocks within the Baffin Bay population (DFO 2012, Doniol-Valcroze et
al. 2015a). Most of the previous abundance estimates were known to be incomplete. Narwhals
are also known to occur elsewhere in the Canadian High Arctic during summer (e.g., Parry
Islands, Cambridge Bay), but no narwhal surveys have been conducted in these areas. In 2013,
two narwhal aggregations provisionally identified as Jones Sound and Smith Sound stocks were
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surveyed. No previous survey has counted all of the known High Arctic narwhal stocks during
one summer.

Narwhals summering in the Eastern Canadian Arctic are designated as Special Concern by the
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) and are a priority
fishery for DFO. Narwhal are listed on Appendix Il of the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species (CITES), and a non-detrimental finding (NDF) decision from the DFO
Scientific Authority is required to obtain a CITES Export/Re-export permit to export narwhal
products internationally. Harvested narwhals from Canadian management units are considered
ineligible for international trade if the harvest exceeds the Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC)
recommendation for a population. Under CITES requirements, updated science and a
documented management approach are required to confirm sustainable narwhal management
to allow for international trade.

This Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat (CSAS) Science Advisory Report provides updated
scientific advice regarding TALC levels for each of the Baffin Bay narwhal stocks, and for
narwhals in Smith and Jones Sounds.

ANALYSIS
Survey methods

The survey was designed to cover the six known summering stocks of narwhal (Figure 1) in the
Canadian High Arctic simultaneously (Doniol-Valcroze et al. 2015b). Narwhal are thought to
exhibit strong site fidelity to their summering grounds. However, recent evidence suggests that
limited mixing between summering areas does occur (Dietz et al. 2001, Heide-Jgrgensen et al.
2002, Watt et al. 2012). Thus, the survey covered all six areas within one month using three
aircraft to avoid double counting. Priority was given to Jones Sound, Smith Sound and
Somerset Island areas because no previous surveys had been done in Jones Sound and Smith
Sound in August and the Somerset Island abundance estimate was 17 years old.

Each stock range was divided into several strata (Figure 2), based on geographic boundaries as
well as expected densities of narwhals inferred from past surveys. When such information was
not available, traditional Inuit knowledge and/or observations from a reconnaissance survey
flown in 2012 were used to determine survey strata. Survey transects were regularly spaced
and oriented in a direction perpendicular to the longest axis of the stratum (Figure 2). A
combination of parallel line transects and zig-zag transects was used to survey small areas with
expected high narwhal densities (parallel lines) and large areas with expected low densities (zig
zag). An effort was made to survey each stratum within 1-2 days.

Narwhals tend to aggregate in deep fiords when the ice melts in the summer (Dietz et al. 2001).
Because most fiords are narrow, have complex shape and can be steep-walled, they cannot be
surveyed using line transect methods and thus, standard distance sampling estimation methods
cannot be applied. Therefore, separate survey and analytical methods were developed for the
fiord strata (Doniol-Valcroze et al. 2015a) with each fiord considered a primary sampling unit
and abundance estimated for each separately.

The survey was designed as a double-platform experiment with independent observation
platforms at the front (primary) and rear (secondary) of the survey aircraft. Each of the three
survey aircraft was assigned a team of four observers, and each observer was assigned a
specific bubble window for the duration of the survey. The two observers stationed on the same
side of the aircraft were visually and acoustically isolated to ensure independence of their
detections. Each of the three survey teams included a trained Inuit observer, and when surveys






Central and Arctic Region 2013 Canadian High Arctic narwhal abundance

were conducted close to a community, participation of a local hunter was encouraged. Overall,
Inuit groups were intimately involved with survey planning and design.
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Figure 2. a.) Map of planned survey strata (blue polygons), transect lines (red lines), and fiord strata (red
areas). Al: Admiralty Inlet. BF: Baumann Fiord. BS: Barrow Strait. CS: Cumberland Sound. EB: East
Baffin Island. ES: Eclipse Sound. FBN: Foxe Basin North. FBS: Foxe Basin South. GB: Gulf of Boothia.
JS: Jones Sound. LS: Lancaster Sound. NB: Norwegian Bay. PRI: Prince Regent Inlet. PS: Peel Sound.
SS: Smith Sound. Communities (black dots): 1. Gjoa Haven; 2.Taloyoak; 3. Kugaaruk; 4. Repulse Bay; 5.
Hall Beach; 6. Igloolik; 7. lgaluit; 8. Pangnirtung; 9. Qikigtarjuaq; 10. Clyde River; 11. Pond Inlet; 12.
Arctic Bay; 13. Resolute; 14. Grise Fiord; 15. Qaanaaq (Greenland). b.) inset : zoom of the Eclipse Sound
stratum (boxed area).

Observers recorded sightings on a hand-held recorder indicating the time at which a group of
narwhal was first seen and the time at which the group was abeam of the aircraft. Additional
information was recorded with the following priority:

1) number of narwhals in a group (defined as two or more narwhals within one or a few
body lengths of each other and oriented in the same direction),

2) perpendicular distance to sighting; and
3) other variables (direction of movement, presence of young, number of tusks).

The position and altitude of the aircraft was recorded every 2 seconds.
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Statistical analysis

Distance sampling methods were used to estimate the density of narwhals within the surveyed
area. These methods assume that the probability of detecting a narwhal is a function of the
distance from the track line. However, observers can miss narwhals present at the surface.
Thus, a perception bias must be estimated (Marsh and Sinclair 1989). A mark-recapture method
on duplicated sightings by two observers on the same side of an aircraft was used to estimate
the perception bias (Laake and Borchers 2004). The identification of duplicate sightings is not
obvious and a novel data-driven approach was developed to sort single and duplicate sightings
made during the 2013 survey (Pike and Doniol-Valcroze 2015). While most previous studies
used ad-hoc methods and arbitrary threshold for this task, the method used in this study was
based on four weighted covariates.

A detection function was computed using perpendicular distance of all sightings (duplicates
were removed) in all strata. Akaike Information Criteria were used to select the best-fitting
detection function (Buckland et al. 2001) and associated environmental covariates (Marques et
al. 2007) including ice cover, cloud cover, sea state and glare.

For the fiord strata, density and abundance were estimated using spatial modeling (Doniol-
Valcroze et al. 2015a). The number of narwhals seen in surveyed segments of each fiord was
modeled using Generalized Additive Models. The variables included in the models were
distance from shore and distance from the mouth of the fiord. The best model for each fiord was
selected based on maximum likelihood and used to predict the abundance of narwhals across
the entire fiord. Density estimates were computed by dividing predicted abundance by the total
area of the fiord. Total abundance for all fiord strata was computed by averaging the densities of
all fiords weighted by their respective area, and multiplying it by the total area of all fiords in a
given stratum.

Narwhals that were not at the surface of the water at the time of the survey could not be seen
by observers causing an availability bias (Marsh and Sinclair 1989). Thus, the number of
narwhals counted in the survey must be corrected for availability. Experiments with model
narwhals showed that they could be detected on planes when they were within 2 m of the
surface (Richard et al. 1994). However, in some fiords with murky waters, we assumed narwhal
could only be detected down to 1 m. Based on data from 24 narwhals fitted with satellite tags
near the communities of Arctic Bay and Pond Inlet every August from 2009 to 2013, narwhals
spend 31.4 + 1.1% of their time within 2 m of the surface, and 20.4 + 0.8% within 1 m (Watt et
al. 2015).

The Potential Biological Removal (PBR) method (Wade 1998), corrected to include hunting
losses (i.e., animals that are struck and lost), was used to calculate the recommended TALC:
PBR

TALC = —
LRC

where,
PBR = 0.5 X Ry gy X Njpin X E-

The hunting loss rate correction (LRC) was equal to 1.28 (Standard Error, SE=0.15, Richard
2008). R4y » the maximum rate of increase for the stock, was set to 0.04 (the default value for
cetacean when unknown, Wade 1998). N,,,;,, is the 20th percentile of the log-normal distribution
of N. The recovery factor for the population ( E.) was set at 0.5 for the Jones Sound and Smith
Sound stocks (to account for uncertainty in stock structure and narwhal movements), and at 1.0
for the other stocks (value suggested for large populations).
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Results

The timing of the ice break-up in the northern parts of the survey range during the summer of
2013 affected the timing and coverage of portions of the survey areas. Nevertheless, all stocks
were completely surveyed with the exception of Smith Sound. The global average group size
was 2.76 (CV 3.8%), and stratum-wide mean group sizes ranged from 1 to 3.08. Figure 3 shows
the location of the individual sightings of narwhal groups. The estimated abundances for each
stock are given in Table 1. The total corrected estimate for the Canadian High Arctic narwhal
population was 141,909 narwhals (including 7,038 narwhals estimated in fiords). The weighted
correction factor used was equal to 2.94 (CV 3.4%). This value, based on the recommended
instantaneous correction factor of 3.18, is for survey strata occurring in clear waters (Watt et al.
2015) and was weighted for an average observer search time of 4.3 seconds. From these
abundance estimates, the combined TALC for the Baffin Bay population was 1,540 narwhals.
TALC for each summering stock is given in Table 2.
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Figure 3. Unique sightings of narwhal groups made during the 2013 High Arctic Cetacean Survey (red
circles). Lines represent transects flown with color scale showing Beaufort conditions.
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Table 1. Area surveyed, survey coverage, narwhal sightings (surface abundance), and corrected
abundance estimates by summer stock. The weighted correction factor used was 2.94 (CV 3.4%), except
in East Baffin Island fiords where it was 4.53 (CV 3.8%).

Stock / Percentage Surface Abundance

Stratum Area (kmz) surveyed abundance (corrected) CcvV
Jones Sound 35,357 13% 4,316 12,694 0.33
Smith Sound 40,669 4% 5,563 16,360 0.65
Somerset
Island 115,309 9% 16,921 49,768 0.20
Admiralty Inlet 9,419 26% 11,915 35,043 0.42
Eclipse Sound 8,459 26% 3,566 10,489 0.24
East Baffin
Island 53,510 8% 3,799 17,555 0.35
Combined
AI+ES 17,878 26% 15,481 45532 0.33

Table 2. Total allowable landed catch (TALC) for the six Canadian summer stocks of narwhals in the
Canadian High Arctic. The recovery factor (Fr) was set at 0.5 for the Jones Sound and Smith Sound
stocks to account for uncertainty in stock structure and narwhal movements. Fr of 1.0 was set for the
other stocks as suggested for large populations with additional stock assessment information.

Summer Stock Nmin TALC
Jones Sound (/Fr=0.5) 9,714 76
Smith Sound (/Fr=0.5) 9,897 77
Somerset Island 42,081 658
Admiralty Inlet 24,895 389
Eclipse Sound 8,564 134
East Baffin Island 13,214 206
TOTAL 108,365 1,540
Combined Al + ES 34,716 542

Sources of Uncertainty

e An accurate abundance estimate of a population requires that the entire distribution range
must be surveyed (Buckland et al. 2001). The summering range of narwhals in Smith and
Jones Sounds is currently not well understood. For the Somerset Island stock, we chose not
to survey the extreme western and southern parts of their distribution. We assumed these
areas are used following ice melt in the core areas of Peel Sound and Prince Regent Inlet.
Narwhals also occupy areas where they are not hunted and outside of the survey area (e.g.,
Parry Channel region). However, we assume they occur at low densities and would not
impact community TALC.

e Narwhal sightings were extremely clustered in Eclipse Sound and Admiralty Inlet which
increased uncertainty around the estimate (CVs) and could introduce bias.

¢ Although a pooled TALC is provided for Al and ES, connectivity between these stocks
remains a source of uncertainty. There have been no new analyses to confirm new stock
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structure. Future research is required to assess connectivity between the two stocks and is
particularly relevant given the industrial activity and increased shipping occurring in the
region.

e For the Jones Sound stock, relatively large numbers of narwhals were found in Norwegian
Bay. Only a few narwhals were seen in the Jones Sound stratum itself, which is where most
of the hunting takes place due to proximity to the community of Grise Fiord.

e Smith Sound could not be surveyed completely because of unfavorable weather conditions.
The density estimate is based on relatively few lines in the northern part of the stratum, and
therefore it cannot be extrapolated to the entire stratum. Instead, the density estimate was
extrapolated to the area of the survey effort only. This resulted in an estimate that is more
precise, but should be considered a minimum estimate of narwhal abundance in Smith
Sound. We anticipate that this stock will be further sub-divided once more information is
available on movements. The relationship between Smith Sound narwhals, the four
recognized Baffin Bay stocks and the Inglefield Bredning stock in Greenland is unclear.

e The proportion of sightings made by both front and rear observers was relatively low during
this survey, resulting in a low detection probability and a large precision bias correction.
Surveys with low detection probability result in higher abundance estimates than surveys
with high detection probability. Because the number of duplicate sightings between
observers was relatively low the estimates from this survey might have been inflated.

CONCLUSIONS

This survey provided current abundance estimates for four Baffin Bay narwhal stocks in
Canadian waters that improved their precision and resulted in new PBR estimates for each
stock. Also, the first summer abundance estimates have been calculated for narwhals in the
Smith Sound and Jones Sound areas. Concurrent, long-term telemetry studies of diving
behaviour were critical to obtaining estimates of availability bias. Abundance estimates also
were improved by implementing new analysis techniques to address specific challenges
associated with narwhal use of fiords.
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SUBMISSION TO THE
NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD

FOR

Information: Decision: X

Issue: Continued Implementation of an Interim Narwhal Flex-Quota
System for 2016/17 Hunting Season

Background:

In April 2013, the Integrated Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP) for narwhal in
the Nunavut Settlement Area came into effect. The IFMP provides for a staged,
evidence based development and incorporation of Marine Mammal Tag (MMT)
transfer in three phases (TAB 1). Tag transfer Phase | was implemented for the
2013/14 narwhal fishery and provides for simple quota reconciliation for
communities that do_not harvest from mixed narwhal stocks (e.g. communities
that harvest from the Northern Hudson Bay narwhal Management Unit and the
Somerset Island Management Unit).

Tag transfer Phase Il was implemented on an interim basis for the 2014/15 and
2015/16 narwhal fisheries. Phase Ill provides for a “flexible” quota system
whereby communities can carry-over their unused Marine Mammal Tags (MMT)
to use for narwhal harvesting in the next harvest year. This is similar in concept
to a provision that was implemented on a trial basis in the fishery under
Community Based Management for narwhal and beluga in 5 Inuit communities
for 10 years; but was never subject to scientific peer review for validation of
sustainability.

Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat (CSAS) advice was published on the
sustainability of tag transfer Phases Il and IIl in 2015 (TAB 2). The results are
encouraging, as they show little additional risk to the narwhal stocks from
implementation of flexible total allowable landed catches. Phase Il provides for
simple transfers of migratory MMT similar to that outlined in Phase I, for the four
communities on Baffin Island (Arctic Bay, Pond Inlet, Clyde River and
Qikigtarjuaq) that do_harvest from mixed narwhal stocks.

In December 2013, DFO Resource Management, in consultation with DFO
Science and DFO CITES Scientific and Management Authorities developed a
draft 5-point quota carry-over rule for interim implementation in the narwhal
fishery until the CSAS review and advice for implementation of narwhal tag
transfer Phase Il was completed.





The 5-point quota carry-over rule (TAB 3) provides for the use of unused narwhal
Marine Mammal Tags (MMT) from one harvest season into the next season only,
after which point they expire.

A Steering Committee Meeting for narwhal management took place on Jan. 20-
21, 2016 among DFO, Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. (NTI), and Nunavut Wildlife
Management Board (NWMB) staff. The flex-quota system was discussed during
these meetings and there was general agreement among parties to revisit the
five-point narwhal quota carry-over rule and tag transfer Phase Il during
tentatively planned consultations in 2016. Thus, tag transfer Phases Il and 111 will
not be considered for full implementation in the narwhal fishery until consultation
has been completed.

In July 2014 and May 2015, the Minister of DFO accepted the NWMB'’s decisions
to implement the interim narwhal flex-quota system for the 2014-15 and 2015-16
seasons, respectively.

Recommendations:

Pending support from the Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWOs), DFO and NTI
recommend that the NWMB approve the proposed interim narwhal flex-quota
system (Marine Mammal Tag Transfer Policy Phase Ill) for continuation for one
more year, during the 2016-17 hunting season.

Attachments:

TAB 1: Three Phase Narwhal Marine Mammal Tag Transfer Implementation

TAB 2: DFO. 2015. Sustainability of a flexible system of total allowable annual catches
of narwhals (Monodon monoceros). DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep.
2015/006.

TAB 3: 5-point quota carry-over rule

TAB 4: 2015-16 Narwhal Harvest Allocations under the 5-point quota carry-over rule

TAB 5: Narwhal Marine Mammal Tag Transfer Policy

Prepared by: DFO Resource Management — Central and Arctic Region and

NTI — Department of Wildlife and Environment
Date: Feb. 3, 2016





TAB 1

Figure 1. Flow chart depicting steps in a progressive, evidence based approach to development and
implementation of a harvest tag/licence transfer policy for the 2013 narwhal fishery in the Nunavut
Settlement Area. The chart delineates the steps required rather than the time sequence for the process.
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SUSTAINABILITY OF A FLEXIBLE SYSTEM OF TOTAL
ALLOWABLE ANNUAL CATCHES OF NARWHALS
(Monodon monoceros)

Narwhal (Monodon monoceros) by R. Phillips.

Figure 1. Approximate areas where Canadian
summering aggregations of narwhals occur: A -
Somerset Island, B - Admiralty Inlet, C - Eclipse
Sound, D - East Baffin Island, E - Northern Hudson
Bay. Other areas where narwhals are known to
occur in summer: F - Parry Islands, G - Jones
Sound, H - Smith Sound) [adapted from DFO 2011].

Context

There are presently five recognized narwhal summering stocks in the Canadian Arctic: Somerset Island,
Admiralty Inlet, Eclipse Sound, East Baffin Island, and Northern Hudson Bay (Fig.1 A-D). Hunts on these
narwhal stocks are managed by setting an annual Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC) for each stock
for a five-year period. The TALC is based on a Potential Biological Removal (PBR) estimate calculated for
each stock, minus estimated hunting losses (i.e., struck and lost). The present analysis is in response to
requests by Resource Management (RM) for peer reviewed science to address the questions of
sustainability of a flexible TALC system for narwhals. There are also narwhals summering in Jones
Sound, Smith Sound and the Parry Islands water (Fig. 1 F-H). Their stock definition and status is
uncertain but advice given here would apply once assessments allow the setting of total allowable land
catch limits.
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SUMMARY

° There is a desire on the part of Inuit to have a "flexible quota system" management
provision implemented in narwhal hunts, similar to what was employed under Community
Based Management (CBM) of narwhal in Nunavut, i.e., to carry-over (credit) unused Total
Allowable Landed Catch (TALC) for use in the subsequent hunting season or to borrow
(debit) from the following years’ TALC for use in the current hunting season

. Results of a deterministic model to investigate the robustness of a flexible TALC system
clearly indicate that, for the scenarios investigated, such a management approach is
sustainable, as long as the total hunting mortality over the five year period does not
exceed five times the annual PBR.

o Key assumptions of the deterministic model are:

a. birth and death rates are constant,

b PBR is updated every ten years with new abundance estimates,
C. Hunting loss is a constant fraction of TALC, and
d

flexible hunting limits are adhered to by all and landed catches are reported exactly
(i.e., no implementation errors).

o Process error model results, which account for some variability of birth and death rates,
showed a greater risk of the population becoming depleted under certain credit or debit
scenarios but the risk was similar to the base scenario run for comparison where no debit
or credit was applied.

o Better estimates of hunting loss rates would increase confidence in model results. These
model results do not account for impacts of large ice entrapment mortality. These are rare
events and have been the subject of previous science advice. A more detailed
assessment of population trend would be warranted were there evidence of deterministic
environmental effects on narwhal birth and death processes.

INTRODUCTION

There are presently five recognized narwhal summering stocks in the Canadian Arctic:
Somerset Island, Admiralty Inlet, Eclipse Sound, East Baffin Island, and Northern Hudson Bay.
Hunts on these narwhal stocks are managed by setting an annual Total Allowable Landed
Catch (TALC) for each stock that remains constant for a five-year period. The TALC is based on
a Potential Biological Removal (PBR) estimate calculated for each stock, minus estimated
hunting losses. The present analysis is in response to requests by Resource Management (RM)
for peer reviewed science to address the questions of sustainability of a flexible TALC system
for narwhals.

Question 1: Is it sustainable if Arctic Bay and Pond Inlet exchange their unused spring and fall
Marine Mammal Tags for use by either community during their migratory (spring/fall) narwhal
hunts? The same question was also posed for Clyde River and Qikigtarjuag.

Question 2: Harvest credit (or carry-over) in a five year period:
a. Is 100% carry-over for one year sustainable?
b. What % carry-over for one year is sustainable?

c. What % cumulative carry-over is sustainable over consecutive years (up to five years)?
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Question 3: Harvest debit (or borrow-back) in a five year period:
a. Is 100% borrowing from the following year sustainable once in a five year period?
b. What % borrowing from the following year is sustainable?

c. Can the total five consecutive years’ total allowable catch be allocated to each year, in a
five year period, any way the hunters choose as long as the sum of the five-years of
catch does not exceed that total?

Question 4: How sustainable would a hunting mortality of five times the total allowable catch if
applied to any one year of a five year period?

ASSESSMENT

Question 1: This question was addressed by previous science advice (Richard 2011). In short,
the two communities in question,

a. Arctic Bay and Pond Inlet, or

b. Clyde River and Qikigtarjuag, are hunting from the mixed stocks in spring and fall and
therefore are taking from the same stocks’ TALCs.

Consequently, the harvest credits are transferable between Arctic Bay and Pond Inlet, or
between Clyde River and Qikigtarjuaq without invalidating previous advice on the sustainability
of the affected stocks.

The remaining four questions required new analyses. They were performed using a variant of
the Wade (1998) PBR robustness trial method, where a proportion of the PBR for a stock was
either carried over (credited) to the subsequent year to make-up for a low catch year or
borrowed (debited) from the next year if a given year’s catch was higher than the annual PBR.
Several scenarios were modelled in deterministic projections for 100 years, as in Wade (1998),
varying start populations from 5,000 to 15,000 and recovery factors from 0.5 to 1. The details of
the simulations are given in Richard and Young (2015).

In all cases, more than 95% of projected populations reached sizes in excess of the Maximum
Net Productivity Level. The results of these simulations of flexible catch limits did not depart
much from the base models, where no credits or debits were exercised.

The same simulations were done with an added parameter for process error, i.e., a parameter
simulating variation in population dynamics (Richard and Young 2015). This process error,
arbitrarily set at 0.05, to reflect our belief that narwhals do not have highly variable population
dynamics, resulted in more variable results for debit or credit scenarios than the deterministic
runs, but none of scenario results were significantly worse than the results of base models
without debits or credits.

These results indicate that a system of flexible Total Allowable Landed Catches is sustainable,
as long as the total hunting mortality over each five-year period does not exceed five times the
PBR for that period. The modelling results also show that the choice of a fixed recovery factor
of 1 does not significantly increase the risk to sustainability of credit or debit scenarios.

Sources of Uncertainty

The above conclusions are based on models with some important assumptions. The first is that
TALCs are a constant fraction of total hunting mortality, i.e., that hunting losses are constant
and very similar to what was used to provide TALC advice for narwhal stocks (0.28 from
Richard 2008). Hunting losses may in fact vary from area to area, from season to season and
with different hunting methods. Unfortunately, we have insufficient data at present to determine
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those variations and apply them in modelling. Nevertheless, the PBR method has been shown
to be robust to under-estimates of actual hunt mortality (Wade 1998).

Second, we assume that sources of human-induced narwhal mortality other than total hunting
mortality (landed catch and hunting loss) are negligible. We have no reason to believe otherwise
at present.

Third, we assume that flexible hunting limits are adhered to by all and that landed catches are
reported exactly, that there are no implementation errors. Presently, we know of no reason to
believe that narwhal landed catches are not reported accurately, but there have been no
independent studies to verify this assumption. Perhaps this concern is moot as the latest
records of narwhal catches (DFO) indicate that landed catches are, in many cases, lower than
TALCs.

The models do not take into account the impact of rare ice-entrapment mortality, nor do they
include environmental effects that might negatively impact birth and death processes in narwhal
populations. Large ice entrapments are rare but can have a significant short-term impact on
population trend. Science advice on one such entrapment event can be found in DFO (2012).
Environmental impacts on birth and death processes in narwhal populations are unknown at
present but, should there be evidence of long-term negative effects, more detailed narwhal
population assessments would be needed.

CONCLUSIONS

These results are encouraging for the implementation of flexible TALCs, as they show little
additional risk to the narwhal stocks from implementation of flexible TALCs. If a flexible TALC
system is implemented, the five-year total landed catch should not exceed five times the annual
TALC for each stock.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

This Science Advisory Report is from the October 20-24, 2014 Annual Meeting of the National
Marine Mammal Peer Review Committee (NMMPRC). Additional publications from this meeting
will be posted on the Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) Science Advisory Schedule as they
become available.
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TAB 3

Five-point narwhal quota carry-over rule

1.

All unused quota for a given harvest season within MU is carried-over for use in
the subsequent harvest season. (i.e. summer to summer; migratory to migratory;
all season to all season)

Carried-over quota (MMT) is applied first to any narwhal harvests in the
subsequent harvest season before current season quota (MMT) is applied to
harvest.

Carried-over quota expires at the end of the harvest season for which it was
carried-over into.

The system resets to zero whenever the TAH for a MU is modified by the NWMB
(i.e. unused quota in a MU prior to the TAH modification cannot be carried-over
into the subsequent harvest season under the “new” TAH)

All other rules of tag transfer Phase | still apply. No transfer of MMT between
MUs. No transfer of summer MMT with migratory MMT within a MU.





Table 1. Draft 2016-17 Narwhal Harvest Allocations under an Interim Flex-Quota System*.

. . 201516 MMT 501516 MMT ~ 2015-16 MMT 2015-16 201518 MMTS ) otial 2016-17
Management Unit Community Season Base - Reported Available for -
. Carryover Allocation R MMT Allocation
Allocation Landings Carry-over
gg;‘he"‘ Hudson 11 Communities All-Season 147 84 231 48 147 204
) ) Summer 125 31 156 156 0 125
Admiralty Inlet Arctic Bay
Migratory 65 49 114 109 5 70
_ Summer 137 74 211 112 99 236
Eclipse Sound Pond Inlet
Migratory 53 25 78 78 0 53
. Summer 42 24 66 58 8 50
Clyde River
Migratory 28 5 33 2 28 56
East Baffin Island o Summer 42 42 84 18 42 84
Qikigtarjuaq
Migratory 78 13 91 45 46 124
Pangnirtung & Igaluit All-Season 60 60 120 0 60 120
Somerset Island 8 Communities All-Season 450 450 900 72 450 900
Smith Sound,
Jones Sound, Grise Fiord All-Season 50 50 100 8 50 100

Parry Channel

Note: MMT = Marine Mammal Tag.

* Note: Harvest statistics for 2015-16 are still being finalized. Interim statistics have been presented in this table.





Appendix 5 — Marine Mammal Tag Transfer Policy

Phase One': Marine Mammal Tag transfers for narwhal harvesting when stocks are not
mixed”.

The purpose of Marine Mammal Tag transfers is to assist Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWOs)

to:

1.

Cover off over-harvest of a Community Harvest Limit (CHL) by allowing the exchange of
unused Marine Mammal Tags between communities within the management unit, during the
current narwhal harvesting year

Plan for, and allow, transfers of Marine Mammal Tags between communities within a
management unit, during the current narwhal harvesting year, to maximize harvests in
response to year to year variance in narwhal availability.

When there are not enough unused Marine Mammal Tags available for exchange, reconcile
over-harvests within the management unit by reducing the following year's allocation and
harvest from the community that over-harvested

General provisions of Phase One:

1.

Following the establishment of a Total Allowable Harvest Level (TAH) and Basic Needs Level
(BNL) for each narwhal stock/population and the establishment of corresponding
management units based on known summering areas, the BNL for each stock/population will
be allocated annually, by the RWO to the Hunter and Trappers Organizations (HTO), in each
management unit. The allocation will be in the form of Community Harvest Limits. Depending
on whether or not a community harvests from mixed migratory stocks, each community will
receive either an All-Season Community Harvest Limit, or a Summer-Season and Migratory-
Season Community Harvest Limit. The number of Marine Mammal Tags a community
receives will correspond to its Community Harvest Limit(s) (All- Season, Summer-Season
and Migratory-Season).

A valid Marine Mammal Tag is required to hunt a narwhal.
Individual Marine Mammal Tags may only be used to land one narwhal.

Marine Mammal Tags may only be used in the harvest season for which they were issued. At
the end of the season, any unused tags expire and cannot be used in subsequent years.

! These basic transfer provisions will be amended/expanded as required to reflect DFO Science advice on incorporation of mixed
stock transfer in phase two and to reflect DFO Science advice on incorporation of a flexible quota system to the tag transfer policy
in phase three (see figure 1).

2 In the four Baffin Bay management units, stocks are not mixed when whales are in their summering areas. In the Northern
Hudson Bay management unit, the stock is not mixed throughout the entire year
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The transfer of Marine Mammal Tags is not permitted between management units.
Transfers of Marine Mammal Tags are subject to RWO(s) pre-approval.

Marine Mammal Tag transfers between communities in a management unit are allowed for
harvesting when stocks are not mixed, for the purposes identified above (i.e. to cover off an
individual community’'s over-harvest, to maximize harvests or to reconcile over-harvests
within the management unit) subject to pre-approval by the RWO(s).

Marine Mammal Tag transfers cannot occur once the sum of the Community Harvest Limit(s)
(All-Season, Summer-Season) for that management unit in any given harvest season is
reached.

Marine Mammal Tag transfers cannot occur during the Migratory-Season in any
management unit.

10.In the event that insufficient Marine Mammal Tags are available within a management unit for

11.

harvest reconciliation, community over-harvests will be reconciled with a compensatory
reduction in that HTO’s annual Community Harvest Limit (All-Season, Summer-Season) by
the RWO for the next narwhal harvest season.

Requests for Marine Mammal Tag transfers for any other purposes (e.g. cross-species tag

transfers or barters for wildlife products) will be forwarded to the NWMB by the RWO for the
management unit for decision on a case-by-case basis as per their authority under NLCA
s.5.2.33 (k). Such requests can only be considered if the transfer does not jeopardize the
conservation status of the stocks or populations of wildlife in question and does not violate
the terms of the management regimes governing the specific wildlife species in question.
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SUBMISSION TO THE

NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD

FOR

Information: Decision: X

Issue: Approval of the Integrated Fisheries Management Plan for Atlantic Walrus
in the Nunavut Settlement Area and establishment of measures to give
effect to the walrus management regime outlined in the Management Plan

Background:

In response to growing national and international attention on how the walrus fishery in
Canada is being managed and to further harmonize walrus management with the
provisions of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA), in 2007 Fisheries and
Oceans Canada (DFO) started the collaborative process of developing an Integrated
Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP or Management Plan) for Atlantic walrus for the
Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA).

An IFMP for any stock or group of stocks provides information that is important for the
management of a fishery. It describes the scientific and local knowledge available for
the fishery as well as gaps in knowledge. It summarizes the most important
management objectives and management measures that are needed or that have been
agreed to. The intention of putting the information about a fishery in this one document
is to have a common understanding of the “basic rules” for the sustainable management
of a particular fishery. However, this document is meant to be a living document, able to
be adapted as understanding of management issues changes.

Development of the Management Plan and Consultations:

Two Walrus Working Groups (High Arctic and Foxe Basin) were established to initiate
the development of a Management Plan for Atlantic walrus. Each Working Group was
made up of members of local Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs) (Arctic Bay,
Grise Fiord, Hall Beach, Igloolik, Pond Inlet, and Resolute Bay), Qikigtaaluk Wildlife
Board (QWB), Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI), Nunavut Wildlife Management
Board (NWMB) and DFO.

Between 2007 and 2015, nine walrus working group meetings were held to develop the
Management Plan (see TAB 1 for a history of the Walrus Working Groups), and
community consultations with Arctic Bay, Grise Fiord, Hall Beach, Igloolik, Pond Inlet
and Resolute Bay in 2011. The purpose of the meetings and consultations was to share
research results, determine community support for the development of a walrus
Management Plan, and determine the most important walrus management issues.
These meetings determined the development of the Management Plan, the format, the





important management measures and objectives to be included, and the important
research goals. As a result of the Walrus Working Group meetings and community
consultations, a draft Management Plan was developed in November 2013. A
consultation process was designed by the working group and undertaken to obtain the
views of Inuit, co-management organizations, interested stakeholders and the general
public on the draft Management Plan:

e An in-person consultation process was used for communities in Nunavut that
harvest from walrus stocks where there will be information to recommend
additional changes to the management regime for walrus (e.g. Total Allowable
Harvests (TAHS)). These consultations were held May 28-June 4, 2014 in
Igloolik, Hall Beach and Pond Inlet, and October 21-23, 2014 in Arctic Bay, Grise
Fiord and Resolute Bay.

e A written consultation process was used for communities in Nunavut that harvest
from the South and East Hudson Bay, and the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stocks
where there is currently not enough information to recommend any further
changes to the management regime for walrus (e.g. TAH).

e Copies of the draft IFMP and consultation workbooks were sent to the three
Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWOs) and all Nunavut HTOs in June 2014; a
consultation web site was established to solicit comments and feedback.

e Presentations were made at the QWB, Kivalliq Wildlife Board (KWB), and
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board (KRWB) Annual General Meetings in the fall of
2014 and 2015 on the walrus management plan.

Consultations focused on the following main areas:
e The need to improve walrus management;

e The draft Integrated Fisheries Management Plan;

e The proposed walrus Management Units;

e The proposed changes to walrus management where there is science advice, in
particular, the establishment of Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels and
operational procedures to implement the proposed changes such as harvest
allocation, reporting and post-harvest walrus tags;

e Seek the views and comments from Inuit harvesters and community members on
walrus management;

¢ Relationship-building and continued engagement between DFO and Inuit
communities.

The IFMP enables co-management organizations to demonstrate, in one document,
the sustainable management regime for Atlantic walrus in the NSA.

Consultation Results:





Overall, support for having a walrus management plan in place was expressed.
However, Inuit co-management organizations recommended that the walrus
management plan be in place prior to the inclusion of TAHs. Therefore, the IFMP that is
being submitted to the NWMB outlines the walrus management framework that is
currently in place through provisions of the NLCA, the Fisheries Act and regulations
made pursuant to it, including the Fishery (General) Regulations and the Marine
Mammal Regulations (MMR), as well as defines the structure for a walrus management
system under a TAH regime.

In addition, concerns were raised with the IFMP applying to the entire NSA without in-
person consultations occurring in all communities (written consultations took place).
DFO is committed to conducting in-person consultations with communities that harvest
from the South and East Hudson Bay or the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stock prior to a
request for TAH being submitted to the NWMB for either of those stocks/management
units.

After incorporating revisions based on consultations and final review by the Walrus
Working Group in May 2015, the final draft was presented at the three RWO Annual
General Meetings in the fall of 2015. A full report on the consultation results can be
found in TAB 2.

Recommendations:

DFO is requesting approval from the NWMB on the following:

e Approve the Integrated Fisheries Management Plan for walrus in the NSA, including
the proposed management structure under a TAH system that includes
supplementary management measures to address current walrus management
issues and strengthen co-management of the fishery (TAB 3).

e Approve the new Management Unit boundaries identified in the Management Plan
that are based on stock units and local traditional knowledge (Tab 4).

A more detailed summary of the proposed changes in walrus management identified in
the IFMP can be found in Appendix 1. The end goal is to have a good system
documented and approved to sustainably manage the walrus fishery commencing April
1,2017.

TAB 1 - History of the Walrus Working Groups
TAB 2 - Consultation Results

TAB 3 — IFMP

TAB 4 - Management Boundaries

Submitted by:

Resource Management , Central & Arctic Region
Fisheries & Oceans Canada

Date: February 12, 2016





Appendix 1: Decisions requested from NWMB to implement
proposed changes to the walrus management system in the
Nunavut Settlement Area.

A. New Management Measures that will apply to all walrus stocks:

1. Establishment of boundaries for six Management Units based on walrus
stock delineations and local traditional knowledge within the Nunavut
Settlement Area (NSA). This includes:

1) AW-01 (Baffin Bay stock)

2) AW-02 (West Jones Sound stock)

3) AW-03 (Penny Strait- Lancaster Sound stock)
4) AW-04 (Foxe Basin stock unit)

5) AW-05 (Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stock)

6) AW-06 (South and East Hudson Bay stock)

B. New management measures that would apply to walrus
stocks/management units when a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) is
established:

1. Establish TAHSs, thus replacing the existing regulatory individual and
community quotas on walrus (Marine Mammal Regulations sections 6 and
26), pursuant to section 5.6.16.

2. In 2013, as per s.5.6.25, the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans accepted the
NWMB'’s decision to establish the BNL for beluga, narwhal and walrus in the
NSA to be equal to the levels of TAH for those species.

The IFMP reflects RWO and HTO authority to allocate and enforce regional
and community BNL and Adjusted BNL pursuant to NLCA s. 5.7.6(b) and s.
5.7.3(b), respectively. Under the proposed management regime, once the
NWMB establishes TAH and BNL for a stock/population, the RWO would
allocate the BNL among the respective HTOs in the Management Unit,
resulting in Community Harvest Limits. The HTOs would then allocate the
Community Harvest Limits among members (including the assignment to non-
members).

3. Where a TAH has been established for a walrus management unit, the annual
harvest for that management unit shall not exceed the TAH.

4. Establish mechanisms to close specific walrus fisheries in each Management
Unit when specific harvest limits have been reached:





4.

a. Once the sum of the Community Harvest Limits within a Management
Unit are reached, the walrus fishery for all communities in that
Management Unit is closed.

Approve the implementation of a Post-Harvest Walrus Tag system.

The Post-Harvest Walrus Tag is not a licence to hunt and would be issued by
DFO without fee or administrative charge. Implementing a Post-Harvest
Walrus Tag system will assist in:
e Evidencing a person’s authority to harvest/possess wildlife appropriate
to the particular Management Unit;
e Regulating the allocation of a share of TAH (Community Harvest Limit),
including the BNL, as allocated by the RWO and/or HTO;
e Collecting information in relation to harvesting activities;
e Regulating harvesting activities in relation to sport hunt assignment.

The Post-Harvest Walrus Tag will be an important management tool for
RWOs and HTOs to allocate and account for harvesting among their
members. The Post-Harvest Walrus Tags will be allocated by the RWO/HTO
and will be proof of allocation to a share of one walrus from the walrus TAH
for a particular management unit. This forms part of the walrus management
system in which RWOs and HTOs decide on community allocations.

Approve the Walrus Sport Hunt Policies:

a. Where a TAH has been established: as per the NLCA, HTOs and
RWOs are responsible for allocating their community’s and regional
TAH to their members and the assignment to non-members (e.qg.
walrus sport hunt) (s. 5.7.3 and 5.7.6). The Sport Hunt Policy identifies
the process that will be used under this situation; and

b. Where a TAH has not been established: the Sport Hunt Policy
identifies the existing process being used by co-management
organizations to provide for sport hunting opportunities.

C. Provision of Information

1.

Harvest information is provided by Inuit hunters to the HTOs, which is then
relayed to DFO (MMR s. 17; Fisheries Act s. 61; NLCA s. 5.7.43).

When a TAH is established, harvest reporting is required by the Regional
Wildlife Organizations (RWO) and Hunter and Trappers Organizations (HTO)
in a timely fashion:

a. HTO to notify RWO and DFO when their Community Harvest Limits
are reached.





b. RWO to notify DFO when the sum of the Community Harvest Limits
are reached in each Management Unit within their Region.

D. Approve the Integrated Fisheries Management Plan for Walrus in the
Nunavut Settlement Area (effective date April 1, 2017).






TAB 1: History of the Walrus Working Group

Type of Meeting Year Outcomes
Working Group 2007
(Foxe Basin) e Established the Foxe Basin Walrus
Working Group
e Agreement to develop an Integrated
Fisheries Management Plan;
e Sharing of hunter perspectives;
e Mapping walrus areas based on
traditional knowledge;
e Review of current science information
Working Group 2009
(Foxe Basin) e Developed Terms of Reference;
e Discussed important management
goals, and objectives;
e Science update
Working Group 2010
(Foxe Basin) e Presentation by industry group on
shipping;
e Science update; survey design
Working Group 2010

(Baffin Bay)

e Established the Baffin Bay Walrus
Working Group;

e Agreement to develop an Integrated
Fisheries Management Plan;

e Developed Terms of Reference

e Mapping walrus areas based on
traditional knowledge

e Science review and update on surveys;

Working Group
(Foxe Basin and Baffin
Bay)

2010 (2 meetings)

e Prioritized the Management Goals and
Objectives;

e Reviewed and amended the walrus
maps;

e Science review and update on surveys;

e Discussed the establishment of harvest
levels (TAH and BNL)

e Discussed the NWMB process to
approve the Management Plan






Community
Consultations (Arctic
Bay, Grise Fiord, Hall
Beach, Igloolik, Pond
Inlet, Resolute Bay)

2011

e Agreement to move forward with the
Management Plan as outlined;

¢ Reviewed maps;

e Update from DFO Science on surveys;

e Reviewed prioritized tables of walrus
management objectives and goals;

e Main concerns identified.

(Foxe Basin and Baffin | 2013
Bay) e Draft Management Plan presented and
discussed;

e Discussed proposed changes to the
management regime for walrus;

e Discussed recently published DFO
Science;

e HTO representatives believe the
numbers in the science advice are too
low;

e Discussed struck and lost rates;

e Combined the Foxe Basin and Baffin
Bay Working Groups into one Working
Group

e Next steps: community consultations:
developed consultation plan (in-person
and written)

Community 2014 Reviewed and discussed:

Consultations

(Hall Beach, Igloolik,
Pond Inlet, Arctic Bay,
Grise Fiord, Resolute)

e The need to improve walrus
management;

e The draft Integrated Fisheries
Management Plan;

e The proposed walrus Management
Units;

e The proposed changes to walrus
management where there is science
advice, in particular, the establishment
of Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels
and operational procedures to
implement the proposed changes such
as harvest reporting and walrus harvest
tags;

* Obtained views and comments from
Inuit harvesters and community
members on walrus management;

e Relationship-building and continued
engagement between DFO and Inuit
communities.






Written consultation 2014 Distributed draft IFMP and a

(all HTOs/ RWOs); consultation workbook seeking

web site established comments, concerns and feedback
on the draft IFMP.

Walrus Working 2015 Revised IFMP to outline the

Group Meeting

management structure under two
management scenarios: where a
TAH is established; and where there
has not been a TAH established.

It was recommended to remove
TAH decisions from the IFMP until it
is approved

Reviewed and discussed final draft
IFMP

Revisions made based on
discussions.






2014 Atlantic Walrus Integrated Fisheries Management Plan
Consultation Summary

May 28-June 4, 2014; October 20-24, 2014;
2014 and 2015 Regional Wildlife Organizations Annual General Meetings

The walrus fishery in the Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA) is co-managed by Fisheries and
Oceans Canada (DFO), the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB), Regional Wildlife
Organizations (RWOQ'’s), and Hunter and Trapper Organizations (HTQO’s), in accordance with the
Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NCLA), the Fisheries Act and its regulations, and in some
communities, by local HTO hunting rules.

Walrus Working Groups, made up of members of local HTOs, RWO, Nunavut Tunngavik
Incorporated (NTI), NWMB and DFO, were established for the High Arctic and Foxe Basin to
initiate the development of an Integrated Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP or Management
Plan) for Atlantic walrus in the Nunavut Settlement Area. Between 2007 and 2013, eight walrus
working group meetings were held to develop the Management Plan. In February and March
2011, community consultations were held in Hall Beach, Igloolik, Pond Inlet, Arctic Bay,
Resolute and Grise Fiord to share research results, determine community support for the
development of a walrus Management Plan and determine the most important walrus
management issues. Through these meetings, agreement was reached to develop a walrus
Management Plan, the format of the Management Plan, the important management issues and
objectives to be included, and important research goals. As a result of the Walrus Working
Group meetings and community consultations, a draft Management Plan was developed in
November 2013.

A consultation process was undertaken to obtain the views of Inuit, co-management
organizations, interested stakeholders and the general public on the draft Management Plan.
Public consultations had both an in-person and a written component:

e Changes to the current walrus management regime are proposed for four walrus stocks
where there is new science advice. In-person consultations were held May 28-June 4,
2014 with Igloolik, Hall Beach and Pond Inlet, and October 20™-24"™, 2014 with Arctic
Bay, Grise Fiord and Resolute;

e There are no changes currently being proposed to the walrus management regime for
the South and East Hudson Bay or the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stocks, as there is no
recent science advice. The Management Plan simply consolidates the existing measures
used to manage the Atlantic walrus fishery in the Nunavut Settlement Area. Therefore, a
written consultation process was used for the communities that harvest walrus from the

Walrus IFMP Consultation Page 1





Hudson Bay-Davis Strait and South and East Hudson Bay stocks, along with other
interested stakeholders and the general public.

Consultations focused on the following main areas:

e The need to improve walrus management;

e The draft Integrated Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP);

e Recent DFO Science Advice on walrus abundance estimates;

e Proposed walrus Management Units;

e Proposed changes to walrus management where there is science advice, in particular,
the establishment of Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels and operational procedures
to implement the proposed changes such as harvest reporting and walrus harvest tags;

e Seek the views and comments from Inuit harvesters and community members on walrus
management;

e Relationship-building and continued engagement between DFO and Inuit communities.

During the in-person consultations, presentations were provided to each community. In some
cases, two presentations were provided; one specifically designed for HTO board members, and
the second for community members. Participants in all meetings were encouraged to share
their views, provide comments, express concerns, and share expertise. Community members
and the HTOs were encouraged to review and provide comments on the draft Management
Plan. Copies of the draft Management Plan and the presentations were provided to the HTOs in
advance of the meetings.

Written consultations packages were provided to Nunavut walrus harvesting communities
where no changes are currently being proposed to the management of walrus. A package that
included a summary of the draft Management Plan and a questionnaire to obtain their views on
specific issues was provided via mail and email. A web site that included the consultation
material was established and information on how to access that website was provided to
communities involved in both the written and in-person consultation process. Presentations on
the draft walrus IFMP were provided to the Qikigtaaluk Wildlife Board, Kivalliq Wildlife Board,
and the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board at their respective Annual General Meetings in 2014
and 2015. Table 1 identifies the consultation process that was undertaken in relation to the IFMP
for walrus in the NSA.

Overall, communities have expressed support for a Management Plan for walrus, but consensus
was not reached on some of the proposed changes (e.g. recommended sustainable harvest
levels). Recommendations were made to have the IFMP in place prior to TAHs being
established.

Walrus IFMP Consultation Page 2





Table 1. Consultation process for the Integrated Fisheries Management Plan for Atlantic Walrus in the Nunavut
Settlement Area.

Regional Wildlife
Board

Population | Stock Management Nunavut Walrus Type of Consultation Process
Unit Harvesting
Communities
High Baffin Bay AW-01 Grise Fiord In-person (October 2014)
Arctic West Jones Sound AW-02 Grise Fiord In-person (October 2014)
Resolute Bay In-person (October 2014)
Penny Strait- Lancaster Arctic Bay In-person (October 2014)
Sound AW-03 Pond Inlet In-person (May 2014)
Central Northern Foxe Basin AW-04 Igloolik In-person (May 2014)
Arctic Central Foxe Basin Hall Beach In-person (May 2014)
Clyde River
Qikigtarjuag
Igaluit
Pangnirtung
Arviat
Hudson Bay-Davis Strait AW-05 Cape Dorset Written
Chesterfield Inlet | (June 2014)
Coral Harbour
Kimmirut
Rankin Inlet
Respulse Bay
Whale Cove
Unknown | South and East Hudson Bay | AW-06 Sanikiluaq Written
Qikigtaaluk Formal letter with draft IFMP
Wildlife Board; to executive;
Kivallig Wildlife | Presentations at the fall 2014
Board,; and 2015 AGMs
Kitikmeot
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Atlantic Walrus Draft Integrated Fisheries Management Plan
DRAFT Consultation Summary- Foxe Basin stocks (Proposed Management Unit AW-04)

Consultations in Foxe Basin on the draft Management Plan took place on May 29-30, 2014 in
the communities Igloolik and Hall Beach. Two meetings were held in each community; one with
the HTO Board, and the other open to the public. The purpose of the consultations was to
determine support for the draft management plan in general terms, to obtain specific local
knowledge to help in the refining of the draft management plan to include HTO and community
input and concerns. These specifics included potential management unit boundaries,
sustainable harvest levels for the establishment of a TAH, harvest reporting and monitoring
procedures, and the use of walrus harvest tags.

All meetings lasted over two hours and were well attended. In general terms, there appears to
be support for a management plan for walrus, but there was no support for establishing a TAH
based on Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC) recommendations from recent DFO science
advice. The participants expressed a great deal of interest in further involvement and will work
with their local HTO Walrus Working Group member, their Regional Wildlife Organization and
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated during this process.

Igloolik, May 29, 2014

HTO Meeting- afternoon; Public meeting- evening

Walrus Working Group representatives: Joshua Kango (QWB; co-chair); Allison McPhee (DFO;
co-chair); Paul Irngaut (NTI); Danica Crystal (NWMB); Richard Moore (DFO, Iqaluit); Lianne
Postma (DFO, Science).

At both meetings, PowerPoint presentations were given (attached) that introduces the
management plan, the history of the initiative, the purpose of the plan and an overview of the
content. This was followed by discussion and feedback.

Specific discussions took place around the following issues:

1. Support for a Walrus Management Plan?

e Discussed the growing national and international attention being given to how
Canada manages the walrus fishery and some pressures (e.g. CITES and possible
request to up-list walrus, COSEWIC). Communities not supportive of international
organizations’ involvement in local walrus management.

e Need to further harmonize walrus management with the NLCA (section 5.6.25 and
increased role for HTOs/RWOs in walrus management).
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e General agreement that a management plan is a good idea.

2. DFO Science advice:
e Concerns that the survey coverage was not complete and that not all animals were
counted. Do not agree with the population abundance estimates.
e The Total Allowable Removal estimates are too low.
e There should be more local involvement in the surveys.
e Surveys need to be completed in all seasons before a TAH is established.
e Walrus population size is stable and healthy.

3. Sustainable Harvest Level Recommendations/ TAH:

e The community does not support the Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC)
recommended by DFO. The numbers presented are too low. This will cause hunters
to harvest quicker every year (with more wastage), it will cause fighting between
communities that harvest from the same Management Unit, hunters won’t
accurately report their harvests and they won’t report struck and lost.

e The numbers presented will not provide for the current local demand.

e The current quota of 4 walrus/ Inuk/ year should remain.

e If a TAH is established, it should be based on how many walrus are needed by the
community and set by the community.

e The TALCis too low to support the growing inter-settlement trade in walrus meat.

e Concerned that if a low TAH is established, it will stay at that level even if there is
new information to support a higher TAH.

e Some concerns were raised about the amount of walrus meat that is currently
wasted. It was suggested that some hunters are harvesting more for the ivory than
the meat.

4. Are the proposed Management Unit boundaries correct?
e The boundary for AW-04 should be further south.
e There was no consensus on where exactly the boundary line should be. Need to
ensure TEK is included.

5. What is an appropriate Struck and Lost Rate to use?
e Community has the most experienced walrus hunters and therefore the struck and
lost rates are very low.
e More struck and lost by ship traffic.
e Need to improve training to reduce s/l and teach the younger generation.
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6. Harvest Reporting and the proposed Walrus Harvest Tag
e Agreement that having accurate reporting is important.
e Concerns with requiring animal sex data, as this will lead to more restrictions on
harvesting.
e No agreement or disagreement with using a Walrus Harvest Tag (not a licence) to
assist with the allocation, monitoring and reporting of harvests if a TAH is
established. No other options/ideas were suggested.

7. Harvest Allocation and monitoring
e There were no concerns raised with the allocation of the TAH/BNL within a
Management Unit (following the NLCA);
e There were no concerns raised with the walrus fishery being closed once the
TAH/harvest level is reached;
e No concerns were raised with developing Information Booklets for hunters.

8. Other issues

e Community monitoring would be problematic as reporting on other hunters is not
encouraged.

e Should use community hunt rules.

e Rules for tourism, ship traffic and exploration need to be put in place.

e [tisimportant to include 1Q and traditional knowledge in all aspects of management
and decision-making.

e Further consideration needs to be given to how the TAH could be carried over
between years if the harvest level is not reached in one year.

Hall Beach, May 30, 2014

HTO Meeting- afternoon; Public meeting- evening

Walrus Working Group representatives: Joshua Kango (QWB; co-chair); Allison McPhee (DFO;
co-chair); Paul Irngaut (NTI); Danica Crystal (NWMB); Richard Moore (DFO, Iqaluit); Lianne
Postma (DFO, Science).

At both meetings, PowerPoint presentations were given (attached) that introduces the
management plan, the history of the initiative, the purpose of the plan and an overview of the
content. This was followed by discussion and feedback.

Specific discussions took place around the following issues:

1. Support for a Walrus Management Plan?
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e Discussed the growing national and international attention being given to how
Canada manages the walrus fishery and some pressures (e.g. CITES and possible
request to up-list walrus, COSEWIC).

e Need to further harmonize walrus management with the NLCA (section 5.6.25 and
increased role for HTOs/RWOs in walrus management).

e Agreement that a management plan is a good idea.

e The Management Plan needs to include the most current and up-to-date
information.

2. DFO Science advice:

e The survey coverage was not complete and not all animals were counted. Do not
agree with the population abundance estimates.

e The Total Allowable Removal estimates are too low.

e There should be more local involvement in the surveys.

e Surveys need to be completed in all seasons and over a number of years before a
TAH is established. Surveys are not recent enough.

e Walrus population size is stable and healthy.

e Studies on other habitat interactions and migrations between stocks should be
completed.

3. Sustainable Harvest Level Recommendations/ TAH:

e The community does not support the Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC)
recommended by DFO. The numbers presented are too low. This will encourage
hunters to not report, or falsely report. It will also cause fighting between
communities that harvest from the same Management Unit.

e The numbers presented will not provide for the current local demand.

e The current quota of 4 walrus/Inuk/year should remain.

e If a TAH is established, it should be based on how many walrus are needed by the
community and set by the community.

e The sport hunt allocation should be a separate allocation.

e The TALCis too low to support the growing inter-settlement trade in walrus meat.

e Concerned that if a TAH is established too low, it will stay at that level even if there
is new information to support a higher TAH.

e Suggested that a TAH allocation for Hall Beach of 75-100 could be a reasonable
number.

e The enforcement of the TAH will be important.
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4. Are the proposed Management Unit boundaries correct?
e The boundary for AW-04 should be further south.
e There was no consensus on where exactly the boundary line should be. Need to
ensure TEK is included.

5. What is an appropriate Struck and Lost Rate to use?
e Experienced walrus hunters in Hall Beach and therefore the struck and lost rates are
very low.
e The struck and lost rate should be set after a TAH is established.
e Need to improve training to reduce s/l and teach the younger generation.

6. Harvest Reporting and the proposed Walrus Harvest Tag

e Agreement that having accurate reporting is important.

e No agreement or disagreement with using a Walrus Harvest Tag (not a licence) to
assist with the allocation, monitoring and reporting of harvests if a TAH is
established. No other options were suggested. A tagging system works for other
species and it could work for walrus.

7. Harvest Allocation and monitoring
e There were no concerns raised with the allocation of the TAH/BNL within a
Management Unit and/or between HTOs (following the NLCA);
e There were no concerns raised with the walrus fishery being closed once the
TAH/harvest level is reached;
e No concerns were raised with developing Information Booklets for hunters.

8. Other issues

e [tisimportant to include IQ and traditional knowledge in all aspects of management
and decision-making.

e There should be management measures in place to reduce/eliminate wastage,
particularly in sport hunts;

e Communities should try to organize community hunts to reduce wastage, improve
sharing, and improve reporting.

e Inuit and local communities need more involvement in the surveys: the design,
conducting the survey, reviewing results, analyzing the results, and making decisions
based on those results.
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Consultation Summary- High Arctic stocks

Baffin Bay (BB), West Jones Sound (WJS) Penny Strait — Lancaster Sound (PS-LS)

(Proposed Management Units AW-01, AW-02, AW-03)

Pond Inlet; June 4, 2014

HTO Meeting- afternoon; Public meeting- evening

Walrus Working Group representatives: Joshua Kango (QWB; co-chair); Allison McPhee (DFO;
co-chair); Paul Irngaut (NTI); Danica Crystal (NWMB); Richard Moore (DFO, Igaluit); Lianne
Postma (DFO, Science).

At both meetings, a PowerPoint presentation was given that introduced the management plan,
the history of the initiative, the purpose of the plan and an overview of the content. This was

followed by discussion and feedback.

1. Support for a Walrus Management Plan?

Discussed the growing national and international attention being given to how
Canada manages the walrus fishery and some pressures (e.g. CITES and possible
request to up-list walrus, COSEWIC).

Not too involved in the harvest — more opportunistic hunting because they do not
depend on the harvest anymore.

Understand the need to manage numbers, but need to balance hunts with diet, so
the plan has to address this concern with more 1Q input at the beginning and end
decisions.

Need to further harmonize walrus management with the NLCA (section 5.6.25 and
increased role for HTOs/RWOs in walrus management).

General agreement that a management plan is a good idea.

2. DFO Science advice:

Aerial surveys do not capture the whole picture — other ways to count walrus -
perhaps small boats would be a better method.

There should be more local involvement in the surveys.

Surveys would provide a better picture if done over all the seasons- or pick a season
and do multi-year counts with local involvement.
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3. Sustainable Harvest Level Recommendations/ TAH:

e TAH is a good number if it is to be set somewhere from 12 to 24 for them because
they share with Arctic Bay and Resolute Bay. Satisfied with number because not
getting the walrus we used to.

e How will TAH be divided between the three communities — what percentage will
they get?

e Wish sport hunts to be separate with own TAH and tracking method. Greenland
hunts should be regulated closer —they come into our waters to hunt.

e Subsistence hunting should be left open to hunt for food using the existing
management methods.

e Need a review process in place so numbers can be adapted if needed — 5 year plan.

4. Are the proposed Management Unit boundaries correct?
e Penny Strait — Lancaster Sound (AW-03) extends further south towards Clyde River.
e Need to identify where walrus can be harvested; how many from each management
unit. Which TAH would the harvest go against — the hunter’s home or the walrus
location? Should be the walrus location.

5. What is an appropriate Struck and Lost Rate to use?
e Struck/loss are very low compared to narwhal, so don’t report it. Need training for
the young to keep struck/loss low

6. Harvest Reporting and the proposed Walrus Harvest Tag
e Agreement that having accurate reporting is important.
e Ok with a tag system to monitor the catch data, but should not be a license. HTO
should manage the tag system and the cut-off should be in the spring, not by
calendar date.

7. Harvest Allocation and monitoring
e There were no concerns raised with the allocation of the TAH/BNL within a
Management Unit (following the NLCA);
e There were no concerns raised with the walrus fishery being closed once the
TAH/harvest level is reached;
e No concerns were raised with developing Information Booklets for hunters.
e Community wishes for HTO’s and RWOQ’s to allocate the quota (TAH) numbers

Walrus IFMP Consultation Page 10





Arctic Bay, October 21, 2014

HTO /Public meeting- evening

Walrus Working Group representatives: Allison McPhee (DFO; co-chair); Paul Irngaut (NTI; also
representing QWB); Richard Moore (DFO, Iqaluit); and Lazurus Arreak as interpreter.

A PowerPoint presentation was given that introduced the management plan, recent science
advice and possible sustainable harvest level recommendations, the history of the initiative, the
purpose of the plan and an overview of the content. This was followed by discussion and
feedback.

Specific discussions took place around the following issues:

1. Support for a Walrus Management Plan?

e Discussed the growing national and international attention being given to how
Canada manages the walrus fishery and some pressures (e.g. CITES and possible
request to up-list walrus, COSEWIC).

e Need to further harmonize walrus management with the NLCA (section 5.6.25 and
increased role for HTOs/RWOs in walrus management).

e General agreement that a management plan is a good idea.

e Concerned it will restrict hunting.

2. DFO Science advice:

e Concerns that the survey coverage numbers and TAH will restrict hunters from
hunting.

e The Total Allowable Removal estimates are more than harvest numbers, so ok with
them.

e There should be more local involvement in the surveys.

e Surveys would provide a better picture if done over all the seasons.

e Walrus population size is stable and healthy.

3. Sustainable Harvest Level Recommendations/ TAH:
e The community seems to support the Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC)
recommended by DFO. The numbers presented are higher than they harvest.
e The numbers presented will provide for the current local demand.
e If a TAH is established, it should be allocated by the HTO/RWO.
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4. Are the proposed Management Unit boundaries correct?
e The boundary for AW-02 seemed to be accepted, except sometimes walrus are
further down into Admiralty Inlet.

5. What is an appropriate Struck and Lost Rate to use?
e Hunters do not record struck / lost numbers
e More struck and lost by ship traffic.
e Need to improve training to reduce struck /lost and teach the younger generation.

6. Harvest Reporting and the proposed Walrus Harvest Tag

e Agreement that having accurate reporting is important.

e Community feels they only need a tag system for sport hunting.

e Concerned with how the quota would be allocated. Needs to have HTO/RWO
involvement.

e No agreement or disagreement with using a Walrus Harvest Tag (not a license) to
assist with the allocation, monitoring and reporting of harvests if a TAH is
established. No other options/ideas were suggested.

7. Harvest Allocation and monitoring
e There were no concerns raised with the allocation of the TAH/BNL within a
Management Unit (following the NLCA);
e There were no concerns raised with the walrus fishery being closed once the
TAH/harvest level is reached;
e No concerns were raised with developing Information Booklets for hunters.
e Community wishes for HTO’s and RWOQ’s to allocate the quota (TAH) numbers

8. Otherissues
e Community monitoring would be problematic as reporting on other hunters is not
encouraged.
e [tisimportant to include 1Q and traditional knowledge in all aspects of management
and decision-making.
e Some concerns were raised about the walrus meat that is currently used for dogs
and disease it may cause to the dogs and humans, if they eat it.
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Grise Fiord, October 23, 2014

HTO / Public Meeting- Noon

Walrus Working Group representatives: Allison McPhee (DFO; co-chair); Paul Irngaut (NTI);
Richard Moore (DFO, lgaluit); and Lazurus Arreak as interpreter.

At the meeting, A PowerPoint presentation was given (attached) that introduces the
management plan, the history of the initiative, the purpose of the plan and an overview of the
content. This was followed by discussion and feedback.

Specific discussions took place around the following issues:

1. Support for a Walrus Management Plan?

e Discussed the growing national and international attention being given to how
Canada manages the walrus fishery and some pressures (e.g. CITES and possible
request to up-list walrus, COSEWIC).

e Agreement that a management plan is a good idea.

e The Management Plan needs to include the most current and up-to-date
information.

2. DFO Science advice:

e Wished to know why AW-01 and AW-02 was not all one management unit. They feel
it is all one stock that migrates up and down the area.

e The Total Allowable Removal estimates are fine, but wish to use the higher number.

e There should be more local involvement in the surveys.

e Walrus population size is stable and healthy.

e Studies on other habitat interactions and migrations between stocks should be
completed.

3. Sustainable Harvest Level Recommendations/ TAH:

e The community does support the Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC)
recommended by DFO. The numbers presented are fine.

e With all the added work of the new system, need to consider that extra resources to
the HTOs will be required.

e Need to consider that once a TAH is established, if it’s too low, it may cause hunters
to go out quickly and harvest that amount.

e Who will enforce the TAH ? The HTO does not want the enforcement role. There is
no Conservation Officer or RCMP in the community. DFO Fishery Officers do not
visit on a regular cycle.
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e Will there be credits if you do not reach your TAH? Can you transfer credits to other
communities?

4. Are the proposed Management Unit boundaries correct?
e The boundary for AW-02 should be further northeast to Greenland.
e AW-01 and AW-02 should be all one unit.
e There was no consensus on where exactly the boundary line should be. Need to
ensure TEK is included.

5. What is an appropriate Struck and Lost Rate to use?
e Experienced walrus hunters in Grise Fiord and therefore the struck and lost rates are
very low and not tallied.

6. Harvest Reporting and the proposed Walrus Harvest Tag

e Agreement that having accurate reporting is important.

e No agreement or disagreement with using a Walrus Harvest Tag (not a license) to
assist with the allocation, monitoring and reporting of harvests if a TAH is
established. No other options were suggested. A tagging system works for other
species and it could work for walrus.

7. Harvest Allocation and monitoring
e There were no concerns raised with the allocation of the TAH/BNL within a
Management Unit and/or between HTOs (following the NLCA);
e There were no concerns raised with the walrus fishery being closed once the
TAH/harvest level is reached;
e The HTO has concerns on resources for the monitoring and enforcement of the
system.

8. Otherissues
e [tisimportant to include 1Q and traditional knowledge in all aspects of management
and decision-making.
e Additional funding is required. However, the community will work in good faith and
continue to work together on co-management..
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Resolute Bay, October 23, 2014

HTO / Public Meeting- evening

Walrus Working Group representatives: Allison McPhee (DFO; co-chair); Paul Irngaut (NTI);

Richard Moore (DFO, lgaluit); and Lazurus Arreak as interpreter.

At the meeting, A PowerPoint presentation was given (attached) that introduces the

management plan, the history of the initiative, the purpose of the plan and an overview of the

content. This was followed by discussion and feedback.

Specific discussions took place around the following issues:

1. Support for a Walrus Management Plan?

Discussed the growing national and international attention being given to how
Canada manages the walrus fishery and some pressures (e.g. CITES and possible
request to up-list walrus, COSEWIC).

Need to further harmonize walrus management with the NLCA (section 5.6.25 and
increased role for HTOs/RWOs in walrus management).

General agreement that a management plan is a good idea.

2. DFO Science advice:

Concerns that the survey coverage was not complete and that not all animals were
counted. Do not agree with the population abundance estimates.

Surveys are outdated; would like to see new surveys; there have been changes in
the walrus populations due to ship traffic.

The Total Allowable Removal estimates are too low. The real population is much
higher than 727.

There should be local involvement in the surveys.

Surveys need to be completed in all seasons before a TAH is established.

Walrus population size is stable and healthy.

3. Sustainable Harvest Level Recommendations/ TAH:

The community does not support the Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC)
recommended by DFO. The numbers presented are too low. Hunters won't
accurately report their harvests and they won’t report struck and lost.

If a TAH is established, it should be based on how many walrus are needed by the
community and set by the community.

How will the TAH be divided amongst the communities? Wish for equal numbers (4
for Arctic Bay, 4 for Pond Inlet, 4 for Resolute Bay).
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4. Are the proposed Management Unit boundaries correct?
e The boundaries are a little conservative. Go further in all directions due to migration.

e There was no consensus on where exactly the boundary line should be. Need to
ensure TEK is included.

e Need more comprehensive surveys to determine management units because the
walrus migrate long distances

5. What is an appropriate Struck and Lost Rate to use?

e Community has the most experienced walrus hunters and therefore the struck and
lost rates are very low.

e More struck / lost by ship traffic than hunters.
e Struck / lost from other should not affect the hunter numbers (TAH)
e Hunters/HTO do not record struck/lost

6. Harvest Reporting and the proposed Walrus Harvest Tag
e Agreement that having accurate reporting is important; but should be done at the
local level which is circulated once a year to authorities.

e Thereis no need to send tag with tusks, so no need of a tag system to track the
harvest.

e No other options/ideas were suggested.

7. Harvest Allocation and monitoring
e There were no concerns raised with the allocation of the TAH/BNL within a
Management Unit (following the NLCA);

e There were no concerns raised with the walrus fishery being closed once the
TAH/harvest level is reached;

e No concerns were raised with developing Information Booklets for hunters.

e No concerns with authorities taking the lead, but should utilize Inuit resources more
often.

e Community based monitoring is possible, but should be done discreetly because
hunters do not wish to involve other hunters because it will divide the community.

8. Other issues
e Rules for tourism, ship traffic and exploration need to be put in place.

e [tisimportant to include 1Q and traditional knowledge in all aspects of management
and decision-making.
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e Further consideration needs to be given to how the TAH could be carried over
between years if the harvest level is not reached in one year.

e Greenland rules and numbers should not affect our Canadian numbers.

o Need local walrus meat testing facilities.

e Need marine protected areas for feeding and calving grounds, and haul-out areas.
Inuit access only, unless HTO agrees to allow access.
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Written Consultation Summary

The IFMP is formatted in such a way that it enables co-management organizations to
demonstrate, in one document, how the walrus fishery in the NSA is managed. This is very
important given the increased national and international interest in how walrus is managed in
Canada, for example, the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora (CITES). The IFMP identifies the management regime under two scenarios: (1)
where a TAH has been established; and (2) where a TAH has not been established. In-person
consultation occurred with communities that harvest walrus from stocks or management units
where there is existing information to propose TAHSs be established and are summarized in the
preceding section.

For stocks or populations where a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) has not been established and
there is currently not enough information to recommend establishing a TAH, the IFMP identifies
the existing management measures that apply to the walrus fishery through the Fisheries Act, the
Marine Mammal Regulations, and the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement.

For communities that harvest walrus from stocks where no changes are currently being proposed,
written consultations on the draft IFMP occurred in the summer of 2014, and presentations were
given to the three Regional Wildlife Organizations at their Annual General Meetings in 2014 and
2015. To date DFO has not received any formal response on whether the HTOs or RWOs
support the Walrus IFMP.

It is important to note that DFO would conduct in-person consultations if changes to
walrus management, such as TAH, were proposed in the future.
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Integrated Fisheries Management Plan for
Atlantic Walrus (Odobenus rosmarus rosmarus)
in the Nunavut Settlement Area

(Word Marks)





Foreword

The purpose of this Integrated Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP) is to identify the
objectives and requirements for the Atlantic walrus (Odobenus rosmarus rosmarus)
fishery in the Nunavut Settlement Area, and the management measures that will be used
to achieve these objectives. This document also serves to communicate the basic
information on the fishery and its management to Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO)
staff, legislated co-management boards, Hunters and Trappers Associations (HTOs),
Regional Wildlife Boards (RWOs), Inuit, communities and other stakeholders. This
IFMP provides a common understanding of the basic “rules” for the sustainable
management of the fisheries resource.

This IFMP is not a legally binding instrument which can form the basis of a legal
challenge. The IFMP can be modified at any time and does not fetter the Minister
of Fisheries and Oceans’ discretionary powers set out in the Fisheries Act. The
Minister can, for reasons of conservation or for any other valid reasons, modify any
provision of the IFMP in accordance with the powers granted pursuant to the
Fisheries Act.

Where DFO is responsible for implementing obligations for any land claims agreements,
the IFMP will be implemented in a manner consistent with these obligations. In the event
that an IFMP is inconsistent with obligations under land claims agreements, the
provisions of the land claims agreements will prevail to the extent of the inconsistency.

Signature and title of DFO approval authority

Signature and title of other approval authority
(i.e. authority established under land claims agreement)
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1. Overview

The following is an Integrated Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP) that will be used to provide
direction in the management of Atlantic walrus (Odobenus rosmarus rosmarus) stocks in the
Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA).

This IFMP was developed and will be implemented by the Government of Canada and co-
management organizations through an adaptive co-management process. Working Groups
comprised of Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTO) from Arctic Bay, Grise Fiord, Hall
Beach, Igloolik, Pond Inlet and Resolute, Qikigtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB), Nunavut
Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI), the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) and the
Department of Fisheries & Oceans (DFO) were formed to lead the development of the IFMP.
The Working Groups have been instrumental in the development of the IFMP.

1.1  History

The walrus is one of the largest members of the seal family with two subspecies recognised.
Pacific walrus inhabit the Bering, Chukchi, and Laptev seas. Atlantic walrus inhabit coastal
areas of north-eastern Canada, Greenland and Svalbard (NAMMCO 2004).

Walrus have been harvested by Arctic indigenous peoples for thousands of years, providing
valuable products such as blubber, bones, tusks and meat. The commercial harvesting of walrus
in the 19" and 20™ centuries resulted in a rapid decrease of walrus across their Arctic ranges,
including the extirpation of the Northwest Atlantic population. By 1928, commercial harvesting
of walrus was banned in Canada by the Walrus Protection Regulations. Currently walrus in the
NSA are managed under the Marine Mammal Regulations, the Fisheries Act and the Nunavut
Land Claims Agreement (NLCA).

Walrus are a key species in the Arctic marine food web, are of high economic, social and cultural
importance for Inuit, and are iconic to Canadians since they are so easily identified with the
Arctic environment.

1.2 Type of Fishery and Participants

Atlantic walrus are primarily harvested by Inuit, and are highly valued as a traditional source of
food and other products. The Inuit hunt provides an opportunity to maintain cultural traditions
and for experienced hunters to pass on their skills and knowledge to younger generations. Walrus
products also provide a secondary source of income for hunters. Walrus ivory is either sold raw,
or carved into fine art pieces such as jewelry or sculptures. Some communities engage in a small-
scale sport hunt conducted by non-Inuit hunters.

1.3 Location of the Fishery

Atlantic walrus are found across most of Nunavut, with the majority of harvests occurring in
eastern Nunavut (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Map of the eastern Canadian Arctic, showing locations mentioned in the text.

14 Governance

The walrus fishery in the NSA is co-managed by DFO, the NWMB, RWOs and HTOs, in
accordance with the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA or Agreement), and the Fisheries
Act and its regulations. Under this co-management regime, the NWMB is the main instrument of





wildlife management in the NSA, but the Minister retains authority and ultimate responsibility
for wildlife management and conservation of fish, including marine mammals.

Fisheries Act, requlations, and policies

The walrus fishery is regulated by the Fisheries Act (R.S., 1985, c. F-14) and regulations made
pursuant to it, including the Fishery (General) Regulations and the Marine Mammal Regulations.
Where there is an inconsistency between the regulations and the Agreement, the Agreement shall
prevail to the extent of the inconsistency.

DFO has adopted a Sustainable Fisheries Framework for all Canadian fisheries to ensure that
objectives for long-term sustainability, economic prosperity, and improved governance for
Canadian fisheries are met. The Sustainable Fisheries Framework contains policies for adopting
an ecosystem based approach to fisheries management, including A Fishery Decision-Making
Framework Incorporating the Precautionary Approach, and Managing Impacts of Fishing on
Benthic Habitat, Communities and Species. This policy framework applies to the walrus fishery
in the Nunavut Settlement Area.

These documents are available on the Internet at:
www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/peches-fisheries/fish-ren-peche/sff-cpd/overview-cadre-eng.htm

Nunavut Land Claims Agreement

In 1993, Canada settled a comprehensive land claim agreement with the Inuit of the NSA. The
NLCA created priority access and wildlife harvesting rights for Inuit and other Aboriginal
groups who traditionally harvested within the NSA.

The NLCA also created an Institution of Public Government, the NWMB, to share decision
making authority with the Federal Government. The NWMB and DFO Minister consider matters
relating to the proper management and control of fisheries and the conservation of fish within the
NSA. Under this co-management regime, the NWMB is the main instrument of wildlife
management, but the Minister retains ultimate responsibility for wildlife management and may
accept, reject or vary decisions made by the NWMB with respect to harvesting and other
decisions related to the management and protection of wildlife and wildlife habitat.

The NLCA establishes wildlife management authority for the NWMB including the
establishment, modification, and removal of levels of Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) or
harvesting in the NSA, as well as Non-Quota Limitations (NQLS) on harvesting such as
management units and harvesting seasons. Once a total allowable harvest has been established,
the NWMB is also required to strike a Basic Needs Level (BNL), which is the portion of the
TAH allocated to Inuit that constitutes the first demand on the TAH. Once established for a stock
or population, the TAH replaces the existing regulatory quota.

The NLCA establishes wildlife management authority for RWOs and HTOs. The powers and
functions of the RWOs (NLCA 5.7.6) include:
Regulation of harvesting practices and techniques among the members of HTOs in the
region, including the use of non-quota limitations.
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Allocation and enforcement of regional basic needs levels and adjusted basic needs levels
among HTOs in the region.

Assignment to any person or body other than an HTO, with or without valuable
consideration and conditions, of any portion of regional basic needs levels and adjusted
basic needs levels.

Generally, the management of harvesting among the members of HTOs in the region.

The powers and functions of the HTOs (NLCA 5.7.3) include:

. Regulation of harvesting practices and techniques among the members, including the use of
non-quota limitations.
Allocation and enforcement of community basic needs levels and adjusted basic needs
levels among members.
Assignment to non-members, with or without valuable consideration and conditions, of any
portion of community basic needs levels and adjusted basic needs levels.
Generally, the management of harvesting among the members.

The NLCA establishes authority to Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI) as the primary
Designated Inuit Organizations (DIO) under the Agreement. It is responsible for ensuring that
Inuit rights and obligations under the land claim are implemented, including the wildlife
management provisions (Article 5) of the NLCA.

Under the NLCA, wildlife management and Inuit harvesting are guided by the principles of
conservation (NLCA s.5.1.5).

The Nunavut Land Claims Agreement is available on the internet at:
https://www.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/eng/1100100030601/1100100030602

1.5  Fishery Characteristics

In Nunavut, Atlantic walrus are harvested year round. Inuit hunters use a combination of modern
equipment, such as snowmobiles, boats with outboard motors, and rifles, as well as traditional
sleds, harpoons and floats. Typically, walrus are hunted from boats when they are on ice floes or
while they are swimming in open water. In most cases walrus are shot first and then harpooned.
Hunters prefer to kill walrus on ice where they are easier to retrieve and process. Animals on the
ice are shot from close range with the intention of killing them immediately before they can fall
into the water. Loss rates can be high when walrus are killed in deep water because they sink
quickly (NAMMCO 2004, COSEWIC 2006). To reduce losses, animals in the water may be
harpooned before they are shot, wounded so they can be harpooned before being killed, or killed
in shallow water where they can be retrieved with grappling hooks or at low tide (NAMMCO
2004, COSEWIC 2006). Harpooning a walrus is dangerous, since animals must be approached to
within 10m and wounded walrus become very aggressive and can capsize canoes or small boats
(COSEWIC 2006). Floats made from seal skin are still heavily used, although hunters are finding
that modern floats are more durable.

Some communities conduct walrus sport hunts. Individuals hunting under the authority of a
marine mammal fishing licence issued by DFO must travel with local guides approved by the
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HTO. The licence stipulates when and where the hunt is authorized to take place, by whom, their
country of origin, quotas, gear type to be used, as well as any specific conditions related to the
hunt, such as the reporting of all hunts to the local DFO office, firearm muzzle velocity
requirements, and the total number of strikes allowed. Individual HTOs may also have local by-
laws. Licenced sport hunters report harvest information directly to DFO. See section 6 and
Appendix 3 for more information on walrus sport hunts.

Table 1. Primary Harvesting Communities of Atlantic Walrus in the Eastern Canadian Arctic

Population Stock Nunavut Nunavik Greenland
Harvesting Harvesting Harvesting
Communities Communities Communities
High Arctic Baffin Bay Grise Fiord Qaanaaq
Avanersuaq
West Jones Grise Fiord
Sound
Penny Strait- Resolute Bay
Lancaster Sound | Arctic Bay
Pond Inlet
Foxe Basin
(northern and Igloolik
central Foxe Hall Beach
Basin stocks)
Clyde River Puvirnituq Sisimiut
Qikigtarjuaq Akulivik
Igaluit Ivujivik
Central Arctic Pangnirtung Sallui_t .
Arviat Kangigsualujjuaq
Hudson Bay- Cape Dorset Kuujjuag
Davis Strait Chesterfield Inlet Tasiujaq
Coral Harbour Aupaluk
Kimmirut Kangirsuk
Rankin Inlet Quagtaq
Repulse Bay Kangigsujuag
Whale Cove
South and East Sanikiluag Inukjuak
Unknown Hudson Bay Kuujjuarapik
Umiujag

(COSEWIC 2006, Stewart 2008a)

1.6 Approval Process

This IFMP has been approved by the Minister of DFO and the NWMB pursuant to section 5.2.34
of the NLCA. It will be reviewed and amended as necessary in collaboration with co-
management organizations to ensure it remains relevant and current with new science,
Traditional Ecological Knowledge and Inuit Qaujimajatugangit.

This IFMP will be translated to Inuktitut and made available from DFO.






2. Stock Assessment, Science and Traditional Knowledge
2.1  Biological Synopsis

The walrus is Canada's largest member of the seal family. It is a large animal with limbs that
have developed into flippers, upper canine teeth that develop into long tusks (ivory) at about 2
years of age, and a moustache made of quill-like whiskers. Males and females are about 125 cm
long at birth. As adults, males are significantly larger than females (Garlich-Miller & Stewart
1998). Adult males reach up to 1,100 kg in weight and 3.1 m in length and females can reach 800
kg and 2.8 m in length. Walrus can live to 40 years of age, and are considered to be long-lived
animals. As walrus have a delayed sexual maturation, fairly low reproductive rates and
specialized habitat requirements, they are vulnerable to over-harvesting and sensitive to
environmental changes (COSEWIC 2006).

Mating occurs from February to April. Little is known about their reproduction because they
mate in the water and in remote areas. Males mature between 7 and 13 years of age and compete
intensely for females, defending access to them for up to five days. Females mature between 5
and 10 years of age and give birth on average every three years. Gestation lasts about 11 months
and the young nurse for up to 27 months. Expectant mothers move onto land or ice to give birth.
Protective care by mothers and the herd assures high calf survival (DFO 2007).

2.2  Ecosystem Interactions

The habitat requirements of the Atlantic walrus are very specific. They need large areas of
shallow (100 m or less), open water that support an abundant clam community. In addition, there
must be ice or land nearby to ‘haul out’. Moving pack ice is ideal for this purpose; however, in
the summer and fall if ice is scarce, large herds congregate and haul out on low, rocky shores
with steep subtidal zones. In areas of deeper water without plentiful clams, some walrus will
consume seals. These walrus tend to be more aggressive, and are usually solitary or found in
smaller groups. Although some hauled out groups of walrus may contain animals of all ages and
both sexes, walrus tend to segregate by age and sex during most of the year. It is thought that
females and their young return to certain sites more faithfully than do adult males (DFO 2007).
Following harvesting by humans, polar bears are thought to be the main predators of walrus,
though it is believed they take few animals.

The full effects of climate change on Atlantic walrus are unknown. However, potential effects of
a warming climate may include, but are not limited to:

« A reduction in winter and summer ice cover

« Arrise in sea level

« An increase in sediment transport

« Anincrease in the frequency and severity of storms

« Anincrease in the presence of killer whales in the Arctic.

These may all be important factors for walrus, potentially impacting food supply and/or quality,
ecosystem interactions, affecting their ability to access food and appropriate haulout sites,





thereby influencing their health, distribution and abundance. These affects could also impact
hunters’ ability to access walrus.

2.3  Traditional Ecological Knowledge

Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) of walrus throughout Canada’s Arctic iS extensive.
Each community has hunters and elders that have knowledge in areas of distribution, seasonality,
migration, birthing areas and haulout sites. Inuit have observed changes with respect to impacts
from climate change, past and present disturbances and development/exploration. When shared,
this information is considered with scientific knowledge to provide a more robust understanding
of walrus distribution, movements and environmental interactions. TEK has also been used in
assisting with the delineation of stocks and is used in the design of surveys by DFO Science to
estimate population abundance. TEK is used with scientific data and observations to contribute
to management decisions, as well as to identify information gaps, areas of uncertainty, and to set
research priorities.

TEK has been recorded on unpublished maps, in meetings minutes, documented in a number of
different published papers (DFO 2002a, DFO 2012a, NCRI 2014), and through consultations
with experienced hunters and community elders.

Inuit Qaujimajatugangit (1Q) consists of TEK, as well as Inuit beliefs about how the world
works, and the values necessary to behave in an ethical manner in human interactions with the
animals and the environment. The collaborative approach to developing this IFMP for walrus
that includes representatives from HTOs and other co-management organizations has assisted in
the inclusion of 1Q, such as decision-making through consensus, working together for a common
cause, and respect and care for the land, environment and animals (NWMB). This IFMP will
allow for the continued inclusion of 1Q, TEK and science as it becomes available.

2.4 Stock Delineation

Two populations of walrus have been identified in Canada based on analysis of microsatellite
DNA (Shafer et al. 2013): the high Arctic population (comprised of the West Jones Sound,
Baffin Bay and Penny Strait-Lancaster Sound stocks) and the central Arctic population
(including the north and central Foxe Basin stocks and the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stocks).

There are a number of factors used in delineating stocks, including ecological factors that
determine distribution of walrus (ice cover, polynyas, shallow banks with suitable habitat,
migration routes and availability of haulout sites), historical and current distribution, seasonal
movements, age and sex composition, catch levels, composition of catches and hunting loss,
hunter observations, harvest sites, survey observations, genetic information, satellite tagging
data, heavy metal/ organochlorine data, lead isotope ratios and trace elements (Stewart 2008b).

Based on consultations with local communities, stock reassessment by the North Atlantic Marine
Mammal Commission (NAMMCO) (2011), and Stewart (2008a), six stocks or management
units of Atlantic walrus have been identified for management purposes in the NSA (Figure 2).





These include:

e Baffin Bay- Management Unit AW-01 (shared with Greenland);

e West Jones Sound- Management Unit AW-02;

e Penny Strait-Lancaster Sound- Management Unit AW-03;

e Foxe Basin- Management Unit AW-04;

e Hudson Bay- Davis Strait- Management Unit AW-05 (shared with Nunavik and Greenland);
e South and East Hudson Bay- Management Unit AW-06 (shared with Nunavik).
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Figure 2. Location of Atlantic walrus management units in the eastern Canadian Arctic.





2.5  Precautionary Approach

A precautionary approach to fisheries management links harvest level recommendations with
stock assessment data. Lower harvest levels are recommended when stock assessments are
uncertain to avoid serious harm to fish or marine mammal stocks or their ecosystem. A lack of
stock assessment data should not be used as a reason to postpone, or fail to take, management
actions. This approach is widely accepted as an essential part of sustainable fisheries
management.

In accordance with the Fisheries Act and the NLCA, the best available information guides walrus
management decisions made on behalf of the NWMB and the Minister. A management decision
to restrict Inuit harvesting shall do so only to the extent necessary to affect a valid conservation
purpose; to give effect to the allocation system outlined in the NLCA; or to provide for public
health or public safety (NLCA s. 5.3.3).

The amount of information available for resource management varies among species and
populations. For those species where information on abundance, mortality and reproductive rates
may be limited, DFO uses the Potential Biological Removal (PBR) method to estimate the
maximum number of animals that may be removed by all human activities without depleting the
stock or population (DFO 2012b). This total amount of removals accounted for using PBR would
include removals of harvested animals, animals shot at, but not harvested (called struck and lost),
as well as losses to ship strikes, net entanglements and any other human activities. The PBR is
calculated using a number of biological parameters (Stewart 2008b, Stewart and Hamilton 2013).

In calculating sustainable harvest levels, PBR results are multiplied by a Loss Rate (LR) to
obtain Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC) values. Loss rates represent all indirect human
caused mortalities (struck and lost, ship strikes, net entanglements). At this time, only struck and
lost rates are considered in the estimate of TALC; however, this may change if more information
becomes available.

TALC = PBR (1- LR)

Struck and lost rates are incomplete for walrus and can vary with season, weather, location,
hunter experience, hunting technique/equipment, and animal behavior. In Canada, struck and lost
rates have been documented to range between 30% and 32% (Orr et. al 1986), although some
hunters believe the rates to be as low as 5% (DFO 2002a). Inuit harvesters have noted that loss
rates will vary depending on when and how the walrus is harvested. NAMMCO applies a struck
and lost rate of 30% for those stocks lacking specific loss rate information (2006).

2.6 Stock Assessment and Trends

Most indicators of trends in stock size are based on distributional changes, differences in
physical conditions of the animal, and harvest data. Whenever there is a local decrease in
numbers, it may be that the animals have moved to another area, but until increases in other parts





of the range have been clearly documented, the possibility of a reduction in numbers should be
considered.

Walrus are widely distributed in the eastern Canadian Arctic, and are most often found in
aggregations, or groups, numbering from the tens, to thousands. In order to estimate walrus
numbers, aerial surveys are conducted of walrus haulouts. Walrus haulouts are identified based
on a number of factors including information from past surveys, existing scientific information,
and local traditional knowledge. Data from satellite tags active during surveys are used to adjust
the haulout counts to account for animals at sea, and therefore missed by the survey. If no active
tags are in the survey area at the time of the survey, data from other walrus studies are used to
estimate the numbers of walrus at sea, and determine an abundance estimate. Although aerial
surveys combined with satellite telemetry are the standard methods used to estimate abundance
of walrus populations across their range, new approaches, such as genetic capture-mark-
recapture methods, should be investigated.

The most recent science advisory report on walrus abundance estimates can be found at:
ENGLISH: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2013/2013_034-eng.pdf
INUKTITUT: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2013/2013 034-

inu.pdf

Baffin Bay (BB) - Management Unit AW-01

In Canada, the Baffin Bay stock extends from eastern Jones Sound to eastern Ellesmere Island
and NW Greenland (Stewart 2008a). Analysis of aerial surveys conducted by DFO and
Greenland Institute of Natural Resources in 1999, 2005, and 2009 resulted in population
abundance estimates ranging from 1,249 to 1,251 and PBR estimates to range from 10 to 11
walrus (DFO 2013, Stewart et al. 2013a, Stewart and Hamilton 2013). See Figure 2.

West Jones Sound (WJS) - Management Unit AW-02

This stock is separated from the Baffin Bay stock by seasonal distribution and tag movements
(Stewart 2008a). Aerial surveys by DFO were conducted between 1998 and 2009, resulting in an
abundance estimate ranging from 470 to 503, and PBR estimates ranging from 7 to 17 animals
(DFO 2013, Stewart et al. 2013b, Stewart and Hamilton 2013). There was no statistically
significant evidence of population change between these surveys and the late 1970s, but there
were differences in coverage and walrus distribution may have changed. See Figure 2.

Penny Strait- Lancaster Sound (PS/LS) - Management Unit AW-03

This stock is separated from the Baffin Bay stock by isotope data, and from the West Jones
Sound stock by distribution and tag movements (Stewart 2008a). Aerial surveys were conducted
between 1998 and 2008 and resulted in an abundance estimate of 727 walrus in 2009 and PBR
estimates ranging from 10 to 24 animals (DFO 2013, Stewart et al. 2013b, Stewart and Hamilton
2013). There was no statistically significant evidence of a trend in population numbers when the
recent surveys were compared to similar surveys in the late 1970s, although differences in
coverage and possible changes in walrus distribution may influence comparisons. See Figure 2.
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Foxe Basin (FB) - Management Unit AW-04

Stewart (2008b) delineated the Foxe Basin stock into 2 units: northern Foxe Basin stock and
central Foxe Basin stock. In Foxe Basin, the two stocks share an overwintering area and breed as
a single unit, but they may occupy different areas in the summer and be may susceptible to
different hunting pressures. Lead isotope ratios and trace element profiles from teeth suggest two
different stocks, and since isotope ratios are a reflection of the migratory patterns of the animals,
they are useful in discriminating management units. Although there is evidence to delineate two
stocks in the Foxe Basin area, currently there is not enough information (science or TEK) to
visually or geographically separate the stocks within the larger Foxe Basin area. Therefore, until
additional information is available to further partition this stock, the management of walrus will
continue to occur at the larger Foxe Basin management unit. See Figure 2.

Analysis of surveys conducted in 2010 and 2011 resulted in a range of abundance estimates of
8,153-13,452 and PBR estimates ranging from 135 to 166 walrus (DFO 2013, Stewart et al.
2013c, Stewart and Hamilton 2013).

Changes in the distribution of walrus within Foxe Basin have been documented by local hunters
and researchers, with many haulouts being abandoned on the west coast (Mansfield 1966, Brody
1976, Anderson and Garlich-Miller 1994, DFO 2002a). This may suggest declines in numbers of
walrus, habitat availability, or both. Local Inuit have noted that ice conditions have changed in
Foxe Basin resulting in a reduction of multiyear ice that walrus use for hauling out on.

Hudson Bay-Davis Strait (HBDS)- Management Unit AW-05

Walrus from the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait (HBDS) stock have been distinguished from the other
five stocks based on distances, movements, differences in growth patterns, as well as differences
in genetics, contaminants, and lead isotope ratios (DFO 2002b, COSEWIC 2006, Stewart
2008a). A comprehensive, systematic survey over the entire geographic area has not occurred for
this stock. Currently, due to the limited amount of data over the stock’s full range, it is not
possible to determine the size or trend of this stock. See Figure 2.

South and East Hudson Bay (SEHB- Management Unit AW-06

The South and East Hudson Bay walrus stock was originally delineated by Born et al. (1995) on
the basis of distribution, but since then, lead isotope data has provided stronger evidence that
supports the differentiation between this stock and the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stock (Stewart
2008a). A complete or comprehensive survey of this stock has not been conducted. Based on a
few walrus sightings in a large geographical area over a long period of time, Richard and
Campbell (1988) and Born et al. (1995) estimated the population size to be a minimum of 410
and 500 animals, respectively (COSEWIC 2006). Currently, due to the limited amount of data, it
is not possible to determine the size or trend of this stock. See Figure 2.
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Table 2. Abundance Estimates and Potential Biological Removal Levels (PBR) for Atlantic Walrus in the
Eastern Canadian Arctic

Population Stock/Management Unit Abundance Estimates PBR
Baffin Bay (BB)/ AW-01 1249-1251 10-11
West Jones Sound (WJS)/ AW- | 470-503 7-14
High Arctic | 02
Penny Strait- Lancaster Sound 623-831 12-24
(PS-LS)/ AW-03
Foxe Basin/ AW-04 8,153-13,452 Under
Central Arcti review
entraf Arctic Hudson Bay-Davis Strait/ AW- No recent estimate.
05
Unknown South and East Hudson Bay/ No recent estimate.
AW-06

(Stewart and Hamilton 2013, DFO 2013)

PBR represents the total number of animals that can be removed from all human activities while
allowing the stock or population to maintain or achieve its optimal sustainable level.

2.7 Research

The following research is required:

e Determine abundance estimates for Hudson Bay-Davis Strait and South and East Hudson
Bay stocks;

e Apply new methods to determine walrus abundance, such as genetic capture-mark-recapture;

e Continue to research genetic diversity and stock discrimination;

e Continue to investigate and assess potential threats resulting from human activities (e.g.,
shipping routes, noise disturbance, tourism);

e Determine the extent of exchange between shared Canada/Greenland stocks;

e Determine changes in habitat availability (pack ice and food); and

e Continue to investigate distribution and abundance of stocks.

3. Social, Cultural and Economic Importance of the Fishery

For centuries, walrus have been used by Inuit as a traditional food source and for supplying
important materials for day to day living. Walrus meat is eaten in raw, cooked or fermented
(igunak) forms by Inuit. Molluscs found in walrus stomachs are considered a delicacy in some
Inuit communities (Whitford 2008). Some communities now obtain their walrus meat and tusks
from hunters in other communities rather than conduct their own hunts (DFO 2012a).

Historically, walrus products provided materials for numerous necessities required for arctic
living such as bones used for carvings, tent poles, and walking sticks, tusks/ ivory used to
construct harpoons, toggles, handles, and handicrafts, sinews used for sewing thread, and skin for
tents and ropes. The tusk and baculum (penis bone) are valuable economic commodities and

12





provide important sources of cash income, particularly, for the hunting communities. Ivory from
walrus is commonly used for carvings and crafts and is sold both inside and outside the NSA.
Although not as much trade occurs with walrus products as some other arctic species,
international and domestic trade does still occur, mostly via exporters in southern Canada.
International export of walrus products includes carved and un-carved tusks, bones, teeth,
skeletons and skulls. International markets for Canadian walrus products include France, India,
China, Japan, Korea, Singapore, United States and Australia (Shadbolt et. al 2014).

The walrus sport hunt in some communities can provide a major source of cash income through
the hiring of local guides, and sport hunters purchasing various goods and services (food, crafts,
and accommodations). Sport hunters are permitted to keep the tusks, baculum and head of the
walrus, but the meat remains within the community for community use.

Hunting walrus, especially at traditional summer hunting camps, helps foster interdependence
both within and between communities, provides opportunities to share knowledge between
generations and community members and strengthens kinship ties and community cohesion.
These cultural values are difficult to measure in economic terms but are very important to help
maintain the Inuit way of life. The walrus hunt itself, as well as the sharing of the products of the
hunt, continues to be of great social, cultural and economic significance to Inuit and the
economic value of the meat and the ivory is substantial (COSEWIC 2006).

4. Management Issues

IFMPs are required to cover all aspects of a fishery, in particular, those areas that are related to
the sustainability of the target species, ecosystem considerations and monitoring. The following
represent the main management issues for the Atlantic walrus in the NSA.

4.1 Fisheries Issues

Abundance Estimates

While recent estimates are available for four of the six walrus stocks or management units,
abundance estimates are still required for the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stock and the South and
East Hudson Bay stock. Funding for surveys will be needed to obtain abundance estimates and
recommend sustainable harvest levels.

Sustainable Harvest Levels

It is important to ensure the conservation of walrus and that the harvesting of walrus is
sustainable. There is growing national and international pressure to demonstrate that walrus are
being harvested at sustainable levels. This will require the establishment of sustainable harvest
levels for all stocks.

Struck and Lost Rates

Accurate struck and lost rates are important for understanding the impacts of hunting and to
maximize sustainable harvest levels. Struck and lost rates vary or are incomplete in the NSA.
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Determining appropriate struck and lost rates are required in order to estimate sustainable harvest
levels.

Hunter Training/ Reducing Loss Rates

Training for harvesters and youth has been identified as an important component for the
sustainable management of the walrus fishery. This would include training on the best harvesting
techniques, when and where to harvest, hunter safety, preparation and preservation of meat, and
how to minimize struck and lost rates. HTOs may develop plans or best management practices
that set out practical measures for community hunters to reduce the number of struck and lost
walrus while harvesting.

Monitoring and Reporting
Once a TAH/BNL is established for walrus, a method to control removals will be required to
ensure walrus harvesting remains within regulated harvest levels.

Timely, accurate reporting of walrus harvesting is essential. Without complete and accurate
estimates of local harvesting activity, co-managers must exercise caution when recommending
harvest limits so that vital, healthy walrus populations/stocks that are capable of sustaining
harvesting needs of Inuit can be maintained. The timeliness of the reporting allows managers to
assess the harvest as limits are approached.

Sport Hunt

There is a need for all HTOs that pursue sport hunt opportunities to develop by-laws or
guidelines that would identify the community rules or best management practices for the sport
hunt.

Ship Traffic/Development/Tourism

There are a number of potential impacts and threats to walrus and walrus habitat resulting from
increased development and shipping activities. These could include increased oil spills, ship
strikes, disruption of migration, avoidance of ecologically or biologically important areas (e.g.
birthing, mating or feeding areas), noise disturbance and the introduction of alien or invasive
species through activities such as ballast water exchange. Tourism is increasing in the Arctic and
concern with increased disturbance to important walrus areas (e.g. haulouts) has been expressed.

4.2 Oceans and Habitat Considerations

Under the Health of the Oceans Initiative, Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas
(EBSAS) in the Eastern Arctic were identified (DFO 2011). Experts from Canadian federal
departments, academics, Inuit organizations and various environmental non-government
organizations having expertise in a number of different areas were involved. EBSAs are intended
to identify areas that have high ecological or biological significance and are useful in assisting
with management decisions.

The EBSAs were evaluated based on set criteria for marine biogeographic regions. Of the 41

EBSAs identified in the Eastern Arctic, 14 included walrus as a component contributing to the
EBSA criteria. The ecological functions identified as being important for walrus included known
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distribution, presence of haulouts, migration corridors, presence of polynyas, calving areas and
feeding grounds.

4.3 National and International Issues

Food Safety

Outbreaks of trichinosis have been reported in Nunavut over the years, most commonly from
consuming meat that has been infected with a parasitic worm called Trichinella nativa, which
lives inside the bodies of walrus and some other birds and mammals. The Government of
Nunavut’s department of health has responsibilities around food safety within the Nunavut
Settlement Area and have established programs to test walrus meat for the parasite that causes
the disease. Harvesters are asked to contact their HTO or a Government of Nunavut
Environmental Health Officer for additional information on the Nunavut Trichinosis Prevention
Program.

COSEWIC and SARA

COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) is an independent
committee of government and non-government experts that assesses and designates the status of
wildlife species that may be in some danger of disappearing from Canada. COSEWIC uses a
process based on science, Aboriginal Traditional Knowledge and community knowledge to
assess the risk of extinction for wildlife species. Wildlife species that have been designated at
risk by COSEWIC may then qualify for legal protection and recovery or management under the
Species at Risk Act (SARA).

The Species at Risk Act is a federal Act that was created to prevent Canadian species and their
distinct populations from becoming extirpated or extinct, to provide for the recovery of
Extirpated, Endangered or Threatened species, and to encourage the management of Special
Concern species to prevent them from becoming further at risk. In the case of species listed as
Special Concern, a management plan must be created which outlines the actions required to help
prevent the species from becoming further at risk. For Extirpated, Endangered and Threatened
species, a Recovery Strategy and Action Plan are developed which outline exactly what will be
done to help recover the species to a larger, “pre-harm” population size. For Extirpated,
Endangered and Threatened species, SARA also provides legal protection of their critical
habitats and prevents any harm to the species, except under certain circumstances.

In 2006, COSEWIC designated Atlantic walrus as a species of Special Concern. However, the
species is scheduled to be reassessed by COSEWIC and while the ‘special concern’ designation
for a single population of Atlantic walrus could remain, it could be replaced with a higher
designation of risk or multiple populations with multiple at risk designations. Once assessed by
COSEWIC the Government of Canada will follow an established process to determine whether
or not to recommend listing the species under the Species at Risk Act. This process includes
biological, social and economic assessments of possible listing scenarios, as well as consultation
with co-management organizations, stakeholders and interested individuals.

This IFMP could help inform any SARA-compliant documents that would be required if walrus
was added to the List of Wildlife Species at Risk on SARA.
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CITES

The Atlantic walrus is listed on Appendix Il of the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species (CITES). As such, anyone wishing to export walrus parts or derivatives
from Canada must obtain an export permit from the Canadian CITES administration. A non-
detriment finding (indicating that levels of export are not detrimental to the survival of the
species in the wild) is not required for species on Appendix Il of CITES.

In 2009 and 2012 the United States considered submitting a proposal to up-list walrus to
Appendix Il of CITES based on the lack of information around the management of the species
(e.g. sustainable harvest levels) and population species information (e.g. population abundance
estimates). If listed on Appendix Il of CITES, a non-detrimental finding (NDF) decision from the
DFO Scientific Authority would be required to obtain a CITES Export/Re-export permit to
export walrus products internationally.

Shared Stocks: Nunavut

Harvesting of the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait and South and East Hudson Bay stocks occurs in
both the Nunavut Settlement Area and Nunavik Marine Region As there are no population
abundance estimates for these two stocks, the existing regulatory regime and quotas identified in
the Fisheries Act and the Marine Mammal Regulations, and provisions in the Nunavut Land
Claims Agreement and the Nunavik Inuit Land Claims Agreement would continue to apply.

Shared Stocks: Greenland
Some stocks of Atlantic walrus inhabit and are harvested in both Canadian and Greenland
waters. As such, it is important that discussions on management and sustainable harvesting occur
between the two countries.
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5. Objectives

A number of objectives were established for the walrus fishery. Long term objectives guide the
management of the fishery and may be categorized as stock conservation, ecosystem, shared
stewardship and social, cultural and economic objectives. Each long term objective is supported
by one or more short term objectives. Various co-management organizations may take the lead in
developing specific actions to address certain objectives.

Table 3. Long and Short-Term Objectives for the Walrus Fishery in the Nunavut Settlement Area

Objectives

Long-term:

Short-term:

Stock Conservation

Maintain vital, healthy walrus stocks and
populations through sustainable use and
effective fishery management consistent with
the wildlife harvesting and management
provisions under the Nunavut Land Claims
Agreement.

Improve knowledge of Atlantic walrus
biology, abundance and distribution.
Conduct surveys of remaining walrus
stocks to obtain abundance estimates.
Use local knowledge/TEK/IQ in aerial
survey designs and use local community
members in conducting the surveys
Develop training materials for Inuit
harvesters to maximize harvest and
minimize losses.

Develop communication materials to
inform elders, harvesters and community
members on research methods, activities
and results.

Develop/enhance monitoring program to
reduce struck and lost, including an
assessment of harvesting methods and
equipment, and collection of data on rates
of struck and loss.

Take a precautionary approach to fishery
decisions for walrus stocks or populations.

Given uncertainties related to walrus
stocks, take a precautionary approach to
establishing TAHs and BNLs for each
walrus stock or population.

Ecosystem

Protection of walrus habitat.

Continue to identify and document
traditional ecological knowledge of
important walrus habitats.

Investigate and assess threats resulting
from human activities (e.g. shipping
routes, sonar, noise disturbance, and
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tourism).

Support research into the effects of
invasive species on walrus and walrus
habitat.

Shared Stewardship

Promote collaboration, participatory decision-
making and shared responsibilities with
resource users, co-management organizations
and other stakeholders.

Conduct IFMP evaluations with walrus
working groups.

Develop sport hunt guidelines.

Develop appropriate guidelines for
activities that could negatively affect
walrus Once TAH/BNLSs are established
for walrus stocks, co-management
organizations to implement the shared
responsibilities in accordance with land
claims agreements, the Fisheries Act, and
its regulations.

Develop and/or participate in more
formalized discussions with Greenland on
the management of shared stocks.

Social, Cultural and Economic

Promote traditional Inuit harvesting
techniques and practices within communities.

Develop and/or enhance training programs

for inexperienced hunters.

Promote and maintain vital, healthy, walrus
populations capable of sustaining harvesting
needs.

Increase awareness of the importance of
walrus to public, communities, and
stakeholders.

Include 1Q in all policies and program
development.

Promote territorial health programs aimed
at food safety.

Maintain access to international markets for
the export of walrus products.

Demonstrate harvest levels and practices
are sustainable.
IFMP in place.

Compliance

Support effective fisheries management
through a defined compliance program.

Conduct a risk assessment of compliance
issues.

Develop a variety of compliance activities

and tools to address the identified risks.
Support Communities in the development
of by-laws related to walrus or activities
that may affect walrus.
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6. Access and Allocation

Upon ratification of the NLCA in 1993, all existing restrictions or quotas on the amount of
wildlife that could be harvested within the NSA were retained and deemed to have been
established by the NWMB.

6.1 Where a Total Allowable Harvest has not been established

Unless a TAH has been established, an individual Inuk may harvest up to four (4) walrus in a
year without a licence (MMR s. 6(1) (c)), except where community quotas exist (MMR s.26).
Annual quotas have been set for the communities of Coral Harbour (60), Sanikiluaq (10), Arctic
Bay (10) and Clyde River (20).

6.1.1 Sport Hunt

Marine Mammal Fishing Licences may be issued for non-beneficiaries to participate in walrus
sport hunts (MMR s.4) provided there is support from the local HTO and annual approval from
the NWMB based on its Interim NWMB Sport Hunt Policy. Sport hunters must provide detailed
harvest reporting directly to DFO. The full Walrus Sport Hunt Policy can be found in Appendix
3.

6.1.2 Harvest Reporting

Harvest information is provided by Inuit hunters to the HTOs, which is then relayed to DFO
(MMR s. 17; Fisheries Act s. 61; NLCA s. 5.7.43). Appendix 1 provides information on annual
quotas and landed catch for communities that have harvested walrus. These numbers are not
corrected for hunting losses. A Fishery Officer will notify the community and HTO when the
quota has been reached and will close the fishery (MMR s. 12, 26).

6.2 Where a Total Allowable Harvest has been established:

The NWMB is in the process of establishing Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels and Basic
Needs Levels (BNL) for walrus. In 2013, the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans accepted the
NWMB’s decision to establish the BNL for beluga, narwhal and walrus in the NSA to be equal
to the levels of TAH for those species. Therefore, since the BNL is the first demand on the TAH,
Inuit will always have the right to the entire TAH. RWOs and HTOs are responsible for
allocating this BNL/TAH, as well as regulating harvesting practices and techniques among their
members, including the use of NQLSs.

Article 40 of the NLCA will be considered for other Inuit or aboriginal groups that may
demonstrate traditional use of walrus in the NSA.
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6.2.1 Total Allowable Harvests
Total Allowable Harvest levels have been established for the following stocks:

Table 4. Total Allowable Harvests established for walrus stocks/management units in the eastern Canadian
Arctic

Population Stock/ Management Unit Harvesting TAH Community
Community Harvest
Level
Baffin Bay /AW-01 Grise Fiord To be
established
West Jones Sound / AW-02 | Grise Fiord To be
High Arctic established
Penny Strait- Lancaster Arctic Bay To be
Sound /AW-03 Pond Inlet established
Resolute
.| Foxe Basin / AW-04 Hall Beach To be
Central Arctic . .
Igloolik established

*see Figure 2 for a map of Atlantic walrus by stocks and management units.

6.2.2 Allocation of the TAH:

As identified in the NLCA, the RWOs will be responsible for allocating annual regional BNL,
which in the case of walrus will be the TAH, to their respective community HTOs, regulating
their members and fulfilling other wildlife co-management obligations in accordance with the
NLCA. The community HTOs will be responsible for allocating and enforcing the community
BNL (community harvest limit) among members, and generally the management of harvesting
among members (see Figure 3).

Members
Sport Hunt?
TAH=BNL
TAH
Allocated to RWO
Members
NLCAs.5.3.4
Obligations Sport Hunt?
Outside NSA

SUM Community Harvest Limits = Basic Needs Level

Figure 3. Allocation of the Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) and Basic Needs Level (BNL)

Where a TAH has been established for a walrus management unit, the combined annual
community harvest limits for that management unit shall not exceed the TAH.
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6.2.3 Sport Hunt

An assignment under section 5.7.34 (b) of the NLCA is used to authorize walrus sport hunts to a
person qualified to harvest walrus under the laws of general application. Under this section, a
person authorized to harvest walrus under a licence may be assigned part or all of a share of the
total allowable harvest by an Inuk, RWO or HTO. Through the assignment provisions, an Inuk,
an HTO or a RWO may assign its share of the TAH to a walrus sport hunt, if so desired, so long
as the established annual total allowable harvest for that particular management unit is not
exceeded.

An assignment under Article 5 of the NLCA must be evidenced by documentation containing
information on both the assignor, and the assignee. Once the required documentation is received
by DFO, the Minister may issue a Walrus Marine Mammal Fishing Licence (MMR s.4). The full
Walrus Sport Hunt Policy can be found in Appendix 3.

6.2.4 Post-Harvest Walrus Tag
For management units where a TAH has been established.

The Post-Harvest Walrus Tag is an important management tool for RWOs and HTOs to be able
to allocate and account for harvesting among their members. Where a TAH has been established,
DFO will issue Post-Harvest Walrus Tag to the RWO and/or HTOs in the amount equal to the
annual harvest level for the corresponding management unit. Post-Harvest Walrus Tags will be
allocated by the RWO/HTO and will be proof of allocation to a share of one walrus from the
walrus TAH for a particular management unit. This forms part of the walrus management system
in which RWOs and HTOs decide on community allocations, in the form of community harvest
limits.

The Post-Harvest Walrus Tag is not a licence to hunt and will be issued without fee or
administrative charge. A Walrus Harvest Tag system will assist in:
o Evidencing a person’s authority to harvest/possess wildlife appropriate to the

particular Management Unit;

o Regulating the allocation of a share of TAH, including the BNL, as allocated by
the RWO and/or HTO;

o Collecting information in relation to harvesting activities;

o Regulating harvesting activities in relation to sport hunt assignment.

6.2.5 Harvest Reporting and Monitoring

Hunters provide information on their hunts to their HTO. HTOs will provide the information to
the RWO and DFO in a timely manner. A Fishery Officer will notify the community and HTOs
when the harvest level has been reached for a management unit and will close the fishery (MMR
s. 12, 26).

e Harvest information must be reported (MMR s. 17; Fisheries Acts. 61; NLCA s. 5.7.43):
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7. Management Measures for the Duration of the Plan

The management measures identified in the IFMP outline the controls or rules adopted for the
walrus fishery for the purposes of stock conservation and sustainable management. These
measures are based on the Fisheries Act, the Marine Mammal Regulations and the NLCA.

The Marine Mammal Regulations (MMR) include provisions related to the hunting, movement,
and sale of walrus products. These provisions include requirements for hunters to hunt a walrus
in a manner that is designed to kill it quickly, to make reasonable efforts to retrieve a killed or
wounded walrus without delay and to have all necessary equipment on hand to retrieve it.
Abandoning, discarding or wasting edible parts of walrus is prohibited.

Domestic movement of walrus products requires a DFO Marine Mammal Transportation
Licence. Indians or Inuit who land walrus in one jurisdiction and are returning to their home in
another jurisdiction are exempted from this requirement. International trade of walrus products
requires a CITES) Export/Re-export Permit.

A full list of the management measures can be found in Appendix 2.

8. Shared Stewardship Arrangements

The Atlantic walrus IFMP was initiated and developed by the Foxe Basin Walrus Working
Group in 2007 and the High Arctic-Baffin Bay Walrus Working Group in 2009. Participation on
the Working Groups includes representatives from each of the HTOs, the Qikigtaaluk Wildlife
Board (co-chair), NTI and DFO. Staff from the NWMB have attended Working Group meetings
when possible. The Working Groups invite subject-matter experts to provide additional
information in the development of the IFMP as required. This has included representatives from
the mining industry and community elders.

The Walrus Working Groups produced Terms of References to help guide the development of
the IFMP. Meetings have been held in the communities of Resolute, Grise Fiord, Arctic Bay,
Pond Inlet, Hall Beach and Igloolik to obtain the views of elders and community members on
issues related to walrus management, including the identification of fishery issues and long and
short term objectives for the fishery.

There are a number of different ways that the objectives for the fishery may be achieved, such as
the effective implementation of the management measures identified in Appendix 2. Other
measures may be initiated by co-management organizations through the development of by-laws
or guidelines. Once developed, these would be included as an Appendix of the IFMP.
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9. Compliance Plan

The Conservation and Protection program promotes and maintains compliance with legislation
and regulations implemented to achieve the conservation and sustainable use of Canada’s aquatic
resources, and the protection of species at risk, fish habitat and oceans. Conservation and
Protection works closely with internal partners to evaluate risks to fish and fish habitat to ensure
program delivery meets Departmental objectives.

Fishery Officers monitor fishing and related activities to ensure compliance with the Fisheries
Act and its regulations as well as several other federal statutes. Fishery Officers investigate
violations of these acts and regulations and resolve them by applying various compliance
options.

Regional Compliance Program Delivery

Fishery Officers in the Eastern Arctic Area monitor the Atlantic walrus fishery and the trade of
Atlantic walrus products for compliance with the MMR which are made pursuant to the
Fisheries Act. Conservation and Protection works closely with internal and external partners to
consult on and or resolve compliance issues.

Fishery Officers promote compliance with regulations by working with user groups (e.g. hunters
and buyers) and other stakeholders to better understand the laws. Fishery Officers engage hunters
and people involved in the marine mammal trade industry to provide information that increases
awareness and helps address compliance and conservation concerns in the Atlantic walrus
fishery. Increased education and awareness will help protect the legal market and trade of
Atlantic walrus ivory and parts.

Current Compliance Issues

Specific concerns may arise from: failing to follow conditions of licence for the sport hunt, non-
reporting or misreporting of harvest, wastage, illegal harvest or illegal trade and exporting of
Atlantic walrus ivory and or parts. Patrols have been conducted in Atlantic walrus hunting areas
and communities to monitor these concerns.

Compliance Strategy
Conservation and Protection collaborates with internal and external partners to identify and
prioritize compliance issues and works with resource managers to address them.

Fishery Officers focus efforts on:
e compliance with legislation, including sport hunt licence conditions;
e tusk traceability / illegal trade of ivory tusks;
e licence inspections.

Operational Activities include:
¢ Monitoring of Atlantic walrus sport hunts;
e Education of user groups and stakeholders;
e Inspections of Atlantic walrus products from harvest to export;
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e Cross reference of harvest data with trade data;
e Liaise with Nunavut Conservation Officers and other territorial or provincial law
enforcement agencies.

Table 5. Compliance Focus and Strategies for Atlantic Walrus in the Nunavut Settlement Area

COMPLIANCE FOCUS
Issue Regulation Strategy
Monitor harvest and enforce | MMR: Sections 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, | ¢ Hunt monitoring
regulations 11, 13, 15, 17, 25 and 26 e Inspections
e Licences
Harvest reporting and quota | MMR: Sections 6, 12, 17 and | e Inspections
compliance 26 . e Licence cross referencing
Fishery (General) Regulations: and issuance
Sections 6, 7,9, 11, 15and 22 | Variation Orders
Tusk traceability MMR: Sections 15 and 16 e Inspections

10. Performance Review

This Atlantic walrus IFMP was developed through an extensive consultative process including
the NWMB, NTI, RWOs, HTOs, walrus hunters and community members. DFO will continue to
consult with these groups throughout the life of this IFMP as circumstances require.

Annual post season review sessions will be conducted with co-management organizations and as
circumstances require. Progress on achieving the short term objectives and effective
implementation of management measures identified in the Plan will be reviewed.
Recommendations to improve management of the walrus fishery will be developed to meet the
long term objectives of maintaining a sustainable walrus fishery.
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Glossary of Terms

Abundance: Number of individuals in a stock or a population.

Basic Needs Level (BNL): Means the level of harvesting by Inuit identified in Sections 5.6.19 to
5.6.25 of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement.

Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC): Committee of experts
that assess and designate the conservation status of species that may be at risk in Canada.

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES): An international agreement
to ensure that international trade in specimens of wild animals and plants does not
threaten their survival.

Harvest Limit: A maximum number of walrus permitted to be landed by a community or from a
stock/ management unit in a given time period.

Inuit Qaujimajatugangit: Is a body of knowledge and unique cultural insights of Inuit into the
workings of nature, humans and animals.

Marine Mammal Regulations (SOR/93-56): Federal regulations under the Fisheries Act that
govern the management and control of fishing for marine mammals and related activities
in Canada or in Canadian fisheries waters.

Marine Mammal Fishing Licence: Licence required to fish for marine mammals under the
Marine Mammal Regulations (s. 5).

Marine Mammal Transport Licence (MMTL): Licence required for transport of marine mammal
parts and products from one province (or territory) to another.

Non-quota Limitation (NQL): Means a limitation of any kind, except a total allowable harvest,
and may include a limitation on season of harvest, sex of wildlife, size of wildlife, age of
wildlife or method of harvest.

Population: A reproductively isolated group of animals, sharing a habitat.

Potential Biological Removal (PBR): A statistical method currently used by DFO Science to
provide recommendations on sustainable harvest levels.

Precautionary Approach (PA): Applying caution to management actions when scientific
knowledge is uncertain and not relying on the absence of adequate scientific information
as a reason to postpone action to avoid serious harm to wildlife stocks or their
ecosystems.

Quota: The number of walrus that can be harvested by a community, as set out in Column 1,
Section 26, or by an individual, as per Section 6. (1)(c) of the Marine Mammal
Regulations.

Species at Risk Act (SARA): The Canadian Act to prevent wildlife species from becoming
extinct and secure the necessary actions for their protection and recovery in Canada.

Stock: Refers to a resource management unit. For walrus, it refers to a geographically segregated
group of animals that are subject to hunting.

Total Allowable Harvest (TAH): For a stock or population this means an amount of wildlife able
to be lawfully harvested as established by the NWMB pursuant to Sections 5.6.16 to
5.6.18 of the NLCA.

Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC): A sustainable harvest level recommendation for a stock
or population developed by applying an estimate of harvest loss rates as a correction
factor in the PBR calculation.
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Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK): A cumulative body of knowledge handed down
through generations by cultural transmission, about the relationship of living beings
(including humans) with one another and with their environment. Inuit hold traditional
knowledge on walrus.
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Appendix 1. Landed Catch of Walrus in Nunavut: 1997-2014

Landed Catch of Walrus (Odobenus rosmarus) from subsistence harvests and licensed sport hunts conducted in Nunavut between 1997/98 and 2014/15 (season extends from April 1 - March 31). Subsistence catch values do notinclude estimated hunting

Annual Quota ¥ | 1997/98 1998/99 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15

NUNAVUT SETTLEMENT [Settle- |individu
AREA (NSA) ment al Sp Sh Sp Sh Sp Sh Sp Sb Sp Sh Sp Sh Sp Sh Sp Sh Sp Sbh Sp Sh Sp Sh Sp Sb Sp Sb Sp Sb Sp Sbh Sp Sb Sp Sb Sp Sb
A. Baffin Region
Arctic Bay 10 = 0 [ 3 [ —JT1[ -T2 =T2 7 =Jo ==JToJ=T1[=IW[==Jo[=T1[ =TR[] -JTo[=JT1[=-TJTo]-To 0 - [ o
Cape Dorset 4 = 8 ~ | a o120 04 [ 2 [10]0] 5| ]2 NR 6 25| - [ NR| - [N]| - || -[21]-]2]0]o0 0 - | o
Clyde River 20 = 0 [ 2| -] o | ~[o| -2 ~-JTo[ =lTo| ~-[2]-=[NW|] -1 =-To[ =|NW[=-|N]-[N[-]0] ~-[o0 0 - | o
Grise Fiord 4 ~ | 12 — 1| -] 5 — | a — | 2 — | 3 — | 7 G — | 2 G - |4 ol R - [ 7 — | 2 — | a ~ INR| - | o ~ | 16
Hall Beach 7 00 109 | - | 80 [0n| NR @] 87 [0 40 4| 1 _[an| 87 [0 66 |8 75 4| 100 | - | 35 | - | 33 [0n 70 [mom| 75 2| 33 @ 107 [mEem| R 92
igloolik 4 4 | 80 |78 125 | 20 | NR| 6 | 168 | 12 | 40 | 20 | NR | 24 | 97 [ 10 [ NR | 42 | 100 | 2 [ 184 [ NR| 54 | M | 74 | M [ 8 | - [141] 6 | 95 | 4 [107 | - [ R - 9
Igaluit 4 = 0 ~ oz | -] ~ ]9 | - [ 7| -] 1| |2 -[~N|] -] ]9 | |1 -~ [N][ -[24a]-]14] - 214|110 6 - |1
Kimmirut 4 N | - |[NR] = [N[ -0 o -]a]-17 7ol 4« o 6 o 2] - N[ -[NR] -|N]| -7 -]0]-]1 o | -2
Pangnirtung 4 ~ 16 | =l a| - s || -] - o[ -] - W[ -] -5 -] -0l ~N]-[NR[-|[NR[]-]7 o || 4
Pond Inlet 4 = 0 — o[ =1 =[5 =8| ~JTo| =2 ==JTo|l =11 =To| =To[ =] -|N[]-=-[3]-<-]0]-[]M 0 - | o
Qikigtarjuag 4 | - s | ~Jo|l =Jol =lo|l =1 ~TJs| -1 ~-]o oo s | -[6]-|w[-|[w[-[6]-[58]-]1w o | -Jo
Resolute Bay / Creswell 4 - 0 - [ NR - 1 - 0 - [ NR - 1 -- 6 - 4 - 1 -- 0 - 1 - [ NR - 2 - 3 0 2 = 2 0 = 1
Sanikiluag 10 = 4 [N =1 =1 [ =JTo| =[5 =3 -~ N]=-=[NWR[ -2 <-W[=[o0o] -2]-12]-]21]=13 0 - | o
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Legend:

DFO compiles information on subsistence walrus harvests by telephone calls to community Hunters and Trappers Organizations, or the local Government of Nunavut Wildlife Officers.

see Marine Mammal Regulations (SOR/93-56) S. 6 (1)(c ), S. 6 (2)( ¢ ), and S. 26.

Licensed Sport Hunt - a regulated sport hunt is conducted in some Nunavut communities. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) reviews walrus sport hunt applications annually, and transmits its

approval decisions to DFO.

This community did not, or does not, conduct sport hunts
Sport hunts were conducted and/or approved in this community

For two years (2008/09 and 2009/10) the Igloolik HTA implemented a moratorium on walrus sport hunting and tourism.
Subsistence Harvest - 'NR' indicates the community has not reported its subsistence walrus harvest.' pending' indicates that the community has not reported their subsistence walrus harvest to DFO yet.

Value was originally reported with an associated error, and has been replaced with an average value to provide a more precise annual estimate of landings. For example:

a Cape Dorset Subsistence harvest in 1999 was reported as 10 +/- 2; this value was replaced with the average (10).

b Igaluit Subsistence harvest 1999 was originally reported as 15 +/- 2; this value was replaced with the average (15)

¢ Pangnirtung Subsistence harvest 2001 was originally reported as 19 +/- 1; this value was replaced with the average (19)
d Coral Harbour Subsistence harvest 2002 was originally reported as 25-30; this value was replaced with the average (28).
e Coral Harbour Subsistence harvest 2009 was originally reported as 5-6; this value was replaced with the average (6).

f Hall Beach Subsistence harvest 2010 was orginally reported as 70-80; the value was replaced with average (75).

g Qikigtarjuaq Subsistence harvest 2010 was orginally reported as 5-6; the value was replaced with the average (6).

h Hall Beach Subsistence harvest 2011 was originally reported as 30-35;the value was replaced with average (33).

i Qikigtarjuag Subsistence harvest 2011 was orginally reported as 4-5; the value was replaced with the average (5).

The Nunavik community of Salluit conducts licensed sport hunts within the Area of Equal Use and Occupancy described in S. 40 of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement.
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Appendix 2. Overview of Current Management Measures for the Atlantic Walrus Fishery in the Nunavut

Settlement Area

Management Measure

Applicable Legislation/ Regulation

Harvest Levels

Unless a TAH is in place, an Inuk may, without a
licence, fish for food, social or ceremonial
purposes for four (4) walrus in a year except where
community quotas exist (Coral Harbour (60),
Sanikiluag (10), Arctic Bay (10) and Clyde River
(20)). (MMR, s. 6 and 26).

Where a TAH has been established, annual harvest
may not exceed the total allowable harvest level
established for a particular management unit.

Monitoring and Reporting

Harvest information must be reported (MMR s. 17;
Fisheries Act s. 61; and the NLCA s. 5.7.43).
When the quota or total allowable harvest level is
reached, the community will be notified and the
fishery will be closed (MMR s. 12 and 26).

Licences

The Minister may issue a marine mammal fishing
licence (MMR s. 4).

The Minister may issue a licence for certain
activities such as for tagging (satellite tracking),
live capture, biopsies (MMR s. 11).

Post-Harvest Walrus Tag

Where a TAH has been established, DFO will
issue Post-Harvest Walrus Tags to the RWO
and/or HTOs in the amount equal to the annual
harvest level for the corresponding management
unit. These tags will be issued without fee or
administrative charge and are not to be considered
a licence to hunt.

Humane Harvesting

Hunters shall only kill a walrus in a manner that is
designed to kill it quickly (MMR s. 8).

No person shall disturb a walrus except when
hunting for walrus (MMR s. 7).

Reducing Loss Rates

Hunters must have all necessary equipment on
hand to retrieve a hunted walrus (MMR s. 9).
Hunters that kill or wound a walrus must make all
reasonable efforts to retrieve it without delay, must
not abandon or discard it, or waste any edible part
of a walrus (MMR s. 10).

Hunters are to use a rifle or shotgun with the
following restrictions: a) a rifle and non-full metal
jacketed ammunition that produce a muzzle energy
of not less than 1,500 foot pounds; or b) a shotgun
and rifled slugs that produce a muzzle energy of
not less than 1,500 foot pounds (MMR s. 25).
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Sale and Transportation

A Marine Mammal Transportation licence is
required to transport walrus or walrus parts from
one province to another (MMR s. 16).

A CITES Export Permit is required to transport
walrus products outside of Canada.

Habitat/Ecosystem Protection

Fisheries Act s. 35: prohibits any person from
carrying on any work, undertaking or activity that
results in serious harm to walrus that are part of a
commercial, recreational or Aboriginal fishery,
unless authorized by the Minister.
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Appendix 3. Walrus Sport Hunt Policy in the Nunavut Settlement Area
A. Where a Total Allowable Harvest has been established for a walrus stock or population

Where the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) and the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans
Canada (DFO) establish a total allowable harvest (TAH) for a stock or population of walrus in the
Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA), the assignment provisions of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement
(NLCA) shall be used to assign part or all of the TAH to a walrus sport hunt.

In 2013, the Minister of DFO accepted the NWMB'’s decision to establish the basic needs levels (BNL) for
beluga, narwhal and walrus in the NSA to be equal to the levels of total allowable harvest (TAH)
established or modified by the NWMB. As per the NLCA, Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTO) and
Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWQOs) are responsible for allocating their community’s and regional
TAH to their members and the assighment to non-members (e.g. walrus sport hunt) (s. 5.7.3 and 5.7.6).

An assignment under section 5.7.34 (b) of the NLCA is used to authorize walrus sport hunts to a person
qualified to harvest walrus under the laws of general application, so long as the established annual total
allowable harvest for that particular management unit is not exceeded.

Under sections 5 and 6 of the Marine Mammal Regulations, no person other than an Indian, Inuk, or
beneficiary, may fish for walrus except under the authority of a licence.

If an HTO wishes to assign part or all of a share of their community’s allocation of the TAH for walrus
sport hunting purposes, the following process will be undertaken to obtain a valid Marine Mammal
Fishing Licence prior to engaging in walrus hunting activities:

The HTO will:

1. Complete and submit the Sport Hunt Application package to DFO.

2. Upon receiving the completed documents and payment of fee, the Minister of DFO may issue a
Marine Mammal Fishing Licence for walrus pursuant to section 4(1) of the Marine Mammal
Regulations.

3. All conditions identified on the Marine Mammal Fishing Licence must be followed by the assignee
(sport hunter). The Marine Mammal Regulations (MMR) include provisions related to the hunting,
movement, and sale of walrus products. These provisions include requirements for hunters to
report on harvesting activities, to collect biological samples, to hunt in a manner that is designed to
kill the walrus quickly, to make reasonable efforts to retrieve a killed or wounded walrus without
delay and to have all necessary equipment on hand to retrieve it. Abandoning, discarding or wasting
edible parts of walrus is prohibited.

4. Any HTO by-laws that are in place governing walrus hunting will also be followed by the assignee
(sport hunter).
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A DFO Marine Mammal Transportation Licence is required to transport walrus or walrus parts from
one province to another (MMR s. 16(1)). These are free and available from a DFO Fishery Officer or
from the community’s local Conservation Officer.

Anyone wishing to export walrus parts or derivatives from Canada must obtain an export permit

from the Canadian CITES administration. These permits can take several weeks to obtain. For more
information, contact the DFO CITES Permitting Officer at: (888) 641-6464.
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B. Where a TAH has not been established for a walrus stock or population

Each year the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) requests applications (Request to Conduct
Walrus Sport Hunts) from communities and individuals for walrus sport hunts. These applications are
reviewed by the NWMB according to its Interim Policy for Walrus Sport Hunts. Decisions of the NWMB
are forwarded to the Minister of Fisheries & Oceans Canada (DFO). If approved, and upon payment of
fee, the Minister will provide the applicant with a Marine Mammal Fishing Licence under section 4(1) of
the Marine Mammal Regulations. The process is detailed in the steps below:

1. Request to conduct walrus sport hunt:

Each fall, the NWMB seeks applications from individuals and communities who wish to conduct walrus
sport hunts for the following walrus harvesting season (April 1-March 31). Applicants are required to
submit a completed “Request to Conduct Walrus Sport Hunt” form that includes information on the
hunt plan, outfitter information, a safety plan, and evidence of support from the local HTO.

2. NWMB review of applications:

The NWMB reviews the Requests to Conduct Walrus Sport Hunts against its Interim Policy for Walrus
Sport Hunts. This Policy seeks to consider conservation concerns, health and safety, humane harvesting
and minimization of waste, and long-term economic, social and cultural interests of Inuit harvesters, in
making sport hunt decisions.

3. NWMB decision to DFO:

Decisions of the NWMB in relation to the walrus sport hunt are forwarded to the Minister of DFO as per
the NLCA. Additional conditions may be included with the NWMB decision, such as the assignment of
each walrus to a sport hunter is made in writing and that individuals applying for walrus sport hunts
obtain written support from their local HTO.

4. DFO review:

The decisions of the NWMB are forwarded to the Minister of DFO for review. If approved, DFO will
notify successful applicants. Upon receiving the completed “Assignment Document”, “Hunter
Information Sheet”, and payment of fee, the Minister of DFO will issue a Marine Mammal Fishing
Licence for walrus pursuant to section 4(1) of the Marine Mammal Regulations.

5. Marine Mammal Fishing Licence:

All conditions identified on a Marine Mammal Fishing Licence must be followed. Such conditions
include: when and where the hunt is authorized to take place, by whom, their country of origin, quotas,
gear type to be used, as well as any specific conditions related to the hunt, such as the reporting of all
hunts to the local DFO office, firearm muzzle velocity requirements, the total number of strikes allowed,
as well as biological sampling requirements.

6. Any HTO by-laws that are in place governing walrus hunting should be followed by the sport hunter.
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A DFO Marine Mammal Transportation Licence is required to transport walrus or walrus parts from
one province to another (MMR s. 16(1)). These are free and available from a DFO Fishery Officer or
from a local Conservation Officer.

Anyone wishing to export walrus parts or derivatives from Canada must obtain an export permit
from the Canadian CITES administration. These permits can take several weeks to obtain. For more
information, contact the DFO CITES Permitting Officer at: (888) 641-6464.
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TAB 4: Information used to propose Management Unit Boundaries for Atlantic walrus in the NSA

1. DFO Stock delineations.

2. Walrus harvesting locations.

3. Nunavut Coastal Resource Inventory Information.

4. Approximate distributions of Atlantic walrus in Canada. COSEWIC Draft Status Report on Atlantic
Walrus-unpublished (in progress).

5. Community Knowledge maps of walrus in Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait. Prepared by Baffinland.

6. Traditional knowledge maps developed through community consultations and working group
meetings in Arctic Bay, Grise Fiord, Hall Beach, Igloolik, Pond Inlet and Resolute {2007-2015).





Figure 1. Map of putatve stocks, with individual assignments shown according to stock. Westem Jones Sound (WJS), Baffin Bay (BB), Penny Strast-Lancaster Sound (PS-
LS), North Foxe Basin (N-FB), Central Foxe Basin (C-FB), Hudson Bay Davis Strait (HB-DS). Red bars reflect assignment to the sub-Arctic cluster with blue bars
the high Arctic cluster.
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FIG. 6. Hudson Bay-Davis Strait walrus harvesting locations for Arviat, Cape Dorset, Chesterfield Inlet, Clyde River, Coral Harbour, Iqaluit, Kimmirut.
Pangnirtung, Qikiqtarjuaq. Rankin Inlet. and Repulse Bay (Priest and Usher, 2004), Nunavik harvesting areas (interpreted from COSEWIC, 2006), and wintering
areas (Bom et al., 1995). Each Kill symbol may represent more than one animal killed; N is the number of walruses reported by each community in the Priest and

Usher (2004) database.





Walrus Harvesting Locations

Stewart, R.E.A. 2008. Redefining Walrus Stocks in Canada. Arctic. 61(3):292-308.

Walrus Kills (N)
Arctic Bay / Nanisivik (11)

@ Pond Inlat (17)

A Igloolik (667)

A Hall Beach {405)

553 Wintering Areas

FIG. 5. Foxe Basin walrus harvesting locations for Igloolik and Hall Beach (Priest and Usher, 2004) and wintering arcas (Born et al., 1995). Each Kill symbol may
represent more than one animal Killed: N is the number of walruses reported by each community in the Priest and Usher (2004) database.





Foxe Basin

Figure 1: Foxe Basin walrus distribution

Walirus Distribution

——— Migration Routes
Area of Occurance
[T ] Area of Occurance
EE58 Historical Distribution

HU DS ON| BAY/

330 440 Kilometers

Vec NRC data, 1:250 000
immirut NCRI Interviews






Coral Harbour (2014)

Figure 2: Coral Harbour walrus distribution
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Figure 3: Coral Harbour walrus migration routes
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Chesterfield Inlet (2008)

Figure 4: Chesterfield Inlet walrus distribution
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Igloolik (2007)

Figure 5: Igloolik walrus distribution
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Figure 6: Igloolik walrus distribution; observations from Interviewees 1-5
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Figure 7: Igloolik walrus distribution; observations from Interviewees 6-11
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Kimmirut (2010)

Figure 8: Kimmirut walrus distribution
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Figure 4. Approximate distributions of the Atlantic walrus populations in Canada. Walrus
management stocks within these populations include: BB = Baffin Bay, FB = Foxe Basin, NWHB =
North and West Hudson Bay, PS-LW = Pnny Strait-Lancaster Sound, SEB = South and East Baffin,
and SHSUBL = South Hudson Strait-Ungava Bay-Labrador, and WJ$S = West Jones Sound. Question
marks (?) indicate uncertainty with respect to distributions and/or movements.

COSEWIC Draft Status Report on Atlantic Walrus-unpublished, in progress
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SUBMISSION TO THE
NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD

FOR
Information: Decision: X

Issue: Approval decision of the Blue Whale (Balaenoptera musculus) (Northwest
Atlantic population) Action Plan.

Background:

The Blue Whale (Northwest Atlantic population) was assessed by the Committee of the
Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) as an Endangered species in
2002 and added to the List of Wildlife Species at Risk List in 2005. The NWMB was
notified of the COSEWIC assessment and asked to make a decision on listing in 2004.
The NWMB was also asked about and approved a Recovery Strategy in 2007 which
was made official in 2010. As an Endangered species, the requirement under the
Species at Risk Act calls for the creation of an Action Plan within five years of listing.

Article 5.2.34 (d) (i) of the Nunavut Agreement states that the NWMB shall, at its
discretion, approve plans for management, classification, protection, restocking or
propagation, cultivation or husbandry of particular wildlife, including endangered
species. Details of how to achieve approval of management plans, recovery strategies
and action plans are not addressed under the 2008 “A memorandum of understanding
to harmonize the designation of rare, threatened and endangered species under the
Nunavut Lands Claim Agreement and the listing of wildlife species under the Species at
Risk Act”.

The Blue Whale (Northwest Atlantic population) Action Plan (Executive Summary
attached and translated into Inuktitut) outlines what needs to done to begin or further
support the strategic direction set out in the Recovery Strategy. As the Blue Whale is a
rare visitor to Nunavut waters, no work has been carried out in this area and little is
planned. The Action Plan outlines what needs to be done in areas most frequented by
Blue Whale. As part of the process in creating an Action Plan, the NWMB is requested
to review the proposed document and provide any comments. The Nunavik Marine
Region Wildlife Board is also being requested to review the Action Plan.

Recommendations:
The NWMB review the Blue Whale (Northwest Atlantic population) Action Plan, provide
any comments to DFO and decide whether or not to approve it by April 2016.

Prepared by:
Sam Stephenson, Species at Risk Biologist, DFO, Central and Arctic Region, Winnipeg

Date:
02 February 2016





Executive summary — Action Plan for the Blue Whale (Northwest Atlantic
population)

The Northwest Atlantic blue whale was listed as endangered under the Species at Risk Act in
2005. The main threats to its recovery are anthropogenic noise, lack of food availability,
contaminants, collisions, disturbances and entanglements. Published in 2009, the Recovery
Strategy proposed three recovery objectives intended to increase knowledge of the population,
its habitat, and threats, and implement measures to mitigate threats.

The action plan for the Northwest Atlantic blue whale presents measures that will be
implemented in the short and medium term to assist in meeting the recovery objectives. The
first set of recovery measures will be undertaken by Fisheries and Oceans Canada, sometimes
with the collaboration of partners. These are primarily research measures to estimate the
population's size and its use of Canadian waters. They also aim to implement or enforce
legislation or policies to protect blue whale habitat and mitigate threats.

The second set of measures will be undertaken by the Department in partnership with the
various stakeholders involved in the blue whale's recovery. For example, these measures
include research on krill and the use of hydroacoustics to document the presence of these
whales. The third set presents measures that concerned stakeholders could undertake
voluntarily. Such measures include gathering observations of the blue whale, photo-
identification and raising awareness among marine users.

The measures set out in the action plan could affect some stakeholders such as non-
governmental organizations or the shipping industry. However, their implementation would not
necessarily result in incremental costs to these stakeholders. Canadian society as a whole
would benefit from the implementation of the action plan, given the economic value that
Canadians attach to the recovery of the species and the protection of its habitat.
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SUBMISSION TO THE NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
BOARD

FOR
Information: X Decision:

Issue: Consultation report on the Thorny Skate.

Background:

As per 3.3 of the Harmonized Listing Process, In September of 2012 DFO informed the Nunavut
Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) of the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada’s (COSEWIC) assessment result for the Thorny Skate. During early 2015, this species
was the subject of consultations in Nunavut and four DFO regions. As a possible species of
Special Concern, if listed there are no automatic prohibitions or restrictions on harvesting, but a
management plan will need to be developed to help ensure the population does not become
more at risk in the future.

Consultations in Nunavut did not result in any comments agreeing with listing Thorny Skate. No
Hunter and Trapper Organizations (HTO) responded to numerous emails and mailings of
materials, perhaps because this species is not targeted for harvest by Inuit. The Department of
Environment, Fisheries and Sealing, stated they did not believe Thorny Skate needed to be
listed as they did not feel there was enough information presented by COSEWIC showing the
species was at risk in Nunavut waters and that listing could perhaps hinder the development of
the fishing industry. This was the only comment received directly from Nunavut.

The attached consultation report (as outlined in 3.8 of the Harmonized Listing Process), details
the “when” and “what” of information on Thorny Skate sent to HTOs and others. Copies of this
information will be given to the NWMB when the Minister of Environment provides details of
what is being considered with respect to listing of this species, as per 3.9 of the Harmonized
Listing Process.

Recommendations:
That the NWMB consider the information attached and proceed as per 3.8 of the Harmonized
Listing Process.

Prepared by:
Sam A. Stephenson, Species at Risk Program, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Central and
Arctic Region.

Date: December 20, 2015





Summary of consultations on the potential listing of Thorny Skate

The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) was notified of the Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada’s (COSEWIC) assessment of Thorny Skate in September of 2012 and, at
the same time, DFOs intent to consult in Nunavut. The Board was notified of the upcoming consultation
for Thorny Skate in August 2014 and this was reconfirmed in April 2015.

The following outlines all communication and results of consultation with the public, fishing industry,
Nunavut Government and organizations created under the Nunavut Land Claim.

Nunavut Land Claim

Contact via: phone calls, emailing of materials and several hard copy mailings of materials beginning
May 2015 and ending August 2015. All materials provided in English and Inuktitut. Ads in Nunatsiag
News in May 2015. Final email in August to HTOs notifying that consultations had ended, but that it was
still possible to send comments to DFO. Follow up phone calls to all HTOs.

HTOs

No response: Cape Dorset, Clyde River, lgaluit, Kimmirut, Pangnirtung, Pond Inlet, Qikigtarjuag.
Nunavut Inuit Wildlife Secretariat, Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Qikigtaaluk Wildlife Board: No comment,
but materials primarily sent as information only.

Nunavut Government

Department of Environment, Fisheries and Sealing: Comments were made that listing was not required
because the available data did not suggest any particular risk in Nunavut. It was stated that listing could
hinder the development of the fishing industry in Nunavut and that the government had already
supported means to reduce bycatch.

General Public
There were no comments received from the general public in Nunavut despite the ad in Nunatsiag News
advising them of the consultations and providing links to the SARA registry.

Fishing Industry

No response: Nunavut Offshore Allocations Holders Association, Qikigtaaluk Corporation, Arctic Fishery
Alliance, Cumberland Sound Fisheries; Umiat Corporation

Baffin Fisheries Coalition: Although the comments were sent directly to the Newfoundland & Labrador
Region of DFO, those comments are applicable here. Baffin Fisheries Coalition stated Thorny Skate
should not be listed, primarily because there has been very little research on Thorny Skate in northern
waters (i.e., Nunavut waters) and no one can assume it is at risk without proper assessments.

Summary:
There was no support for listing Thorny Skate in Nunavut. Despite sending information many times,
there were no responses from HTOs. There was no interest in a face to face meeting from any HTO.

A list of materials sent, when and how, appears in Appendix A.

Appendix B presents information on responses received in five DFO regions (Central and Arctic, Quebec,
Newfoundland and Labrador, Maritimes, Gulf) consulting on the listing of Thorny Skate.





APPENDIX A: Date of contact and materials sent to Nunavut.

CONTACT WITH HTOs:

May 2015 — Email advising that consultations would soon begin.

May 2015 — Email advising consultations had begun. Included link to SARA public registry and copies of
fact sheet and questionnaire.

May 2015 — Express Post letter with information on Thorny Skate (fact sheet, questionnaire and link to
species assessment) stating consultations were beginning and DFO would like their opinion on listing
and that in person meetings could be arranged if desired. Included link to the SARA public registry where
information was available in both English and Inuktitut.

June 2015 — Express Post letter with information on Thorny Skate including fact sheet, questionnaire
and link to species assessment asking if these species were used by or considered important to the
community. Included link to the SARA public registry where information was available in both English
and Inuktitut.

June 2015 — Email to HTOs reminding them of the consultation on Thorny Skate. Included link to the
SARA public registry where information was available in both English and Inuktitut.

July 2015 — Express Post letter with information Thorny Skate (fact sheets and questionnaire) again
asking for an opinion on possible listing before the consultation period ended. Included link to the SARA
public registry where information was available in both English and Inuktitut.

August 2015 — Email informing that the consultation period was over, but that DFO would still be
accepting any comments on listing. Provided links and copies of information sent previously.

August 2015 — Phone calls to/messages left with HTOs to determine if they had looked at materials and
had any comments regarding the possible listing of Thorny Skate.

CONTACT WITH NUNAVUT INUIT WILDLIFE SECRETARIAT, NUNAVUT TUNNGAVIK INC., QIKIQTAALUK
WILDLIFE BOARD:

May 2015 — Express Post FYI notice of intent to consult from May to July along with information on
Thorny Skate including fact sheet, questionnaire and COSEWIC reason for assessment (same information
as sent to HTOs).

CONTACT WITH NUNAVUT GOVERNMENT:

May 2015 — Express Post of letter to Fisheries and Sealing, Department of Environment, with
information on Thorny Skate including fact sheets and COSEWIC reason for assessment asking if there
was any opinion on listing. Included link to the SARA public registry.

CONTACT WITH FISHING INDUSTRY:

May 2015 — Express Post of letter to Baffin Fisheries Coalition, Nunavut Offshore Allocations Holders
Association, Qikigtaaluk Corporation, Arctic Fishery Alliance and Cumberland Sound Fisheries; Umiat
Corporation with information on Thorny Skate including fact sheets and COSEWIC reason for assessment
asking if there was any opinion on listing. Included link to the SARA public registry.

CONTACT WITH PUBLIC:

Ad placed in Nunatsiag News in May 2015 (English, French and Inuktitut) which advised people of public
consultation period for Thorny Skate and identified the Species at Risk public registry website as a
location with more information and a questionnaire on the listing process.





APPENDIX B: Total responses received in all DFO regions (including Central & Arctic — Nunavut)
consulting on Thorny Skate. Not specified means some form of comments were received, but it was not
stated if they supported listing or not.

Breakdown of Responses by Category

Provincial/Territorial Governments:
List-0

Do not list—1

Not responsible for species - 0

Aboriginal Organizations:
List—2

Do not list—1

Not specified — 0

No concerns—1

Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations (e.g., World Wildlife Fund, Sierra Club):
List—0

Do not list—0

Did not specify — 0

Stakeholders (including fishing industry)
List—0

Do not list—2

Not specified — 0

Public:
List—1
Do notlist—1

Summary of responses

List—3

Do not list—5

Not specified, not responsible or no concerns with possible listing — 1





THORNY SKATE
Consultations on listing under the Species at Risk Act

Information summary and questionnaire for the consultations on adding Thorny Skate to the List of Wildlife
Species at Risk as Special Concern — Please provide your input by July 25, 2015

Consultations
Let your opinion be heard

Canada’s Species at Risk Act (SARA) provides legal
protection for wildlife species at risk to conserve
biological diversity. It also acknowledges that all
Canadians have a role to play in the conservation of
wildlife species.

Before deciding whether Thorny Skate (Amblyraja
radiata) will be added to the List of Wildlife Species
at Risk, we would like to hear your opinion,
comments, and suggestions regarding the possible
ecological, cultural, and economic impacts of listing
or not listing this species under SARA.

Adding a species to the List of Wildlife Species at
Risk...

The process of listing a species under Canada’s
SARA consists of several steps: it begins with a
status assessment by the Committee on the Status
of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) and
ends with a Government of Canada decision on
whether or not to add a species to the List of
Wildlife Species at Risk. Public consultations are
conducted to gather the opinions of Canadians and
are an important step in this process.

Facts about Thorny Skate
Thorny Skate is a flattened fish with a disc-shaped
body covered in thorns and a slender tail (Figure 1).

I*I Fisheries and Oceans Péches et Océans
Canada Canada

It belongs to the Class Chondrichthyes, which
includes all shark and skate species. Thorny Skate
is native to the North Atlantic Ocean, and it is the
most widely distributed and abundant skate
species. In Canadian waters, it is continuously
distributed from Baffin Bay, Davis Strait, Labrador
Shelf, Grand Banks, Gulf of St. Lawrence, Scotian
Shelf, and Bay of Fundy to Georges Bank (Figure 2),
in a wide range of depths. The highest
concentrations in these waters are found along the
southern Grand Banks off Newfoundland and on
the eastern portion of the Scotian Shelf.

Thorny Skate is distinguished from other skates in
Canadian waters primarily by a row of 11-19 large
thorns on the midline of its back and tail. This skate
grows slowly, matures late, and produces only a
few surviving hard-shelled egg cases (Mermaid’s
purses) each year. Average age at maturity is 11
years, and it lives at least 20-30 years.

Figure 1. Thorny Skate.
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Figure 2. Canadian distribution of Thorny Skate (map was
adapted from COSEWIC 2012).

Who assigned the Special Concern status to
Thorny Skate?

COSEWIC is an independent committee of experts
that assesses which wildlife species are in some
danger of disappearing from Canada and assigns a
status to these species. It conducts its assessments
based on the best available information including
scientific data, local ecological knowledge, and
Aboriginal traditional knowledge. COSEWIC
assessed Thorny Skate in Atlantic Canada in May
2012 and designated it as Special Concern.

Why is Thorny Skate at risk?

COSEWIC concluded that threats to Thorny Skate
include directed fishing and bycatch. These slow-
growing, late maturing fish have undergone severe

I*I Fisheries and Oceans Péches et Océans
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population declines over the southern part of their
distribution, including a decrease in the extent of
the distribution area. These declines have
continued, despite a reduction in fishing mortality.
In contrast, the abundance of mature individuals in
the northern part of their range has been
increasing, approaching abundance levels observed
at the beginning of DFO research surveys (mid-
1970s). Thus, while this species as a whole does
not meet COSEWIC criteria for a Threatened status,
declines and a decrease in the extent of the
distribution area in the south are cause for
concern.

If a species is listed under the Species at Risk Act...
If Thorny Skate is listed, given the Special Concern
status, the prohibitions of SARA (for example,
prohibitions against killing, harming, and capturing)
would not apply. However, listing would result in
the development of a SARA management plan that
will include conservation measures for this species
in Canadian waters.

We would like to receive your comments on the
potential impacts of adding or not adding Thorny
Skate to the List of Wildlife Species at Risk under
SARA, designated as Special Concern.

Your comments are important.

Please fill out the questionnaire: we want to
hear from you.

A copy of the 2012 COSEWIC Assessment and
Status Report on the Thorny Skate and other
information can be found on the SARA Registry at
www.sararegistry.gc.ca.

References
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Aquatic Species at Ris¥

Questionnaire: Your comments are important!

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain your comments on adding Thorny Skate to the List of Wildlife Species at Risk as
Special Concern.

For more information, to obtain consultation materials, or to submit comments online, go to www.sararegistry.gc.ca under “Get
involved” and then “Public Consultations”.

1. Do you support listing Thorny Skate as Special Concern on the List of Wildlife Species at Risk under SARA?

Yes or no?

Why or why not?

2. What would be potential positive impacts of listing Thorny Skate on your activities, your community, your culture,
the environment, and the economy?

3. What would be potential negative impacts of listing Thorny Skate on your activities, your community, your culture,
the environment, and the economy?

4. Do you have any other comments on listing Thorny Skate as Special Concern on the List of Wildlife Species at Risk
under SARA?

5. If you are answering on behalf of an Aboriginal community or organization, industry, small business®, association, or

organization, please indicate its name.

6. In what province or territory do you live? In what province or territory does your organization

operate?

Your name and contact information (optional):

Thank you for completing Species at Risk Program Fax: (204) 983-5192

this questionnaire. Fisheries and Oceans Canada  E-Mail: fwisar@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Please send it by mail, fax, 501 University Crescent

or email to: Winnipea, MB R3T 2N6

! Defined as any business, including its affiliates, that has fewer than 100 employees or gross annual revenues of $30,000-$5 million.
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